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The potential impact of the measures in the Bill has been considered and appropriate
provisions have been made. The Bill should, therefore, command bipartisan support as
an important step forward in the protection of public health and community well-being.
I am certain important groups such as the Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria and the
National Heart Foundation of Australia will agree with the provisions in the Bill.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
Monash University
A message was received from the Council acquainting the Assembly that they have
agreed to meet the Assembly for the purpose of sitting and voting together to recommend
members of the Parliament of Victoria for appointment to the Council of the Monash
University, as proposed by the Assembly.

INTELLECTUALLY DISABLED PERSONS' SERVICES
(AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr SPYKER (Minister
for Consumer Affairs), was read a first time.

SUPERANNUATION SCHEMES (ACCIDENT COMPENSATION)
BILL
This Bill was returned from the Council with a message relating to amendments.
It was ordered that the message be taken into consideration next day.

ADJOURNMENT
Retraining under WorkCare-Grain freight rates-ANZ Bank charges-Melbourne
Wholesale Fish Market-Principal of Milawa Primary School-Cement dumpingTabling of annual reports
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Treasurer, but
in his absence I direct it to the attention of the Deputy Premier. The matter concerns a
Mrs Olivia Edwards ofMt Martha who has written to the Treasurer about the position of
her daughter under the WorkCare scheme.
Her daughter Cathryn is 28 years old. She has had considerable education and training,
much ofit being job orientated, having undertaken two and a half years of teacher training
and also having completed a secretarial certificate course in 1981.
She worked for the Police Force at one stage of her working life, and during that time
she was diagnosed as having a painful disability which restricted the use of her arms. Her
mother describes her ailment under the generic term of repetitive strain injury.
The Opposition is aware that there is a bulk of evidence in Australia and throughout
the world which questions many RSI claims. It appears that this is not one of the contestable
claims, as there is a disability. Whatever the view that others might have, it is clear that
Session 1987-44
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the government certainly cannot contest the claim because the Police Force has admitted
the claim and accepted liability.
This 28-year-old lady is anxious to obtain employment although she has a history of
this chronic painful disability. Her mother explains In her letter to the Treasurer that her
dau~ter has been unable to obtain eD;)ployment because of the effect of WorkCare and
partIcularly because her prospective employers have been concerned that there will be a
recurrence of her condition and they will then be liable under the WorkCare system for
the recurrence of her disability.
Mrs Edwards on page 2 of her letter to the Treasurer said:
There has been a lot of publicity by employer groups about the failure of WorkCare. I agree with their criticism
but from the employees side. No-one has mentioned the greatest fault of WorkCare, this fault is the reason why
the genuine injured employee finds it almost impossible to return to the work force. This fault is the liability
clause whereby each latest employer must accept liability regardless of where or when the original injury occurred.
This fault leaves Cathryn, whose employment was termined, unemployable, because no employer is going to
employ her and so risk her chronic injury reoccurring which leaves him having to accept liability . . .

Mrs Edwards goes on to say that her daughter is anxious to obtain retraining in alternative
employment, notwithstanding this painful disability, but she has been unable to do so.
Her mother raises the fact that WorkCare is refusing an increasing number of retraining
applications, and she has drawn the conclusion that WorkCare prefers people to return to
their original work where it is likely-as with this lady-that they must pursue an
occupation where a recurrence of the ailment is likely.
Rehabilitation and retraining was a central part of the rhetoric of the government on
WorkCare and it is not being borne out in this case. I ask the Treasurer to respond to this
lady by helping this young 28-year-old woman who is being obstructed by WorkCare and
is not able to obtain employment.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The matter I direct to the Minister for Transport
concerns the setting of grain freight rates for the 1987-88 grain harvest. I read through the
evidence given by the Minister for Transport to the Estimates Committee on 21 September
in which, in reply to Mr Hallam, a member of another place and one of the committee
members, the Minister indicated that the State Transport Authority had made costings
available to the Victorian Farmers Federation and the consultants, Price Waterhouse
Urwick.
The Minister for Transport goes on to say that there have been various meetings
between the State Transport Authority, Price Waterhouse Urwick and the Victorian
Farmers Federation, and there was some disagreement between the overall costing of
some $4 million to $5 million. That $4 million to $5 million equates with the amount of
revenue raised by the STA for the movement of grain in this State.
The Minister stated that he is expecting a report on the final discussions with the STA
on the figures suggested by Price Waterhouse Urwick and the Victorian Farmers Federation
that the farming community has been overcharged by that amount on grain rates on last
year's activities.
The Minister indicated that when the report is made available in about a week's time
he will meet with the Victorian Farmers Federation to discuss and finalise freight rates for
the 1987-88 harvest.
Another document that the Minister presented to the Estimates Committee, on this
occasion from the Budget Papers, item 686, freight services, related to the actual revenue
raised for the grain freight movement in 1986-87, which was $60 749 million. If one
further examines the Budget Papers, it will be seen that the actual grain tonnes moved was
3·06 million. It is estimated that, in 1987-88, 3·25 million tonnes will be moved and that
will produce revenue of$62 283 million for the 1987-88 harvest.
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Based on those indicators and the comments made by the Minister for Transport to the
Estimates Committee, the Minister should announce to the graingrowers of Victoria that
there will be a 6 per cent reduction in money terms in freight rates for the forthcoming
season.
Mr CUNNINGHAM (Derrimut)-I direct the attention of the Treasurer to a matter
relating to the withdrawal fee now being charged by the ANZ Banking Group Ltd that
came into effect on 1 October 1987.
I ask the Treasurer to do all he can to ensure that no such fee is introduced by the State
Bank of Victoria.
On 14 September 1987 the ANZ Bank had a full page advertisement, which states:
You may not need to pay bank fees
ANZ Access Savings Account
Withdrawal Fee
The first 20 withdrawals each quarter are free. After that a fee of 25 cents for each withdrawal will be charged.
Accounts with an average daily balance over $5 000 will not attract any fee.
Other Banks' Automatic Telling Machines
From 1 November 1987 a fee of 25 cents will apply each time a customer makes a cash withdrawal from an
ANZ Access Savings Account using another bank's machine. Balance enquiries are free.

That very expensive advertisement would be bad enough if it just stopped there.
Unfortunately, other banks greeted with delight the lead shown by the ANZ Bank.
According to an article in the Age of 9 September 1987 the Commonwealth Bank was
examining the possibility of introducing similar charges, perhaps more extensively. That
appears to be an ominous warning.
In the same article, a spokesperson for the Westpac Banking Corporation was quoted as
saying that the bank was definitely considering introducing charges. The National Bank
spokesperson said that the bank was also considering introducing charges.
This transaction fee is unjust, unnecessary, and unwarranted. It is unjust because it
discriminates against and would affect low-income earners more than it would affect those
who have the capacity to maintain the basic $5000 depesit so that the fees could be
avoided.
The charge is unwarranted because banks are in a specially privileged position. By being
licensed in Australia they are guaranteed by the Reserve Bank of Australia, which acts as
a lender of last resort. The decision by the banks will affect low-income earners and
pensioners, most of whom are just making ends meet and need to go to their banks more
often as their limited funds are spent.
The charge is unnecessary because banking is a profitable industry, using depositors'
funds to attain that position. The Australian of 19 January 1987 reported that the ANZ
Banking Group Ltd should lead the pack with a $40 million rise to $355 million a yearin 1986, their profit was $315 million.
Following the announcement of those potential charges by the banking fraternity, the
Australian Business Magazine of7 October 1987 on page 47 had this to say:
Banks are not the only ones who could levy a transaction charge-the idea could boomerang.

The article suggests that commercial operations associated with banking could well pass
on this levy to their customers. As well as banks having to provide banking services as
part of their licences, they are also free to enter other business activities-share broking,
insurance, travel, etc. It is interesting to note that they do not impose a transaction fee on
those competitive areas of business. They want to impose this fee on their captive
depositors. The fee will be the thin edge of the wedge.
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In its advertisement of 14 September, the ANZ Bank tells "How to avoid fees". That
can be very easily arranged. I am suggesting that all ANZ customers who are depositors
should vote with their feet-close their access accounts, and transfer to a bank that does
not impose those charges.
This would impress on the banks the injustice and the unnecessary and unwarranted
imposition of this charge and the rejection of it by customers.
I ask the Minister to do all within his power to ensure that the State Bank of Victoriathat is, the people's bank-is protected from this iniquitous charge.
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to a report undertaken in 1986 at the direction of the government
on the wholesale marketing and promotion of fresh fish in Victoria at the Melbourne
Wholesale Fish Market at Footscray. It is twelve months since the report was issued.

Reading the report, it is quite alarming to me to realise the situation which has developed
in the fish industry. The government should treat this matter as urgent in light of what
was reported to be happening at the Footscray wholesale fish market.
The trading of fish at the market, which is Victoria's biggest clearing house for fish, is
controlled by only three agents. One would wonder, after today's debate and the talk of
monopoly in the liquor industry, whether the government has considered this classic
monopoly. It makes the liquor industry look very competitive.
The three agents are Jim Racovolis, Jack Miriklis and Malcolm McLaughlin. They have
total control over the fish industry in this State.
The agents and their associated companies hold all the available licences for the
auctioning of fish at the market, which handles more than 12000 tonnes of fish a year, as
stated in the report. Anyone waiting to compete at the market must buy one of the agents
out as the agents have first option when any of the licences come up for renewal. It is a
classic example of monopoly control.
In theory, all fish going through the market should be publicly auctioned and placed
with the highest bidder but, as the report commissioned by the State government indicates,
more than 60 per cent of the fish never makes it to auction. Instead, it is sold by private
agreement between the agent and buyers, in contravention of existing regulations.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr HEFFERNAN-One would have thought you would have taken more action rather
than ridiculing the report.

By buying in their own right, the agents become merchants rather than commission
agents and thereby create a conflict of interest between their roles as fishermens'
representatives and their roles as agents. They have a financial stake in the catching side
and, some say, are trying to integrate their operations from the fish to the can.
According to the report prepared for the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs
and the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, the agents claim their
processing operations are one of the key factors in ensuring that all fish are sold. This is
disputed, the report says, by other processors who say that they are willing to buy the fish,
but cannot gain access because the agents either do not offer it for sale, impose an
artificially high reserve, or intimidate potential suppliers.
Another controversial aspect of the market's operation is the so-called preselling of fish
which makes a farce of auctioning and permits price manipulation. According to the
report, price fixing is inhibiting the development of the industry. The report said that
agents also deliberately manipulate prices to reduce the sharp swings which would otherwise
occur between gluts and shortages.
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However, by reducing the swings in price, the market is also reducing the premiums
and discounts paid for various standards of quality, thereby leaving the fishermen with
little incentive to change handling and storage procedures. The extreme variability in the
quality and quantity offish caught and sold makes outside scrutiny of the fairness of prices
very difficult.
Under the current system, the Melbourne City Council is the de facto fish marketing
authority in Victoria. But the report prepared for the government said that the Melbourne
City Council had adopted a laissez-faire attitude to the management of the market as
"evidenced by the lack of maintenance or enforcement of regulations". The agents, it is
said, have taken advantage of this deregulated environment. The Melbourne City Council
said that it is not carrying out its duty to enforce the regulations on the market.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The matter I raise with the Minister for Education
concerns a serious problem that has developed at the Milawa Primary School, which is
approximately ten miles south-east of Wangaratta. The problem has developed with the
principal of the primary school, Mrs Barbara Bums, who suffered a back injury
approximately eighteen months ago.
Mrs Bums has been on WorkCare during that time but recently she was instructed by
the Ministry of Education to return to work at the start of this school term. Mrs Bums has
returned to work at the school but is still suffering from her back injury. The Victorian
Accident Rehabilitation Council has also instructed her to undertake a rehabilitation
program.
Although Mrs Bums has returned to work she is still wearing a back brace and is not fit
to continue full-time school work. While Mrs Bums was on WorkCare, a replacement
teacher was provided at the school. The teacher, Mr Greg Parsons, has been teaching Mrs
Bums's students but he has been instructed that at the end of the week he will have to
leave the school because Mrs Bums will be returning to full-time duties.
Although Mrs Bums has been ordered to return to work, she believes she is unfit to do
so. She has been instructed to undertake a rehabilitation program as well. The chairman
of the school council, Mr Wayne Spittle, contacted me today expressing the school's
concern about losin~ the replacement teacher, Mr Greg Parsons, and that the principal,
Mrs Barbara Bums, IS not in a position to return to full-time teaching.
In a letter sent today by facsimile machine to the Minister for Education the council
said it understood the dIfficulties in staffing schools as well as the difficulties of the
Ministry with returning teachers to full-time employment after illness.
It believes the teacher should be returned to the school on the basis of part-time
employment while she is on a rehabilitation program. It said that Mr Greg Parsons should
remain at the school for the remainder of the school year. It pointed out that the teacher
is in breach of the Occupational Health and Safety Act if she goes back to full employment
because she should be attending a rehabilitation program.
The school council is so concerned that it wrote a further letter to the Minister saying
that it wants the information from the Ministry of Education by 3 p.m. on Thursday, 8
October so that it can determine precisely what can be done about the situation.
It has said that unless it receives definite information, it will be considering the withdrawal
of students from the school as from next Monday, and they will be sent to other schools
in the area.
The situation is serious because, at a meeting at the school last night, more than 70 per
cent of parents were represented. Although the meeting was amicable, those attending
were clear in the passing of a resolution stating that, unless corrective action is taken and
clarification is provided about the position of the principal, Mrs Barbara Bums, being put
on a rehabilitation program and unless the other teacher is permitted to remain at the
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school until the completion of the school year, the students will be withdrawn from the
school from next Monday.
I ask the Minister to investigate the case urgently and ensure that clarification is provided
and that the teacher can be placed on a rehabilitation program.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to the Victorian cement industry and, in particular, to the
potential problems with which it will be confronted ifbelow-market-cost cement imports
are permitted into Victoria from Korea and Indonesia.
My understanding is that at this stage the matter is only a potential problem for the
industry in that a cement marketing company is establishing facilities for the importation
of cement. Apparently the company has potential contracts that would mean that cement
would be imported in 20 OOO-tonne shipments and would be at least $23 a tonne cheaper
than the local product.
This, by the way, is also a dumping situation in that the market price in the originating
country would also be higher than that which would be charged here. Obviously if the
importers grab a significant share of the market, it would mean a threat to employment in
Victoria's cement industry.
The cement industry operates in Traralgon and employs 102 workers. As the honourable
member for Geelong pointed out last night, a significant number of workers in the electorate
he represents are involved in the cement industry. He raised similar concerns about this
potential problem. The information I have obtained illustrates that the Western Australian
cement market is engaged currently in a price war after being invaded by importers.
Victorian cement producers are facing a similar problem and their concerns have been
further emphasised by the actions of union representatives involved with the Australian
Workers Union. Those workers have published information in local newspapers circulating
in the electorate I represent, one being the Express, and they advocate certain possible
measures that could be set in place, such as the Federal government increasing import
duties that currently stand at $2 a tonne.
I ask that the State Minister liaise with his Federal counterpart to explore possible action
that could be taken either by the Federal government or by both governments to ensure
that jobs are not lost because of cement being dumped on the Australian market from
Korea and Indonesia.
The Latrobe Valley has 102 workers engaged in the cement industry. If that industry
collapses, further jobs in the town will be lost due to the lack of spending of wages by those
cement workers. The Latrobe Valley can ill afford to lose people in those jobs, especially
in Traralgon: I know that is also the case in Geelong, but Geelong may be less impacted
than the Latrobe Valley because it has more sophisticated and larger operations.
Nevertheless, the matter is of concern and I ask that discussions be undertaken with
Federal government representatives to implement some measure to avert this potential
problem.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I direct the attention of the Treasurer to the failure of
government departments and statutory bodies to report to Parliament. I have in my hand
an historic document. It is the 46th Annual Report of the Patriotic Funds Council of
Victoria and is the only report to ever be presented to Parliament in all 46 years of that
council's existence.

That report is here only because I complained in the House last year about that very
matter. The report was sent to the Attorney-General on 17 December 1986 and that
Minister sat on the report until September of this year.
I also have in my hand a document compiled by the Papers Room dated 2 October
1987. I shall table that document for any honourable member who may wish to peruse it.
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With one or two exceptions, this document shows that no reports to the year ended 30
June 1987 have been presented to Parliament.
If it is good enough for companies listed on the stock exchange to report their activities
promptly, why should not it be good enough for government bodies to do so? Some
reports have not been presented since 1981 or 1982. That is an insult to Parliament.
I table that document for the information of the Treasurer and I hope that at the next
Cabinet meeting the Treasurer will ask his colleagues to smarten up and show some respect
to the people of Victoria and their representatives in this House.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Ivanhoe raised some concerns about the operations of the Melbourne
Wholesale Fish Market and he made reference to a report to which he had access. I shall
be pleased to discuss the matter with my colleague, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs, and I shall direct his attention to the comments made about the operation of the
market.
The honourable member for Morwell commented on the suggestions of the importation
of cement into Victoria and its impact on the existing cement industry, with particular
reference to the existing plant in the Latrobe Valley at Traralgon.
I understand the concern expressed by the honourable member for Morwell, and I know
she is very much in touch with local industry in the Latrobe Valley.
I have received representations from the trade union movement on this matter within
the past couple of days, and I have undertaken to discuss the matter with my Federal
colleague, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Commerce, Senator Button.
I have also received representations from the industry-that is, the employer groupsand I will also meet with them on the matter in the very near future.
I am conscious of the significant impact that dumping in particular could have on
existing industries.

Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr FORDHAM-The honourable member for Brighton is, by interjection, seeking
that the government not intervene in this matter. That is very interesting; it is a further
indication of how far the Liberal Party has now distanced itself from important sections
of Victorian industry.
I shall be pleased to take up this matter with my Federal colleague and to keep the
hardworking honourable member for Morwell informed of the situation.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The honourable member for Brighton raised the inability of
a person on WorkCare benefits to obtain access to retraining. I shall certainly investigate
the matter. I should be interested to know the claims administration agents involved, so
as to follow the case through properly.
The government's aim has been to encourage people to become involved in rehabilitation
and retraining programs. As the honourable member would be aware, the government has
introduced reforms that will have an even sharper focus on return to work. I shall certainly
examine the matter raised by the honourable member for Brighton.
The honourable member for Derrimut referred to a charge imposed by the ANZ Bank
on transactions on small accounts. I have certainly made clear my views to the ANZ Bank,
and also to the State Bank of Victoria. The State Bank operates on commercial principles
and I do not direct it in its commercial operations. However, I am confident that a similar
charge will not be introduced in Victoria by the State Bank.
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The honourable member for Doncaster raised the issue of annual reports and asked that
his message be transmitted to Cabinet. The Labor government introduced the annual
reporting legislation. Before it came to office, annual reporting legislation was non-existent.
If the honourable member for Doncaster cared to cast his mind back to the long period
when the Liberal Party was in power in Victoria, he would recall that in 1979, even the
State Superannuation Board-a huge organisation-presented an annual report that was
about three years out of date and did not even include a balance sheet!
That was the state of annual reporting that existed in Victoria prior to the election of
the Cain government. There is no doubt that annual reporting has been improved
dramatically under this government, which will certainly continue to ensure that all the
important annual reports are provided to Parliament on time.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Lowan
raised for the attention of the Minister for Transport the matter of grain freight rates and
advocated that they should be reduced.
I am sure the honourable member would agree that the Minister has done everything
possible in the past few years to keep costs and charges to a minimum. The Minister ought
to be congratulated for the work he has done in the past year, and I am sure he will
continue to ensure that the costs associated with grain handling are kept to an absolute
minimum. I shall convey the honourable member's comments to the Minister.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Murray Valley
raised a matter causing concern to the parents of the students of Milawa Primary School
because of the return of the principal who had been away because of a WorkCare claim
but who is still suffering from a back injury. There appears to be a difference of opinion on
the need for rehabilitation and the way in which that can best take place. I will inquire
into the case and ascertain what can be done to clarify the situation.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 11.46 p.m.
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Thursday,8 October 1987
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.34 a.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

DIRECTOR-GENERAL OF TRANSPORT
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Premier to the fact that last
night the Director-General of Transport, Mr Ingersoll, once again informed the public of
the government's position on transport matters. That is clearly the responsibility of the
Minister for Transport.
Will the Premier instruct the Director-General of Transport that it is the responsibility
of the Minister for Transport to make all public statements on areas affecting his
administration, and that it is the Minister who is publicly accountable?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-That is an extraordinary question coming from the Leader of a
Parliamentary party whose backbench has been hauled down to party headquarters today
to give an account--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Honourable members opposite say it is not true, but I read it in the
newspaper. The honourable member for Narracan should be called down, too.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I might as well get in
early and direct your attention to Standing Order No. 127. The Premier ought to be
brought back to order early in today's sitting.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Chair!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the National Party is becoming strident. He seems to have
lost control of himself. The honourable member is now relying on shouting to get his
message across.
On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I believe I am entitled to comment on the sincerity
of the question-Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the National Party should listen for a moment; he might
learn something. I believe I am entitled to answer a question asking about the
responsibilities of a Minister for his department. I am entitled to draw a parallel between
that and the responsibilities of members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party in determining
their leadership.
I find the two totally parallel and that is what I was directing to the attention of the
House. I believe I am entitled to do so.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall make that decision at some stage during the response
by the Premier. I do not uphold the point of order; in my view, it was taken too early.
Mr CAIN-As the Minister for Transport said yesterday, public communication
concerning the transport industrial dispute has been handled-Mr Lea interjected.
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Mr CAIN-I recognise that the honourable member for Sandringham is very nervous
today. When is he going down to Exhibition Street to give an account? The honourable
member is on the list.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Sandringham that, if he
wishes to be provocative by interjection, he may get a response, but he is out of order. I
ask the honourable member to cease interjecting.
Mr CAIN-As the Minister for Transport explained yesterday, recent public
communications on transport matters have been provided by the Minister for Labour, the
Director-General of Transport, Mr Ingersoll, and the Minister himself. I believe that is a
perfectly proper course to adopt.
Different aspects of the matter can be properly handled by the two Ministers, according
to the issues under consideration; other matters can be properly handled by Mr Ingersoll,
and that will continue. I believe the Minister will say something publicly-Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CAIN-When is it the turn of the Leader of the Opposition to go down to Vapold
House? He should not talk to me about whose turn it is. Not one, two or three, but seven
backbenchers were involved. What sort of rabble is that? I understand why members of
the Opposition are so nervous. All the backbenchers in marginal seats are shaking in their
shoes.

The position is similar to that in 1981 when the honourable member for Polwarth, who
was then a Minister of the Crown, delivered the Premier, Mr Hamer, to the executioner.
It is just the same.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-Once again, on a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct
your attention to Standing Order No. 127. The Premier is obviously debating the question
and should be brought back to order and directed to answer the question.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise honourable members that I will not uphold the point
of order while the Leader of the Opposition continually interjects across the table to
provoke the Premier to debate the question. If the Leader of the Opposition will respect
Standing Orders, I shall have an opportunity of controlling the activities of various
Ministers.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-All members of the Opposition are nervous.
Mr Williams-That is not true!
Mr CAIN-The honourable member for Doncaster will not have a turn down there;
they will not want him because he used to work there. It was a decent building then.
Members of the Liberal Party did not try to run the Parliamentary party then! We went
through that 25 years ago. That is how immature members of the Opposition are!
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to come back to the point and not to debate
the question.
Mr CAIN-For the benefit of members of the Liberal Party, I repeat: the Minister for
Transport made it clear yesterday that he is the one responsible for making any comment.
Before the Leader of the Opposition interjects again to try to shore up his position, I was
saying before I was interrupted that the Minister for Transport will comment about some
aspects of the matter this afternoon.
To suggest or imply that the public stage is totally occupied by one person is wrong. The
issue is complex and will be handled by the government as it handles all issues by using
the person who is best able to communicate and provide information to the pUblic.
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ACCIDENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Treasurer to section
37 of the Accident Compensation Act 1985 which contains a statutory requirement that
the Accident Compensation Commission must present to the Treasurer by 30 September
each year a financial statement for that year. Has the Treasurer received the statement
from the commission that was due on 30 September this year?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-At this stage I have not received the annual report.

EDUCATION AND PRISONS IN BENDIGO REGION
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-Will the Premier detail to the House recent
government initiatives to develop community services in the Bendigo region in education
and prisons?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The level of capital works spending in schools and prisons in the
Bendigo region has never been greater than since the Labor Government came to office.
Currently a new minimum security women's prison is under construction at Maldon: It
will be completed this year at a cost of $1 million. The honourable member for Bendlgo
West has been wholeheartedly behind the project.
Strong representations were also made for a new medium security prison at Castlemaine.
That prison was promised by the former Liberal government more than twenty years ago
but that government never got around to building the new prison. I suppose if the Liberal
Party had remained in office, the people of Castlemaine would have had to wait another
ten years or more for the prison and the jobs that will go with it.
The government is continuing with that and work will commence soon. The prison is
expected to be completed by 1989 and will house 250 prisoners. The prison will be a
welcome boost to the economy of Castlemaine.
The government has received strong representations about a primary school at M.ai~en
Gully. Work is now under way to replace the old, cramped school at a cost of$1 mtlhon.
The Minister for Education also approved the development of the Eaglehawk North
Primary School and $2 million was allocated to that project. This is in marked contrast to
what occurred previously under the former Liberal government and what Opposition
members are now saying about the Bendigo region. It seems that members of the Liberal
Party could not care less about the Bendigo region. Liberal members who represent that
area are opposed to the women's prison at Maldon.
The honourable member for Bendigo East has been hostile towards the construction of
any Ministry of Housing houses in the region. He opposed the establishment of community
houses to help out families in need. I know the honourable member is nervous; a lot of
the Liberal Party members are nervous. The honourable member for Bendigo East also
opposed the new Chinese dragon museum at Bendigo.
Mr John-That is untrue.
Mr CAIN-That is what I am advised. He is a bit like Groucho Marx: whatever it is,
he is against it. I understand why honourable members opposite are nervous.
Mr John interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo East will have the
opportunity of responding during the proceedings today. The same applies to the
honourable member for Murray Valley. I ask all honourable members to cease intetjecting.
Mr CAIN-In the same region, the honourable member for Bennettswood is on record
as opposing the Maldon tourist accommodation complex for no better reason than that it
is a government project. I suppose it is all one can expect when breeding, family, and good
looks are the criteria!
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Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
Premier is now debating the question. If the Premier goes through a litany of untruths for
political purposes, it makes a mockery of question time. You, Mr Speaker, have a
responsibility to Parliament to ensure that Ministers answer questions; that is their right.
If Ministers do not answer questions, that is also their right, but they are not entitled to
debate them or make Ministerial statements. The same opportunity for arguing the point
during today's proceedings applies to the Premier as it does to the honourable member for
Bendigo East. The Premier should not have an opportunity of making a Ministerial
statement, being deliberately provocative and wasting the time of Parliament during
question time.
The SPEAKER-Order! The House has got off to a bad start this morning for some
reason or another. To me, all honourable members seem to be out of order with their
disorderly interjections. I ask the Premier to come back to the point of the question and
not take the question further, as he appears to be doing.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The government has made major strides in Bendigo and the
surrounding areas despite what I regard as the best endeavours by many honourable
members opposite to try to criticise, carp, and oppose a whole range of initiatives, which
are for the good of the people of that region, for no other reason I believe than that they
are government initiatives.
It is no wonder honourable members opposite are nervous about their electoral prospects
with the kind of events we see taking place. They are nervous about their prospects and
they go on criticising for no reason. I commend the efforts of the honourable member for
Bendigo West for promoting the region he represents.

GRAND FINAL TICKETS
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I direct a question to the Director-General of
Transport-Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN-A slip of the tongue! Will the Minister for Transport advise whether it
is a fact that V/Line's experiment in grand final ticket scalping turned into a financial
fiasco with 200 tickets remaining unsold and 100 tickets being sold to employees at $30
each even though V/Line's total outlay for each ticket was $148?
Does the Minister agree with his colleague, the Minister for Consumer Affairs, that
scalpers are the scum of the earth?
The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is out of order.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The only opportunity the honourable member
for Gippsland West will have to direct matters to the Director-General of Transport will
be from his Opposition bench because he will never have a more formal opportunity.
V/Line, among a number of business ventures, sought to market some additional
services last week. The honourable member for Gippsland West would not know about
them because he was interested in things other than V/Line last week. The material that
came from VjLine to the media indicated that the venture had lost approximately $20 000.
Mr Brown-A $20 000 loss!
Mr ROPER-Just as there had been substantial profits from other ventures.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that if honourable members do not exercise
control, I shall leave the chair and come back at the ringing of the bells at some other time.
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Mr ROPER-It is no wonder that Opposition members are so excitable; they do not
know who will next be summoned down to Exhibition Street. The Liberal Party has not
learnt anything since it was in government when it managed to sell the building in
Exhibition Street to itself all that time ago.
Over the past few years, as the Budget documents demonstrate, V/Line has started to
reduce its ever-increasing deficit that has existed for twenty years. It will continue to do
so.
It is interesting to note that the Liberal Party has not yet produced its policy on
transport. The government will continue to reduce the cost of V/Line to the community
of Victoria.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Following the question asked by the Leader of the National
Party, I ask the Treasurer whether he has received financial advice or statements from the
Accident Compensation Commission advising that the accumulated liabilities of the
commission are in excess of$2·4 billion.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I have been asked similar questions before and I have indicated
that the position of the Accident Compensation Commission will be set out in the annual
report, which I shall provide to the House as soon as possible.

SOCIAL JUSTICE STRATEGY
Mr KIRKWOOD (Preston)-Will the Premier inform the House of the steps being
taken by the government to inform Victorians of all aspects of the social justice strategy
and especially its impact in the Heidelberg area?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The wish of the government is to inform people as widely as
possible about the social justice initiatives of the government. The City of Heidelberg is
showing the way by holding a forum to encourage consideration and discussion in the
community.
I regret that the honourable member for Ivanhoe has distinguished himselfby slamming
the Heidelberg City Council for encouraging--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-It is a council to which he used to belong-it is not a Labor council. The
council is being slammed for encouraging discussion in the community about a State
government program. According to reports in the Heidelberger, the honourable member
for Ivanhoe says that the council is wasting ratepayers' money in convening such a forum.
That is extraordinary. I suppose it is a measure of his nervousness as a marginal seat
holder that he believes any program that is supported and promoted by the government
should be criticised.
I point out to the honourable member for Ivanhoe that Heidelberg families who have
children at school, aged people wishing to stay in their homes, and the long-term
unemployed who wish to return to work--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-The honourable member says they are worse off. Having previously canned
the forum, he has, I understand, now been invited to speak to it and he has accepted the
invitation!
Mr Heffernan-It is a square-off.

131 0

ASSEMBLY

8 October 1987

Questions without Notice

Mr CAIN-That is again evidence of the honourable member's nervousness and the
nervousness of all honourable members opposite who hold marginal seats. They want to
criticise and slam government programs, no matter what they are.
It is ironic that, having slammed the forum and allowed his comments to be published
in the local press, in which he seems to do well from time to time, the honourable member
for Ivanhoe will speak at the forum. He cannot really make up his mind. Is the honourable
member in favour of social justice or anything that will help the people in Ivanhoe?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I know the honourable member for Ivanhoe is troubled and that his party
has no social justice policy. The Liberal Party does not know what that means.
I emphasise that the Heidelberg City Council is not a Labor council and never has been.
If one were to give it a political label, one would call it a Liberal council, but I do not wish
to label it. The council is prepared to promote government policies that help people,
regardless of that government's political colour. I will support the Heidelberg council or
any other council that does that. The Opposition will continue to criticise because the
policy comes from the government, and people will judge the Opposition accordingly.
The Heidelberg City Council should be applauded for wishing to cooperate with the
State government to help the people of Heidelberg. I want people in this State to have
access to and knowledge about the social justice strategy. Any honourable member who
believes it is wrong for a council to convene a forum in its area to inform people about
social justice issues does not belong in this place.

PROFESSIONAL BOXING CONTROL BOARD
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-How does the Minister for Sport and Recreation justify
overturning the decision of the Professional Boxing Control Board, which refused to grant
to promoter, Michael Ryan, a permit for a promotion at the Melbourne Town Hall last
Friday evening?
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The Minister for Sport and
Recreation has a right to overturn any decision of the Professional Boxing Control Board
on an appeal from any of the licensed trainers, managers or promoters concerned.
I called a hearing last week, at the request of Michael Ryan, on his appeal against the
rejection of his application on the ground that the fight he proposed to stage was not
financially viable. I was satisfied with the evidence and decided to allow him to stage the
fight, which I believe proceeded quite satisfactorily.

BASSINETTE LOAN SCHEME
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-Will the Minister for Transport inform the House of the effects
of the Government's bassinette loan scheme and the outcome of recent initiatives to
extend the scheme to all municipalities?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am pleased to be able to respond to the
question of the honourable member for Coburg who has shown significant interest in road
safety. The scheme, which was originally piloted on the initiative of my colleague, the
present Minister for Labour, has been so successful that it is being copied not only in
Australia but also, I understand, by overseas countries.
The scheme commenced on a pilot basis, but I am happy to inform the House that all
of Victoria's 210 municipalities will now take part in the scheme. Last year there was some
delay with and criticism of the scheme. The criticisms were basically unfounded, and the
efforts to overcome them have resulted in a number of councils changing their decisions.
I am particularly pleased that the cities of Camberwell and Echuca have now joined the
scheme. Bassinettes will be sent to Echuca and 50 bassinettes will be sent to Camberwell
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tomorrow. The Shire of Otway is the only remaining municipality that has not joined the
scheme, and the government is hopeful that it will do so later this year.
A 1985 study showed that approximately only 12 per cent of babies aged six months
and under were adequately restrained in bassinettes while in vehicles. As a consequence,
a significant number of injuries occurred and fatalities often resulted. The situation has
now totally changed. Since the scheme was introduced, although 50 vehicles fitted with
bassinettes were involved in road accidents, no infants in bassinettes supplied through the
scheme were injured.
As a result of the close work between the Road Traffic Authority, the Ford Motor Co. of
Australia Ltd-which I particularly congratulate for its joint efforts in the scheme-and
local councils, lives are being saved and injuries are being prevented.
There are now more than 13 000 bassinettes available, and that is adequate for 40 per
cent of babies in Victoria. Of course, many people purchase their own bassinettes. The
government has supplied additional bassinettes when requested by councils, and it will
continue to do so.
I particularly thank those councils and individuals of the City of Camberwell who have
waged what, in the end, was a successful campaign to have the scheme extended to that
municipality. There are more than 1000 eligible families in that area and they will have
access to what I believe every member in this place would agree is an excellent scheme. I
look forward to joining with others to promote the scheme in Camberwell.

TAFE TEACHERS AGREEMENT
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-Why has the Minister for Education agreed that
members of the Technical Teachers Union of Victoria teaching in technical and further
education colleges are to be paid to attend stop-work meetings this afternoon to ratify next
year's conditions agreement while demanding that non-union teachers must remain at
school?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The new agreement with the Technical Teachers
Union of Victoria relating to the TAFE Teaching Service is a major breakthrough. A
meeting of members of that union is the last step in a fairly lengthy process of consultation
and negotiation which will, the government believes, ratify the agreement it has reached
with the union. The normal industrial processes allowing union members time off to
ensure that the ratification takes place will be followed.

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

Ambulance services on southern peninsula
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLA TIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition ofthe undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth:
We are concerned about the quality of ambulance service available to residents on the southern peninSUla.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will call upon the Victorian government to
reassess the efficiency of operation of the service, immediately provide two attendants per ambulance to enable
sick patients to be moved without delay to hospital, and provide an efficient MICA ambulance service for the
area as was promised when the amalgamation of ambulance services was announced.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (4340 signatures)
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Police strength in Mornington
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth:
That the township of Mornington and its surrounding areas require the continuation of a Momington-based
24-hour police station and any proposal to close down the existing 24-hour police presence in Mornington is
totally rejected.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government immediately implement its previous election promise to
build a new police station in Mornington and in the interim period continue to provide a 24-hour police presence
by utilising suitable temporary premises in the town.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Cooper (81 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:
State Bank of Victoria-Reports, statements, returns, etc., for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961-Melboume Metropolitan Planning Scheme, Amendments Nos 385
Part 2, 431 Part 1,467 Part 1,484,485,486,487,489.

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

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-The matter I direct to the attention of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs comes within the purview of my shadow portfolio of small business. It
relates specifically to the illegal activities of a company known as Richard Armstrong and
Associates, which is promoting an event called the Blcentennial Great Australian Home
Show, to be held at the Melbourne showgrounds in March next year.
Considerable concerns have been expressed by industry associations to the Minister on
two separate occasions. The Victorian Guild of Furniture Manufacturers Ltd and the Solid
Fuel and Wood Heating Association of Australia are concerned at the way Richard
Armstrong and Associates is acting. Their first concern is that they have not yet received
a response to the concerns they expressed to the Minister. They have not even received a
telephone call; the Minister's office has given them no encouragement at all.
The associations received a letter from the Minister's agency effectively telling them to
take action under another Act of Parliament and to go away because they were a nuisance.
That is a contradiction of terms when one considers the words the Minister has used in
the past about company activities. An article in the Sun of21 September 1987 under the
headline, "Spyker to probe ad accounts" stated:
The State government is investigating at least two publishing companies alleged to be "conning" small
businesses out of money through bogus advertising accounts.

The Minister is reported as having referred to those companies as unethical, crooked,
despicable and as companies that tell blatant lies.
I am in no position to know whether it is true that this particular company is involved
in crude activities but I suggest that the Minister ought to examine the activities of Richard
Armstrong and Associates much more thoroughly than he has apparently done.
The organisation has represented itself as organiser of a major home show proposed for
March next year. Its representatives have travelled around the countryside and have told

Grievances

8 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1313

a series of lies. For example, one of its salesmen visited Hugal and Hoile and spoke to
Gary Dryden. Gary Dryden said that a salesman of Richard Armstrong and Associates,
Peter Garrot, had told him that the Australian Bicentennial Authority is behind the show
and that the Premier is opening the show.
These associations have taken up this matter not only with the Minister for Consumer
Affairs but also with the Premier. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet clearly
stated that the Premier has no intention of becoming involved in any support of the
function and will not be opening it. However, it appears that the Minister for Consumer
Affairs does not care what the Premier is or is not doing. Sabina Hoppe and Ron Hoppe
of the Crystal Tree company were approached by this company. It was stated:
In the company of her husband, Ron Hoppe, they were told by John Nolan in answer to Sabina Hoppe's
question as to whether Mr Spyker would again be warning people about the home shows: John NoIan said "Mr
Spyker would not make statements as it is backed by the government."

The organisations to which I referred earlier have written to the Minister on two occasionsthe most recent on 21 September-seeking his assistance but so far, for some curious
reason, the Minister has remained silent.
Robyn McCreadie of Noel Jordan Ducted Vacuum Centre was contacted this time by
Mr Peter Drackecce, a salesman from Richard Armstrong and Associates. I quote:
She was put on to John NoIan in response to her demand for refund.

This company wants a refundRobyn McCreadie was told by John Nolan that the Premier had been asked to open the show, that the
Premier's office was so very impressed that it had said they had neglected one thing-Richard Armstrong &
Associates had overlooked to invite the Premier. John Nolan told Robyn McCreadie to wait till next Wednesday
when Touche Ross will present an audited statement, and that Touche Ross were so impressed they have booked
a stand in the show.

Chrissie Peters of Holiday Company was approached. I quote:
At a further meeting with Kevin Reed salesman Chrissie Peters was told that John Cain was opening the show
on the 18th; that bicentennial authority had appointed Richard Armstrong & Associates to organise the BGAHS,
that Richard Armstrong & Associates were flying down crododiles from Kakadu to display at show ...

Chrissie Peters, of course, pulled out. The Bush Haven Homes company representative,
Peter Young, was told that the government was contributing $250 000 towards the event
and that the event was part of the bicentennial celebrations.
All these series of lies, innuendoes and suggestions have been made to try to ~et people
to participate in the show and these attempts have been directed to the attentlOn of the
Minister. The list to which I am referring has been presented to the Minister in an
attachment to the letter to him of 21 September. Apparently the Minister does not regard
the letter as sufficiently important for him to take action.
False claims are being made that the Premier will open the show-the truth is that he is
not; that the event is to be a bicentennial event-it is not; that the Victorian government
is contributing $25000 towards it-I believe the government is not unless the Minister
for Consumer Affairs can advise me whether the government has had a change of heart,
and that various personalities including Max Gillies, who would impersonate no doubt
Crocodile Dundee and Bob Hawke, and Prue Acton would be involved and that the
Roulettes aerobatic display team had been booked. All these complaints were listed in the
letter to the Minister but he has not regarded them as sufficiently important and he has
not given the association and the companies the courtesy of a response.
I ask the Minister to take a direct and personal interest in this matter. I have admired
the way in which the Minister on many occasions has taken up causes in the interests of
people where practices of companies have been wrong. This issue is ~ clear example of
misrepresentation of the truth and false and misleading approaches being undertaken by
a company to achieve an income, and it is truly deserving of the Minister's attention.
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The letter of 21 September to the Minister refers to the Victorian Guild of Furniture
Manufacturers Ltd contacting the department, and states:
In response, the Trade Practices Commission Regional Director indicated that while the commission was
unable to assist, your Ministry had jurisdiction in this matter.

I believe the Minister has some jurisdiction in this matter. Indeed, his personal actions in
the past in this area demonstrate that he has taken an interest. Earlier I referred the House
to an article in the Sun of 21 September to support my assertion.
The guild received a letter of21 August from Mr Brian Clifford, Manager of the Industry
Regulation Branch of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, which states:
The policy of this Ministry is to protect the rights of individual consumers rather than to take sides in disputes
between traders. As I stated in my previous letter to you dated 2 July 1987, your association is free to initiate
court proceedings.

That is a bit like Pontius Pilate washing his hands ofit. In the past the Minister has directly
involved himself in such matters as the champion of right and proper activities. I ask the
Minister to become actively involved again.
I have a list of companies that are attemptin~ to recover deposits paid on space for the
Bicentennial Great Australian Home Show beIng promoted by this organisation. I shall
make all this documentation available to the Minister; I do not wish to deny him anything.
The two associations to which I have referred will be grateful if the Minister can meet with
and assist them in achieving propriety in this case. It is not fly-by-nighters that have been
duped by these rogues and charlatans, but companies such as A. V. Jennings, Robinhood
Industries Pty Ltd, Luxaflex, Ducted Vacuum Systems, Brashs Pty Ltd, Crane Taps, Valley
Pride and so on. Some 26 companies are currently attempting to recover deposits from
this company.
The exhibition was to be conducted at the Royal Agricultural Society's showgrounds
from 18 to 27 March 1988. However, when some of the associations and companies
inquired whether the showgrounds were available, they discovered some of the areas had
already been booked for other activities. Some of the areas at the showgrounds for which
they were asked to make payments included horse stables. What a group of charlatans this
Richard Armstrong and Associates must be!
I enjoin the Minister to take direct action in this matter. In the past the government has
not been slow to call in the Police Force when alleged illegal activities have taken place. I
suggest this matter deserves, at the very least, close scrutiny by the Ministry of Consumer
Affairs.
I suggest to the Minister that the activities of this company warrant investigation by the
Fraud Squad. I have no doubt that the efforts of the Minister will be well rewarded by
police prosecutions. I have no qualms about saying that, because I know representatives
of the industry associations and companies involved in this matter.
It pains me to bring a matter such as this to the attention of Parliament because I do not
like seeing this sort of activity take place. The Opposition will not sit idly by and allow
such activities to occur unchecked.

I shall now concentrate on the Department of Labour. It is appropriate that the matter
be again raised during the $fi;evance debate. I started by dealing with matters that concern
the responsibility of the MInister for Consumer Affairs and I shall continue alon~ that line
because if anyone should be booked for deceptive packaging it should be the MInister for
Labour.
Yesterday the Minister for Labour was asked a Dorothy Dix question about Luna Park
and the fiasco that occurred there. The matter is extremely serious. Yesterday I appreciated
the Minister's aside of blowing the whistle; and I enjoyed the good promotion he received
in today's Sun. No doubt the Minister for Labour was trying to pre-empt my raising the
matter today.
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I do not wish to deal in detail with the fact that nearly twenty people could have been
killed at Luna Park. I do not criticise the department for intervening" and launching
prosecutions. I agree that prosecutions may need to be instituted because people who
make the errors when running machinery should find it difficult to have their licences
renewed.
The matter that I shall deal with today was raised in a previous grievance debate; it
relates to the organisation of the Department of Labour. The director-general of the
department, Mr Philip Bentley, has spearheaded a newfangled idea of decentralising the
department. He was obviously supported by the Minister because it is already underway.
The reorganisation deemed it necessary to call in officers from the Dandenong division
because St Kilda comes under the Dandenong division.
The officer concerned, Mr Howard Steele, who was brought 26 kilometres, is an expert
in Favco cranes. He was pulled out of the Melbourne branch and put into the suburbs as
a result of which the cranes in the city were not adequately inspected. I expressed concern
about that move during a previous grievance debate.
It quickly became obvious that Howard Steele was not qualified to deal with this matter.
The metro-central branch, which had more appropriately qualified personnel, was called
in. I understand a Mr John Dennis was called in to deal with this matter. Either yesterday
during question time or today in the press release, the Minister said that experts were
involved in the assessment of the Luna Park fiasco.
In a sense that is part of the deceptive packaging to which I referred earlier. The experts
involved were professional engineers employed by Luna Park; they were not independent
people brought in from outside. One must be a little concerned about the independence of
the assessment. From the advice that I have received it seems nothing was mechanically
wrong with the outfit at Luna Park, and that human error was largely responsible because
people did not abide by the procedure used of the blowing of the whistle on the three
occasions while the red light was on. The human error concerns me because that accident
should not have occurred. Twenty people could have been killed had the train gone off the
track.

During the last grievance debate I raised with the Minister for Labour the illegal issuing
of certificates through employees of the Department of Labour. I referred in particular to
a Mr Curnow. I shall again remind the House of the details of that matter. Mr Curnow
had stolen applications from the Department of Labour to use them for personnel gain.
He made thousands of dollars from this illegal exercise. The Minister for Labour then
attempted to berate me for raising the matter.
It is interesting that Mr Curnow is no longer an authorised examiner and that he has
been fired by the department. Could it be that the matters I raised in the House three
weeks ago proved to be true? Of course they were true! This raises another question. In
the event that Mr Curnow did what I said he did-I know that he did-and his subsequent
dismissal, why have the police not been called in? Why is Mr Curnow not being charged?
Why is the Minister for Labour not pursuing the matter?

I shall explain to the House why these things have not occurred. The Minister for
Labour will go to any lengths to keep scandals that occur under his administration from
the public gaze. When he was the Minister of Transport, he covered up activities at
Flinders Street. As Minister for Labour, he has covered up on more than one occasion
scandalous activies in the Department of Labour. The Minister is scurrilous and is getting
away with blue murder in the press.
I am not suggesting that the Minister is buying the media, but he seems to have a
charmed life. Why are the media not prepared to report the facts as they are? Why is this
Minister not holding an open inquiry into the activities of his department? Mr Williamswho is the person pursued by the Minister for Labour, and the Director-General of the
Department of Labour, Mr Bentley-is still answering telephone calls and watering pot
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plants. He has not been approached by the police about his activities. Mr Williams is no
longer listed in the directory of the Department of Labour. If Mr Williams is guilty of an
offence, he should be prosecuted. If he is guilty, he should be taken before the Public
Service Board.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I thank the honourable member for
Hawthorn for providing me with the opportunity of replying to the matter he raised about
Richard Armstrong and Associates wanting to produce the Bicentennial Great Australian
Home Show at the showgrounds next year as part of the bicentenary celebrations. If the
show gets off the ground, which is doubtful, I hope it is a success.
The Ministry of Consumer Affairs was contacted by a number of companies that wanted
to take legal action or requested the Ministry to take legal action on their behalf to recover
some of the alleged costs or deposits that they had paid. The letter from which the
honourable member for Hawthorn quoted, from Brian Clifford, Manager of the Industry
Regulation Branch of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, pointed out that the Ministry
cannot intervene in a dispute between two traders because the Consumer Affairs Act
prevents it from doing so. That is what the situation amounts to.
As a representative of both traders and consumers, the Ministry of Consumer Affairs
has a responsibility under section 34 of the Fair Trading Act to take action if any advertising
is deemed to be misleading. If evidence exists that Richard Armstrong and Associates had
used misleading information, it could lead to prosecution. Officers of the Ministry explained
that the Ministry could not initiate that prosecution.
The Fair Trading Act was introduced to protect consumers and traders. The Ministry
has no power to intervene in a dispute between two traders.
I have a letter from the acting director of the Social Development Division of the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which clearly states:
The Victorian government has neither endorsed nor in any other way offered financial support for the show.

I assure honourable members that the Ministry could use the money in better ways than
in supporting this type of organisation. The Australian Bicentennial Authority would also
be interested in examining the use of its name in this event.
Some time ago I recall that another organisation tried to claim that it had the support of
the Australian Bicentennial Authority for a particular project. I am sure the authority
would be interested in the organisation entitled the "Bicentennial Great Australian Home
Show". The organisers said it would be the biggest event this side of the black stump.
These are the sorts of things being put around, but it is not the case.
I have a list including a whole range of companies who claim to have been misrepresented.
They have been asked to make an input. Normally one would encourage any exhibition
like the Bicentennial Great Australian Home Show, and also would encourage company
sponsorship, particularly in view of the forthcoming bicentenary celebrations. I am sure
that all honourable members would agree that the Royal Agricultural Society's showgrounds
would be a excellent venue and would be keen to promote companies that manufacture
and sell Australian products, especially during the bicentenary year. I have a letter from
Mr Taylor, the licensing manager of the Australian Bicentennial Authority, to Mr
Uthmeyer, the Director of Australian Trade Promotions Pty Ltd. It states:
Thank you for your letter faxed to me on 4 June regarding the Bicentennial Great Australian Home Show. I
confirm that this home show is in no way associated with the Australian Bicentennial Authority.
It would seem that the show is purely a commercial venture promoted by Richard Armstrong and Associates.

I have noted your comments regarding the fact that Armstrong and Associates may be misrepresenting this
home show in saying that it is endorsed by the Australian Bicentennial Authority. We will contact the companies
you have supplied names for with regard to substantiating your comments.
If the need arises, I will contact you again.
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Even the Australian Bicentennial Authority has made it clear that it in no way supports
the Bicentennial Great Australian Home Show. I encourage aggrieved companies or
companies that consider they have a dispute with Richard Armstrong and Associates to
take the appropriate legal action.
If it reaches the stage where it looks as though the show may be successful, I shall not
hesitate to make a statement in Parliament at a future date. At this stage I have grave
doubts that the show will get past the first post.
In his closing comments the honourable member for Hawthorn said he would like me
to meet with various associations. Apparently he has a list which includes the Victorian
Guild of Furniture Manufacturers Ltd. That is a reputable organisation which promotes
Australian products. I am sure all honourable members would support that organisation
to ensure that manufacturers are not ripped off.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The matter I grieve about today relates to deception, fraud
and lies by members of the Australian Labor Party. It relates to criminal breaches of the
Victorian law by members of that party. I have a letter addressed to Mr Murray Nicholl
of the radio station 3AW from a Ms Helsdon of 30 Clauscen Street, Lower Templestowe.
The letter is an absolute lie and a complete distortion of the truth. It states:
I listened with interest and considerable amusement to your afternoon program last week, when you spent
much time and effort berating the amateurish attempts of a group of Labor supporters, presumably from the
Labor Resource Centre, to write letters to newspapers critical of John Howard in particular and the Liberal Party
in general.
Having noted that you have decided that the Conservatives should govern this country after July 11, I doubt
if you would be interested in the contents of this letter. However, you constantly refer to yourself as a journalist,
so perhaps you may be interested in a true political story, even if it does not favour the conservative side of
politics.
I am married (happily) to a gentleman who is a long standing member of the Doncaster branch of the Liberal
Party. My husband is also an eminent solicitor in this city and generally regarded as a very literate being. Since
1982 he has been the coordinator of a media monitoring group run by the Liberal Party. He works with a group
of approximately 80 members of the party; and the tasks of this group are to monitor every talk back program in
this State, to ring in and get on air as often as possible, together with each member of the group being required to
ring Access Age at least once between Monday and Friday, and to write letters to the daily papers at least once a
week.
Instructions on how best to easily obtain access to talk back programs are issued. These include familiarising
oneself with the program, being able to tell when the presenter is about to take talk back calls, and learning to
dial the first 5 or 6 digits as the case may be before the announcement of talk back is made, dialling the final digit
as soon as the indication is given that calls will be taken. Information on how best to get oneself to be listened to
include such information as to explain to Derryn Hinch how much he has improved your knowledge and quality
oflife (if you are a woman of course) and that of course you listen to him, and learn from him every day. This is
guaranteed to get Hinch at least beginning to listen to you.
On your own talk back segment on Friday afternoons, the instructions are to say how good it is to have you in
Melbourne, and to use the phrase, "Always enjoy your show Murray, but don't always agree with you". Find it
familiar? Try listening for it, it's quite easy to recognise when you know how these people are programmed.
Letters to the paper are written on a variety of typewriters, and indeed in our own home we have four different
golf balls to use on our own IBM so that editors of daily papers and indeed our local papers cannot recognise the
same type. The names and addresses and telephone numbers used are worked out as follows:
One takes the given name of a branch member, attaches it to the surname of another branch member, then
uses the address of a third branch member, together with the telephone number of a fourth branch member.
All members are alerted, so that when Access Age rings back to confirm the message telephoned through there
are no slip ups.
The offices of Neil Brown, Federal member for Menzies, and Morris Williams, State member for Doncaster,
have been used for this activity for several years; since 1985 the office of David Perrin, State member for Bulleen,
is also used.
During election periods, when radio presenters request calls from listeners as to their voting intentions the
directions are to ring, proclaiming oneself as a long time Labor voter, who will be changing his/her vote this
time.
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I find it very difficult, Mr Nicholl, to think that a journalist of your experience would not be well aware of
highly organised campaigns of this nature. That is why I was so surprised at your shock horror reaction to the
inept attempts of what one imagines would be a crowd of young student types to infiltrate the papers with a
biased viewpoint. Will you be as interested in acknowledging, on air, my letter? I could happily post you a copy
of the very detailed material issued to all members of the Liberal Eastern Suburbs Media Monitoring Group as
this organisation is known within the party.
I do not belong to any political party, although it would not be sufficiently fraudulent to refer to myself as
"apolitical" as you did recently. We all know that no such animal exists, and I am sure you are aware of the old
adage that anyone who refers to themselves as "apolitical" in this country is of course a closet conservative.
It is disappointing to find that an even handed, objective approach has, for the time being, disappeared from
your program. I assume same will return on July 13. I look forward with much anticipation to hearing your
second shock horror reaction to a far more sophisticated and dangerous media set up group.

The letter is signed by Ms D. Helsdon, with a copy to Derryn Hinch at 3AW.
This letter is bogus. Ms Helsdon is the maiden name of Mrs Dorothy Kingston, a
widow, of the same address. Mrs Kingston is not a member of the Liberal Party; she is a
prominent member of the Australian Labor Party and she has deceived or attempted to
deceive two media personalities in this city: Derryn Hinch and Murray Nicholl.
Fortunately, Mr Murray Nicholl did not accept this letter at face value. Had he done so,
he may have slandered many members of Parliament and of the Liberal Party. Mr Nicholl
checked out the facts and established that Mrs Kingston is so prominent in the Australian
Labor Party that at the last State election she authorised brochures for ALP candidates.
Mr Leigh-For which members?
Mr PERRIN-For the Labor candidates for Bulleen, Doncaster and Templestowe
Province. Interestingly enough, those three candidates lost at that State election. Those
ALP pamphlets were authorised by this woman who made herself out to be a member of
the Liberal Party. She told lies to media journalists and breached the electoral laws in
Victoria and the Commonwealth. She is well known in the Templestowe area as a Labor
Party stalwart.
What Ms Helsdon outlined in the letter to Murray Nicholl is not what the Liberal Party
does but what the Labor Party does. It attempted to coerce the media at election time. Ms
Helsdon has done a service to the people of Victoria because she has outlined how the
Labor Party distorts the truth. Goebbels could not do it any better than Ms Helsdon. She
has set it out chapter and verse.
This is how it is done: to the Christian name of one Labor Party branch member is
attached the surname of another branch member, the address of a third branch member
and the telephone number of a fourth branch member. That is distortion of the highest
order and that is how the Labor Party gets its point of view across in the media, whether
it be the written media or the airwaves of a radio station such as 3AW.
The Premier could not deny that he has no involvement with this woman because his
photograph is on the front of the brochures authorised by Mrs Kingston.
When one considers the letters and spurious statements made about members of this
House and members of the House of Representatives in Canberra, and when one then
finds out the truth of the situation, one can more readily understand how the Labor Party
in this State tries to manipulate the media. It makes no apology for what it does; it is
prepared to do anything necessary to manipulate the media.
It is known that these people campaigning for the Labor Party actually change the
golfballs on typewriters to disguise their identity or similarity with other bogus letters
being written to editors of newspapers and to the "Access Age" column. In these letters
they make fraudulent statements such as, "I do not belong to any political party".
Ms Helsdon stated in her letter to Mr Nicholl that her husband was a prominent
member of the legal profession and supposedly a member of the Liberal Party. As I said
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before, Helsdon is the maiden name of Mrs Kingston who is a widow; her husband died
some years ago. The person she describes in the letter is not her husband but her son, Mr
Edward Michael Kingston who at present is overseas but who has in the past carried on
his legal profession in Victoria and lived at Mrs Kingston's address in Lower Templestowe.
He is a senior legal person in a prominent legal firm in Melbourne.
Mrs Kingston and her son deliberately attempted to distort the media during the last
State election campaign. I have reliable information that they wrote bogus letters to local
papers and I have copies of those letters, the authors of which I have checked with the
electoral roll, the telephone directory and the municipal roll and ascertained that the
people who were supposed to have written the letters did not exist. Those letters attacked
Liberal Party members but the names and addresses of the authors are not able to be
checked out.
One letter was supposed to have been written by a Mr Donald E. Jenkinson of Fyfe
Drive, Lower Templestowe. He does not exist. That was in the Doncaster Mirror on 30
January 1985 as was another letter by a Dr Elaine St James of Mayfair Avenue, Lower
Templestowe. Dr St James does not exist.
Another letter to the Doncaster-Templestowe News of 12 February 1985 was from a
supposed Josephine Carter of Bulleen. I have checked the electoral roll, the telephone
directory and the municipal records and have ascertained that Josephine Carter does not
exist.
I believe Mrs Kingston and her son have been behind these bogus letters. When one can
work out the system of using one member's christian name, another member's surname,
another member's address and another member's telephone number, one can see clearly
how they operate.
Labor Party hacks have created these distortions to deceive the people of Victoria. That
was obvious at the last State election and more recently at the Federal election. These
people do not care which member of Parliament they harangue.
It is possible that breaches to both State and Federal law have occurred with these bogus
letters and campaign brochures. Ms Helsdon has certainly breached the Commonwealth
Electoral Act and I understand that proceedings will be taken against her with regard to
lies, deception and misinformation contained in the letter I read to the House. That action
will be taken by the Chief Electoral Officer of the Commonwealth of Australia.

Having examined the bogus letters that were circulated prior to the last State election
by Labor members of Parliament, we now know how those members manipulate people.
In my view, there has been a breach of The Constitution Act Amendment (Electoral
Legislation) Act 1984, which makes it clear that the laws made by this Parliament do not
allow letters to be published that do not contain the correct and truthful name of the
authors, and which contain the sort of distortion that occurred during the last State
election campaign.
The breaches were committed by members of one of the top legal firms in Melbourne.
Mr Steggall inteIjected.
Mr PERRIN-Yes, I suggest that he probably would be a member of the Labor lawyers
group. He has breached laws made by the Victorian Parliament. He should have known
that what he was undertaking was deceptive and, in my view, even criminal.
Michael Kingston should have known better than to be involved in perpetrating a fraud
on the people of Doncaster and Templestowe. I am not aware whether he was involved in
the lastest incident, but I understand that he is in London at present as a representative of
his firm; that is how highly he is placed. He should have known better than to become
involved in circulating deceptive letters prior to the last State election, and he should have
known of the conspiracy of Labor Party members to provide fraudulent misinformation.
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He may be the ringleader; I am not quite sure whether it is the mother or the son who is
the ringleader. It was indicated on the Murray Nicholl radio program that Mrs Kingston
did not take an active part in the Federal election campaign-I think she went to ground.
Nevertheless, it is about time people recognised the distortion in which the Labor Party
involves itself at election time and the methods it uses; they should realise that the Liberal
Eastern Suburbs Media Monitoring Group is not affiliated with the Liberal Party but,
rather, with the Labor Party, to distort information.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr PERRIN-The problem is that we do not know where they come from; they are
probably all Ministerial advisers and, for all we know, they may well be on the public
payroll at the same time as they are breaching Victorian and Commonwealth laws and
engaging in deception and fraud.
Fortunately, Murray Nicholl saw through the charade and checked out the details. He
is a good journalist. After receiving all the information-and the Liberal Party provided
him with pamphlets that the Labor Party had circulated during the last State election
campaign-he recognised that Mrs Kingston was a prominent member of the Labor Party,
not the Liberal Party. He found that Mrs Kingston's husband was deceased. During the
second run of the story on his radio program, Mr Nicholl was able to make that information
available.
The critical point is the way in which the Labor Party deceived the people of Victoria
and manipulated the media. It is all on the record: the use of different typewriter balls, the
use of fictitious names and addresses, and the way everything was distorted.
I want to ensure that this activity never again occurs in Victoria and that Victorians are
never again deceived in this way. The only way in which that aim can be achieved is by
exposin~ in this Parliament these frauds and hes and the people involved and ensuring
that actIon is taken. If that does not occur, at the next State and Federal elections the
practices perpetrated on Victorians by the Labor Party will continue.
It is about time the community said it did not want a bar of those practices and that
some action was taken to put the offenders where they belong-in prison.
Mrs GLEESON (Thomastown)-The matter I raise concerns the needs of advanced
technology development in Victoria and the action that the State government and different
levels of government need to take in supporting that industry to bring it to its full potential.
I am mindful of the assistance that the government has provided to advanced technology
industries by way of programs, but today I shall talk about the locales where those
industries are based and the types of systems that need to be established for localityspecific industries so that we can, therefore, capitalise on the potential that is already
available in those industries and develop their full potential for the economic development
of this State.
It is necessary to place on record some of the programs that the government has
introduced because the Victorian government has been acknowledged as bein~ the
government that is most supportive of high technology in this nation. It is dOing a
considerable amount in this area, and it has committed more than $50 million to programs
relating to Daratech, which commercialises genetic engineering research-this was
undertaken by the research institutes of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairsand the establishment of Bioplantech, which provides a commercial focus for the research
carried out in universities and the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation-CSIRO-in conjunction with the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs.
A joint venture was also undertaken by the State government and the Calgene Pacific
company, which is a large California-based company conducting research into
biotechnology. The government gave its commitment in that area through a financial
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package. The Victorian government entered into a partnership with a commitment of$14
million for the establishment of the $40 million Australian Medical Research and
Development Corporation. It should be recognised that the State government has provided
vast monetary assistance in the development of those programs.
I direct the attention of the government to the need for further assistance to those
industries and other emerging industries in the high technology area by concentrating on
localities. Localities are developed in many other nations as well as in other States of
Australia, and the development has proved to be beneficial in bringing high technology
based industries to their full economic potential and hence providing employment
opportunities in those areas.
All honourable members are aware that the needs of advanced technology industries
are vastly different from those of the traditionally based industries. Therefore, there is a
need to be aware of the types oflocations where those industries are based and to ascertain
their common links so that they can be formed together and made to work for their
collective betterment.
In several regions of Victoria there is a commonality of interest in high technology.
With its development in the biotechnology field, Werribee is a good example of where
location-based high technology industries can be developed and an infrastructure that will
bring that through can be put in place.
When talking about infrastructure, I refer to the network of communications, information
systems, road networks, and bodies such as the Industrial Supplies Office, which can
deliver the necessary components and link those industries with the domestic industries
and further improve the economic assistance to other industries in this State.
Another example is the Monash area, which has the advantage of the Monash University,
where a science and technology centre is being developed. A locality based specific
technology industry is being developed there. As is occurring in Werribee, there is a need
to consider building in the support systems in communication, information and so on to
bring that into operation. That section of Monash University is extremely small; it is an
emerging centre and it needs all the encouragement it can get.
La Trobe University is even further down the track. It has entered into a partnership to
acquire approximately 250 hectares to develop a high-tech park. La Trobe University has
large tracts of land available to it, so it is in a prime position to develop in the high
technology area with all the associated industries attached to it. The development of the
high-tech park will prove invaluable for the development of technology industries in the
northern suburbs.
La Trobe University will concentrate its interests in the agricultural science and education
areas. With regard to agricultural science, the university could use its vast tracts ofland to
bring to fruition the concentration of research and technology development in that area.
With regard to education, the northern suburbs area is fortunate in that it is serviced by
the La Trobe University, the Phillip Institute of Technology and the Lincoln Institute of
Health Sciences. It also has some excellent technical and further education campuses,
which are currently re-evaluating their programs. An amalgamation is taking place between
the La Trobe University and the Lincoln Institute of Health Sciences, and I know that
education in that area is being improved and curriculum developed.
The Bendigo region, like La Trobe University, has an interest in agricultural sciences. It
will work towards developing different fields of agricultural sciences from those undertaken
by La Trobe University, but, at some stage, they will be made complementary. With good
information and communication systems, those two areas could be mutually supportive.

There are other stages of technology development in the State in various localities which
need to be brought together so that their common elements can be established and so that
support systems can be developed for mutual benefit.
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Australia is a long way behind overseas countries in developing high-technology based
industries. The Local Government Bill, which will be debate,d later in this sessional period,
will allow for the development of economic enterprises by local government, and, therefore,
that tier of government will be able to support the development of high technology. That
is happening in the northern suburbs with the Heidelberg City Council moving into that
area.
La Trobe University is looking to encourage some of the industries that have networks
in the Heidelberg and northern suburbs areas to locate within its campus on approximately
14 acres which have been set aside for a scheme where those industries have access to the
research facilities of the campus and the various faculties. That working relationship will
be forged with the Heidelberg City Council, and the university is also working with the
Preston City Council, through its industrial officer, to identify the needs of advanced
manufacturing industries in that area and to develop research areas to support the
employment endeavours of that municipality.

The high-tech park of La Trobe University falls within the Shire of Whittlesea, which is
interested in supporting the university's endeavours to move into the high technolo$y
area. The park, which is in the electorate I represent, comprises 250 hectares, and it WIll
provide not only for research but also for the introduction of its own infrastructure,
including housing and communication. Plans also exist to establish a school in conjunction
with the Ministry of Education. The university intends to construct 600 houses, so that
approximately 2500 to 3000 people will live at the park.
The high-tech park is reasonably close to Melbourne Airport. As detailed in the ten-year
Metropolitan Arterial Road Access Study plan, the arterial road system through the
Broadmeadows and Tullamarine areas will be developed, and that will provide the high
technology industries in the northern suburbs with access to the airport and allow people
in that area to have better access to their places of employment.
Along with the road system in the northern suburbs, the development of high technology
in the various regions of Melbourne and rural Victoria has been totally ignored by the
Opposition. The Opposition has not indicated that it will develop an infrastructure of
roads through a network based on the economic and social development of this State. The
road network must be put in place to continue the momentum of economic development
throughout the State so that Victoria's employment levels can be maintained.
I applaud the government's assistance for programs to develop high technology and its
release last year of its technology statement. There must be an orderly and well-articulated
plan to marshall the State's resources at every level to support the specific forms of
development in selected localities. The government has an effective role in sponsoring
and nurturing technology development in specific areas which, in turn, produce economic
and employment benefits. The benefits of economic developments that already have
potential must be maximised. I have listed those areas, but I want the government to
support the local initiatives that are being established.
A task force needs to be established by the government to determine where the industries
are situated and what are the common elements between them. It must begin to link them
with the support services necessary to produce their full potential, thereby benefiting the
State.
The government has produced well-articulated economic and technology strategies. In
a recent study conducted by the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, the
articulated economic and technology strategies gained applause not only nationally but
also internationally.
Honourable members must remember that, although Australia is a large country, its
population is small comprising only 0·3 per cent of the world's population. Of that
population, we are producing only 0·1 per cent of technology research base commodities.
If Australia is to make an impact on the international market it needs not only program
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assistance but also locality assistance with support networks built in. Australia produces 2
per cent of the world's patents but it is producing only o-} per cent of the technology based
industries, and it has a long way to go in further developing their industries and exporting
their products.
I call on the government to establish a task force to inquire into building that support
system for the technology industries in the State, marrying them to program assistance
and the assistance packages the government has developed for export. Once technology
programs are brought into line with that sort of assistance the export industries will be
well placed for growth, which is where the future of the State lies.
Victoria must be competitive not only on the domestic market but also on the
internationa] market to improve the economic performance of the State. Employment
figures demonstrate that Victoria has led the rest of the nation for the past 51 consecutive
months, that is, four years and three months, by having the highest employment rate in
the nation.
Assistance-based programs are helping industry, which has advantages in the social
context by providing employment. If the State moves towards locale-based assistance,
high technology industries will be able to increase employment in high-growth areas such
as Werribee, the northern suburbs and Bendigo, where industry needs to be developed to
provide employment. This move can be achieved by supporting industries that provide
employment. New technology industries provide a whole new field of employment. With
the growth in technology expertise through education programs offered at La Trobe
University and the introduction of new training programs, people will be able to take up
positions in the new technology based industries.
For instance, only twelve months ago there was no training program for laser engineers.
The local industry, in conjunction with the Box Hill College of T AFE, developed a laser
technicians' course, the first of its kind to be developed in Australia. By linking the new
technology developments to universities and by giving them a locale base, training programs
will be able to be supplied, which will further support those industries. It will provide the
development of a complete package. The locales comprise the four universities and the
Western Institute. The industries are available; all that is needed is a task force to bring
them together by identifying their common needs and developing appropriate support
systems.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-The issue I raise concerns the provision of
integration aide traineeships under the Youth Guarantee Scheme. On 19 November last
year I directed the attention of the Minister for Education to the integration aides provided
for the Western Port area. He informed me that 89 youth guarantee traineeships were
provided through the Youth Guarantee Scheme.
On 2 December last year, in answer to a Dorothy Dix question asked by the honourable
member for Box Hill, the Minister informed the House that there were 461-integration
aides for 1987, which was nearly 70 more than the previous year. He stressed the fact that
approximately 89 traineeships under the scheme were currently on 0-6 work time, which
would result in 54 equivalent full-time positions.
My colleague, the honourable member for Mornington, raised the issue on 3 December.
We had imagined that the interest we had shown would have created concern in the
Ministry of Education and the Department of Labour but it was not until 22 December
that the Premier made a statement, which appeared to be a Christmas present offering of
more help for the disabled. In fact, it was the reverse-it was less help for the disabled.
The news release issued on that day stated:
The State government's integration program for schools will receive a significant boost with the announcement
today of a further 90 youth guarantee integration aide traineeships in 1987 ...
The 1987 intake of90 trainees will join 425 integration aides already working full time in the ... scheme ...
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It transpired that the 90 people to be trained under the youth guarantee integration aide
program would join the 54 employed in the previous 1987 intake. Between ten and twenty
young people were trained at the Frankston College ofTAFE where I am a counsellor.
In February 1987 the youth guarantee hot line was contacted and it was found that 90
young people had been inquiring about their positions as youth guarantee integration
aides. They were told that they would start in April as soon as the final details of the
industrial agreements had been worked out with the Federated Miscellaneous Workers
Union of Australia. They were contacted in April and told that they would be employed
in April, Mayor June and that agreements had not yet been reached with the union. I
understand that a teachers union was also involved in the agreement.
In July the youth guarantee traineeship implementation committee and the Department
of Labour were contacted. They indicated that fragile technical negotiations were occurring
with the Ministry of Education and that it was hoped those young people would be placed
in traineeships in October.
I was aware of the situation and, as a responsible member of Parliament, did not want
to raise the issue publicly because I thought it may damage the capacity of the group to
reach agreement so that the 90 young people could be placed in training. At that time, the
Premier entered into the scene. As we know, the Premier is not beyond playing politics on
any issue, whether or not he is aware of it.
The news release he issued on 22 December was playing politics by taking the credit for
the program. In September he put out a list of Opposition co stings for 1986-87, which he
had also done in the previous year. He gave me the honour of receiving one, which was
from the Minister for Education, and which requested 87 integration aides for the Western
Port area at a cost of$420 000. It is now the Premier who has created the problem; he has
raised the issue and damaged the capacity of those young people to get off the ground. My
understanding is that none of those young people will be trained this year.
Earlier this year other people were interested in this subject. In a letter to Dr J eff
N orthfield, Chairperson of the Regional Board of Education, Western Port Region, the
Minister said:
I refer to your letter of April 16, 1987 in which you provided detailed information about the shortfall in
integration resources in Western Port Region in 1987.

There is a shortfall in that area of 26 integration aides.
The Premier and the Minister for Education have sent numerous letters assuring people
about continuing discussions and the possibility that integration aides will be available for
next year.
A public meeting was held in Frankston when parents of young disabled people expressed
their concern about the need for more aides so that their children could enter primary,
secondary and tertiary institutions. I received a letter from the Minister last week which
states:
I am pleased to be able to reply that the increase in provision of integration resources for Western Port Region
in 1987 was substantial. In particular, there were 40·8 effective full-time aides provided to 131 students in 1986.
The government increased this provision to a total of 63·4 effective full-time aides in 1987. This represents a
most significant increase in support provided to schools in these times of economic restraint and is evidence of
the government's continuing efforts to provide adequately in this area.

I had previously asked the Minister to meet a deputation of local members of Parliament
to discuss the problem. The Minister stated that other representatives had done a good
job and that there was no need to discuss the matter with me or the schools involved.
The letter further states:
Furthermore, in the 1987-1988 State Budget, a commitment was made to provide additional aides for the
1988 school year. Additional integration teachers will also be provided. It is expected that sixty additional
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integration aides and seventy additional integration teachers will be provided for Victorian schools from the
beginning of the 1988 school year.

That is nonsense. The integration aides have not even commenced their training. The
Premier said there would be 90 aides; the Minister for Education said there would be 89.
Since then I have heard that 60 aides would be available after training. I recognise that
some people drop out for various reasons or perhaps commence training for other
professions. Last year 54 aides were made available, so if two-thirds of the 90 are successful
this year, it will be a slight improvement. However, at present no integration aides are in
training. No course is under way and, according to the Frankston T AFE board, there will
not be a course next year.
Young people and parents have been ringing the youth guarantee hot line and asking
for jobs to be made available. The Minister for Education does not even know what is
happening in his Ministry. Yesterday I asked him a question about this matter and he was
not aware that aides were not in training. The Minister believed the aides had been in
training for more than one month. This program and the Youth Guarantee Scheme are a
debacle. The Premier and the Minister do not know what is happening.
The Premier has jeopardised this program because of his stupidity in saying that members
of the Opposition have made the scheme costly by their many requests for information.
When requested to play it cool about having something done for constituents, honourable
members take a responsible attitude. However, the Premier's attitude has destroyed the
opportunities for 90 young people to be trained as integration aides.
I turn now to another aspect of community health and refer the House to the Frankston
Community Health Service. In 1984 a working party was established in Frankston to
examine the procedures and the need for a Frankston Community Health Service. The
honourable member for Frankston North, Mrs Jane Hill, was chairman of that committee
which comprised representatives of the local council, the hospital, youth, aged and disabled
groups, the hospice and health organisations.
I asked the previous Minister of Health, the Honourable Tom Roper, whether I could
be involved in that working party. In his typical high-handed fashion, the Minister said,
"No, we do not want any Liberal Party people involved in something that the Labor
government is doing". Now honourable members know why Victoria is in such a mess!
In September 1985 the working party's report recommended:
· .. that the Frankston Community Health Service give highest priority to preventive health education programs
with particular emphasis to meeting the needs of women, children and youth, and the aged ...
· .. that the Frankston Community Health Service work with the local community mental health service toward
increasing local mental health services for adults and children ...
· .. that the Frankston Community Health Service, in planning its facilities, provide additional group meeting
space for other appropriate community groups, as well as space for staff in addition to those provided by the
community health program funding.

One would expect that most of the twelve members of the working party would have
nominated themselves as inaugural members of the committee to administer the health
centre.
At the first general meeting, between 200 and 300 people, including a bus load of
passengers, arrived. Two how-to-vote cards were given out: one from a so-called Labor
Party left-wing faction and another from a group which included people who wanted to
represent different health providers and other interest groups.
No franchise was given to any voter. One had only to be in the hall at the time; it did
not matter whether one was from Frankston or involved in any health care organisation.
Representatives from the neighbourhood house group and the left-wing of the Labor Party
were elected.
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At that meeting people were asked to become contributors by paying $2. Some 57 of the
200 or more people contributed $2 to the committee.
At the annual election held twelve months later two vacancies occurred. Candidates
were proposed for those positions. The constitution required that the candidate should be
proposed by a nominator and seconder. Within the allotted seven days required by the
constitution, I inquired whether those people were correctly nominated and seconded.
If queries are raised about elections to positions on community health centres, another
committee must be formed to consider the matter. It was not surprising that the committee
decided that the actions of the original committee were correct. I received a letter infonning
me of that fact, which suggested that I had impinged upon the integrity of the local
electoral officer. After speaking to that person, I discovered that he had not reviewed or
examined the nominators or seconders and, as I had suggested, they may not even have
been present at the meeting.
At the next general meeting which took place on 29 September it was reported that there
were 252 people on the voters' or contributors' roll; that was a significant increase on the
57 members of the previous year. The earlier report stated that $96.30 was collected from
subscriptions and that there was a balance of $17.70, which had to be added to the current
accounts.
After examining what was handed out at the meeting of29 September, I discovered that
the 252 members had contributed $196. If one subtracted $17.70 the balance would relate
to only 90 contributors. The $2 contribution had to be paid by 30 June of that year. The
Peninsula Ostomy Association, with which I am associated, collected $106 from 53
contributors, and that had to be paid in by 4 o'clock on that day.
We were informed that the contributions would not be accepted after 4 p.m. but, after
some discussion the contributions were finally accepted. The 252 contributors provided
$504 but there is a discrepancy of more than 100 voters.
I contacted Health Department Victoria. I was informed that contributions could be
collected until midnight. That is all right for the staff but no-one else in the community
can collect those contributions. By 30 June about 100 contributors were added to keep the
status quo.
Many anomalies were associated with the running of the election on this occasion.
Those anomalies were not evident to me on the running of the previous election but this
time I took more interest. Of the 252 contributors on the roll, thirteen were listed as
organisations. According to the model rules set down by Health Department Victoria, a
group cannot vote. If an organisation wishes to register a vote, it must do so through a
representative.
Some of the thirteen organisations voted on this occasion, and one of them nominated
a representative of the organisation for election to a position on the committee of
management. This is also contrary to the model rules.
During September, the group decided to incorporate. That suggestion was reasonable
and 25 names were called for and forwarded to Health Department Victoria. As a
contributor who receives a newsletter from the group, I did not know it was intended to
incorporate. When I did not receive an invitation to the annual meeting I telephoned
Health Department Victoria to inform its officers of the proposal to incorporate.
The incorporation meeting was not advertised in the local press but I understand that,
according to the model rules, it is not necessary to advertise in the local press because it is
only necessary to advertise in the public notices of the Age. I do not know whether
honourable members read the public notices, I do not, but I keep an eagle eye out when
reading the local press. I did not know the group intended to incorporate.
In reality, there were many breaches of the model rules: people voted when they should
n.ot have, and many nominations were accepted when they should not have been. At the
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annual meeting, the chairman refused to answer questions about financial statements and
voting procedures.
This group does not represent the interests of my community in the area of health.
Community involvement should be broad based and I ask the Minister for Health to
provide adequate representation in this area. A community health centre should function
in unison with the Citizens Advice Bureau and the Frankston City Council, which spends
$4 million on social welfare, of which ratepayers pay $1 million.
I ask the Minister to act immediately because the youth programs are not appropriate. I
also received a complaint about some posters about pregnancy in the foyer of the
community hall that many people found objectionable. The posters made some people
feel they were not welcome in a public place.
As I said, the programs should be more broadly based and any service that is provided
should not duplicate one that has already been established in the area. Health groups,
health providers, and traditional organisations would be able to establish a community
health centre in Frankston.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I direct attention to the divisions within the opposition
parties that have become all too evident in the past few days, especially the divisions in
the Liberal Party that were revealed on Tuesday. I shall not reflect on the outcome or what
would have happened if one person in that caucus had decided to vote for the honourable
member for Bennettswood rather than the present Leader of the Opposition. One can only
speculate as to what the situation would be had that occurred.
Both opposition parties are severely divided over their economic policies. One only has
to examine the support given by individual members to the stated policies of their parties
as advocated by their shadow Treasurers to understand the profound divisions that are
splitting the parties asunder. For example, on the basic point of whether reductions should
be made in government spending, on behalf of the Liberal Party, the honourable member
for Brighton stated-Mr Weideman-Mr Acting Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Dr COGHILL-I know the honourable member for Frankston South, who called the
quorum, is embarrassed about his standing within the Liberal Party and about the
leadership of the Liberal Party. I have no doubt that as a traditional Liberal member, the
honourable member for Frankston South would not have been among the 24 who voted
for the Leader of the Opposition on Tuesday morning; he would have been among the 23
who wanted to return to true Liberal policies and remove themselves from the arrant
nonsense peddled by the honourable member for Brighton.
Honourable members know the honourable member for Frankston South does not
support the economic policy proposed by the honourable member for Brighton. When
one examines who said what, one finds that 30 of the 48 members of the Liberal Party
caucus do not support, by their actions, the policy espoused by the honourable member
for Brighton, who has the apparent support of the present temporary Leader of the
Opposition.
The people of Victoria ought to be concerned that such a profound division over basic
economic policy exists within the Victorian Liberal Opposition. How can the Opposition
possibly expect to put a case to the Victorian people at the next election-within the next
eighteen months-that will have any credibility whatsoever?
Some 30 Opposition members are saying that there should be increased government
spending and, of course, one assumes they want increased taxes to finance it. Against that,
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the remaining eighteen Opposition members, who apparently support the honourable
member for Brighton, believe government is too big, taxes are too high and Victorians do
not deserve the level of government services they presently enjoy and on which they
depend for their own standards of living and those of their families, and if they are to
make a decent and fair go of their lives.
The honourable member for Brighton obviously has a hang-up about the level of
taxation and the size of government in the economic policy pursued by him. He has an
absolute obsession about it; an obsession which has no rational basis whatsoever.
It is of even more concern when one examines the so-called intellectual support on
which the honourable member for Brighton would claim to draw. In particular he has
relied on material published by the Centre of Policy Studies at Monash University, of
which Professor Michael Porter is the head.

The honourable member for Brighton should be aware-because it has been raised
publicly often enough-that the Centre of Policy Studies has been stripped of its centre of
excellence because it has never performed as a centre of excellence in economic policy or
in any other sense. The way in which the Centre of Policy Studies has corrupted-in the
sense of intellectual corruption-the use of public moneys allocated to it to develop
excellent economic policy is a disgrace. It is a misuse of public funds and taxes.
One has only to examine the report tabled in the Senate early this year to discover that
the Centre of Policy Studies is not reliable or credible and does not have any sort of
academic base on which someone like the honourable member for Brighton and the other
eighteen members who support him on economic policy should rely.
One should be even more concerned about an announcement I heard on the radio today
that Professor Michael Porter is heading a push for some new private universities to be
established in Australia and New Zealand. It would be a tragedy if anyone were stupid
enough to invest money in an organisation headed by Professor Porter because they would
find that their money was invested in a loser and the organisation would fail on basic
academic criteria.
The credibility of the Centre of Policy Studies under the administration of Professor
Michael Porter has been absolutely zero. The centre has not produced any original research.
It has not had any material pubhshed in respected international publications, and it has
even lost the support of the business community.
Last year the centre sought $500 million from the business community for the
establishment of a National Priorities Project headed by Andrew Hay. What happened?
The centre was exposed for the false assumptions on which it was to base its work, and it
did not come off.
Mr Leigh-Mr Acting Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Dr COGHILL-The Centre of Policy Studies at Monash University never received the
$500 million from the business community because it was exposed as having corrupt
intellectual standards.
Only a few weeks ago the business community had to pass around the hat to bailout the
centre from a $250 000 debt that it had run up on the project. The centre found that the
business community had seen through it and would not provide the funds it was relying
on for the work it was doing. If one examines its publication entitled "Spendin~ and
Taxing", one would realise that it is hardly any wonder the centre has lost credibihty. It
contains some of the most appalling intellectual work that has ever come out of any
Australian academic institution.
I return to my original theme, namely, the division in the Liberal Party over economic
policy. That is what Victorians are most concerned about. The charade of the Centre of
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Policy Studies is a side issue. The issue of concern to the party must be that, by their
actions, 30 members of the Opposition have undermined the policies being put forward,
purportedly on their behalf, by the hon~urable member for Brighton.
During the past few months members of the opposition parties have demanded that an
extra $1·364 billion government expenditure be undertaken. It is instructive to examine
the names of the members who have sought the increased expenditure. The former Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, the honourable member for Ripon, was to the forefront in
suggesting that more government money ought to be spent. The honourable member for
Syndal, who is sitting at the table, also suggested that more government spending ought to
be undertaken.
The current Deputy Leader of the Opposition was a little more careful. He has learnt
how to count and what one has to do to curry favour across the factions in the Liberal
Party. He has been careful not to make proposals for new expenditure. However, plenty
of others have including the honourable members for Portland, Narracan, South Barwon,
Ballarat North, Hawthorn, Bendigo East, Sandringham, Bulleen, Evelyn, Forest Hill, Glen
Waverley, Frankston South, Dromana, Doncaster, and the Leader of the Opposition. In
the other place, the following members have made proposals for new government
expenditure: Mr Ward, Mr Macey, Mr Reid, Mr Lawson, Mr Knowles, Mr Granter, Mr
Birrell, Mr de Fegely, Mr Storey, Mr Chamberlain, Mr Connard, Mrs Varty, Mr Miles,
and Mr Guest.
By their actions, those members have undermined the economic policy put forward on
behalf of the Opposition by the honourable member for Brighton. They want more
government spending. They seem to want more taxes raised so that more money can be
spent and, at the same time, they purport to stand behind the honourable member for
Brighton when he says that Victorians pay too much tax.
A discrepancy exists between what the honourable member for Brighton states on behalf
of the Liberal Party and what the majority of Liberal Party members are actually saying
and doing. They are asking for money to be spent.
I do not say that the projects requiring expenditure that are being advocated by
Opposition members are improper; what I am saying is that the Liberal Party cannot have
it both ways. There should either be a reduction in governm~nt spending and a realisation
that the community must cop the effects with fewer services across the board or an
expansion of government services that will need to be paid for by taxation or by whatever
other sources of revenue are available to the government.
What one cannot do is to have it both ways. The honourable member for Syndal seems
to think that one can. That attitude will destroy his credibility and the credibility of the
whole Opposition at the next State election in eighteen months' time.
The National Party has completely different traditions from the Liberal Party. One of
the traditions of the National Party IS not to be in the House; not one single member of
the National Party is present for this debate. I do see one standing at the door. Perhaps he
will come in and join the debate!
National Party members have a long tradition of being wheelers and dealers and obtaining
anything they can get their hands on. They seem to benefit from the lurks and perks that
can be obtained from any government. Those are for the benefit not only of their
constituents but also for themselves. The Leader and the members of the National Party
are famed for their overseas trips, their big cars and whatever lurks and perks they can
obtain.
They are the same members who, a few months ago, were backing Joh. What has
happened to Joh now that he is desperate for friends? The Queensland Premier is on the
ropes and he needs help. Where are his friends in the Victorian National Party? They are
mute. They no longer come into the House and suggest that Victoria should be doing what
Sir Joh has done for Queensland. They used to say, "Let's hear it for Joh! Let's have the
Session 1987-45
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sort of policies that Joh has. Look at Queensland. That is what should be happening in
Victoria" .
Those same National Party members have gone quiet on the subject. Is it because of the
corruption in Queensland or is it more that they are fair-weather friends? The Leader of
the National Party, who was happy to back Joh in March, April and May, will now not
have a bar of him because Joh appears'to be a loser.
When Joh appeared to have a chance of being a winner, the Leader of the National
Party was arm in arm with him. He was more than happy to stand side by side with him
and to help him in his confrontation with the Federal Leader of the NatIOnal Party, Mr
lan Sinclair.
All we receive from the Leader of the National Party now is a testy response about
anything that is going on. He is now embarrassed that he had anything to do with Joh. He
has shown himself to be a turncoat when it comes to his continued support. That was
opportunism of the worst type.
The National Party and the Leader of the National Party in Victoria are creatures of the
past. They simply are not able to adjust to the changed economic and social circumstances
that exist in the late 1980s, an adjustment that is so necessary in preparation for the 1990s.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
The sitting was suspended at 12.55 p.m. until 2.6 p.m.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-In my contribution to the grievance debate I shall focus
attention upon the reducing community services in the Shire of Hinders, which forms the
largest part of the Dromana electorate. These comments are not based on irresponsible
requests. I refer to actual reductions at a time when the State Budget level is higher than
ever before.
The background to the Shire of Hinders is special, in that the nominal adult population
is 33 000; but each weekend it escalates to 50 000 with holiday-makers, and to 150 000 for
two months of the year, during the summer. To have 28 000 homes in the shire is far too
high a number for 33 000 people. In fact, that figure includes 11 000 holiday homes. All
the guests in the Shire of Flinders are registered elsewhere when it comes to CommonwealthState grants, yet community infrastructure is required for them.
The shire is also special in that it has a growth rate of approximately 5 per cent per
annum, which is about three times the State average. If ever there were a case for the shire
to receive development funds, this is it. However, as I shall make clear, the reverse applies
at present. I shall refer to Commonwealth-State grants, road funding, Road Traffic
Authority funding, unemployment, vocational training and ambulance services in the
shire and show that, in all of those cases, the situation is becoming worse, not better.
As was announced by the Victorian government, this year's allocation to Victoria from
the Commonwealth government for distribution to shires under the Commonwealth-State
agreement was increased by 12·4 per cent. Yet the Shire of Hinders suffered the largest
single cut in funding of any shire in this State: its allocation declined by 8·9 per cent, at the
same time the allocations for Broadmeadows increased by 20·5 per cent; for Brunswick,
by 21·8 per cent; for Northcote, by 18 per cent; and for Whittlesea, by 31·4 per cent.
Not one of those shires has a faster growth rate nor social and community characteristics
to justify it receiving consideration of that magnitude when, at the same time, the allocation
to the Shire of Flinders was cut by approximately 9 per cent.
That represents a difference of 30 per cent between the allocation received by the Shire
of Hinders and those for other parts of Victoria, at a time when the funds allocated
through the Commonwealth-State agreement increased overall by 12·4 per cent.
The Commonwealth government has made clear its formula for this allocation which
will in future, progressively over four years, move to become totally reliant upon increasing
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or decreasing population numbers. This year the allocation has altered by only one-quarter
of the total vote. The Commonwealth government recognises the importance of increasing
populations of developing areas.
The form ula has not yet been made clear for all the shires. In the case of the Shire of
Flinders, it will certainly result in a reduction. One finds it impossible to justify that sort
of treatment for any shire in Victoria.
Has it anything to do with the statement by the Victorian government, during the long
and heated debates about municipal amalgamations, that the government would move to
work economically with shires that were cooperating with the Victorian government's
plans?
I ask the Minister for Transport to explain the formula used for the treatment of the
Shire of Flinders. I further ask that the matter be reviewed urgently and that something be
done to assist the shire, which is below par in virtually any major community service to
which one refers. That is not a fair deal, nor is it social equity.
Honourable members hear a great deal about the much vaunted social equity of this
government. Social equity should apply across the board. Let us have fairness in
government and administration, and let us be open. The government talks about open
government, so let us know the formula on which the treatment of the Shire of Hinders is
based.
I now refer to road funding to the shire, which is a matter of major importance within
the shire because it is a rapidly expanding major tourist area which has no public transport
in the normal sense. One bus service operates along the arterial road and a smaller bus
service paid for by the Shire of Hinders to the tune of approximately $140 000 a year also
operates in the area.
Roads are of major importance to the shire. The government's own figures suggest that
95 per cent of journeys made by people are made by vehicle. That situation is accentuated
in the Shire of Flinders. If people in that area do not own cars, they have only a secondrate service available to them.
This year, the classification of the shire for State governrdent funding has been altered
from a rural classification, where the shire was responsible for contributing 12·5 per cent
of the funds, to a metropolitan classification, where it must contribute 20 per cent of the
funds. It is a developing area and should be classified as a non-metropolitan area.
This year, funding for main roads in the Shire of Flinders has been cut by $100 000, or
20 per cent. The shire has been required to almost double its contribution from $53 500
to $90500. The shire is further disadvantaged in that way. Of the money provided for
main roads, two-thirds is used for maintenance, leaving approximately $150 000 for new
road works. The shire would have to contribute at least $100 000 to maintain any semblance
of activity in an area that is expanding at three times the average for Victoria.
In a recent press statement, the Minister for Transport said that $2·8 million had been
allocated to municipalities wholly or partly within the electorate ofDromana. He said that
the Road Traffic Authority would spend $27 million on road works in the Dandenong
region in 1987-88. That money will be spent on roads reaching the boundary of the
Dromana electorate, but it will not be spent on roads across the boundary.
An arterial road in the area is being duplicated. However, it is unfinished-it sits in the
dust stage-and will stay that way for two or three years. During the heat of the Federal
election campaign, a combined press release from the Federal and State transport Ministers
gave an undertaking that the duplication would be finished within the next three years.
Additional money will be needed to bring the work already completed back up to scratch
because of deterioration during the delay.
In another recent press release, the Minister for Transport said that the State government
is providing almost $2 million in special impact funding to municipalities throughout
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Victoria for work on local roads that are carrying increased traffic as a result of the
implementation of government policies.
Recently, the contract for the provision of a terminal for the vehicular ferry from
Queenscliff to Sorrento included a penalty of $1 million for non-completion by the due
date. An undertaking was given that the project would be handled properly. However,
nothing has been done about the minimal road rearrangement necessary around the
terminal at Sorrento. The sum of$60 000 was requested in order to finish the road works,
but not 1 cent was provided to assist vehicular or pedestrian traffic in one of the most
concentrated areas in the beautiful and prominent location of the Mornington Peninsula.
The Shire of Flinders is contributing from ratepayer's funds and from wherever it can
scrape up money approximately $1·2 million for road works, much of which I submit in
all fairness and seriousness should be provided by the State government.
These are not irresponsible statements or requests; they are matters of social equity. If
the $1·2 million were not used for long-term capital works that are necessary immediately,
it could be used to provide social services and social equity to the people of the Shire of
Flinders. The shire is getting second-class treatment in terms of road funding.
I shall comment briefly on a small matter, but one which is important. I refer to the
potential for young children to be bowled over on the Nepean Highway during the summer
peak season. The shire has continually requested the installation of traffic lights alon~ the
highway. Last year, the Road Traffic Authority was to provide $37000 for one set ofhghts
at Dundas Street. For reasons unknown to the shire, only $8000 was allocated and the
lights were not installed. This year, the installation of the traffic lights has been funded,
but the cost has increased due to inflation. Requests for further urgently needed traffic
lights along the Nepean Highway have been deferred for another year. There may be a
reason of which I am unaware, but that decision could be interpreted as a slick step by the
administration to delay expenditure for yet another year. It will be tragic if the lives of any
young children are lost during the summer season when the area is flooded with people,
and I want the government to be aware of the situation so that it cannot plead ignorance.
I am delighted that the Premier has joined us in the House; I appreciate his hearing the
comments I have to make.

The Shire ofFlinders has continually requested that the Peninsula Freeway be completed.
I cannot persuade the Minister for Transport to place that road in the Metropolitan

Arterial Road Access Study plan. The government is making a fair to-do, and not
unreasonably, about its concern regarding the construction of arterial roads. The Pensinula
Freeway is an arterial road and its figures are impressive. Despite that, the Minister refuses
to give it METRAS classification. Although I appreciate that road funding is a matter of
long-term capital investment, it is extremely important and I invite the Premier to
investigate why there are such discrepancies in the treatment of the Shire of Flinders with
respect to road funding.
I shall turn to the third issue on which I have already commented strongly as it is the
most significant disgrace, sociologically, on the southern Mornington Peninsula, namely,
youth unemployment. At this stage, 642 young people between the ages of 15 and 24 years
are registered for unemployment benefits. I have often said that there is little or no
industrial or commercial development or other opportunities for those young people to
get jobs, and there is little transport to take them out of the shire to get work elsewhere.
The training facilities in-Frankston are 30 or 40 kilometres away, which presents problems
of transport and associated costs;
-..,'.
.
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Every year, 650-.'youngsters are locked into what. is becoming perpetuating poverty
because what happens to young people in thc,,¥eatS.when they should be training affects
them for the rest of their lives. The government was re-elected In 1985 on the promise that
it would introduce the Youth Guarantee Scheme to provide employment or training, or a
combination of both, for every young person in the life of the 50th Parliament covering
the four years since 1985.
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We are now almost three years down that track. I am delighted that the Minister for
Consumer Affairs is inteIjecting and I inform him that I could not find ten people who
have obtained places in this area under the Victorian government's Youth Guarantee
Scheme. No matter how many people find work elsewhere each year, the youth
unemployment figure has not altered in the past five years; it has remained constant at
approximately 650 to 700. The fact that 40 per cent of young people are unemployed is a
disaster not only for the present but also for the long-term prospects of those people.
To make matters worse, there has been a reduction in services in the Shire of Flinders.
For the past seven years, a minute timber cottage has been used as an annexe to the T AFE
college. No progress has been made during those seven years. The Commonwealth and
Victorian governments have distinguished themselves this year by abolishing a small
course that found work, through training, for approximately ten or twelve young people
each year.
It was the only course that catered for the long-term interests of youngsters. It had a 75
per cent success rate; within one to nine months of persons joining the course 75 per cent
found long-term employment. That was a good return on investment but the course has
now been abolished. The government is getting worse all the time.

It is no good for governments to make excuses that Frankston is a regional centre for
Rosebud, Rye and other areas. They should look at the actual results. They should
consider what has happened under the Commonwealth government's priority 1 scheme
and the Victorian government's Youth Guarantee Scheme, as well as the education and
vocational training offered in the Shire of Flinders and on the Mornington Peninsula, and
then make judgments on whether what is being done is successful and a fair and equitable
deal for the poor citizens of Victoria who are paying taxes and yet receiving such treatment.

There is a need for effective vocational and educational courses on the southern
Mornington Peninsula so that people may obtain jobs elsewhere if they cannot find
employment in the area. I am referring to real courses, not make-believe courses or courses
that are simply entertainment.
I shall conclude by referring to ambulance services. The Mornington Peninsula
ambulance service was, in a sense, compulsorily taken over by the Victorian government.
We were promised services that would be at least equal, -if not better, than the service
being replaced. However, in many cases it takes 45 minutes for an ambulance to arrive for
heart attack cases and, in some instances, two or three ambulances have turned up at the
same time. The major problem is that the metropolitan ambulance service provides only
one ambulance officer for each call so that when the ambulance first arrives only the driver
is available and he must sit and wait until someone else arrives to give him a hand lifting
the person onto a stretcher.
The Minister for Health has unsuccessfully attempted to diffuse some of those problems.
This is another example of the fact that services in my area are below par and unacceptable
compared with those in the rest of Melbourne.
My requests today are not unreasonable. I am simply highlighting the irresponsible
management of the Victorian government, a government that has lost $2·8 billion in
WorkCare, $1 billion a year on rail transport-none of which is spent in the Shire of
Flinders-and $546 000 in the past couple of months on information polls to find out
what people think of the Premier's policies. He could have spent that money in other areas
and achieved considerably more by doing so. Victoria needs responsible management for
all Victorians and real social equity.

Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-I welcome the opportunity of grieving today on what is
happening to this Parliamentary institution, an institution that I personally revere, and
what is happening to a once-great Victorian political party-the Victorian branch of the
Liberal Party. This former great party-once known as the jewel of the Liberal crown-is
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being devastated by a monstrous attack being perpetrated by a sleazy body of faceless men
operating from a smoke-filled backroom at the infamous location ofVapold House.
This faceless group is hellbent on controlling the political futures of Liberal men and
women who are members of the Victorian Parliament, which I believe is an attack on the
very institution of Parliament itself.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I, for one, take objection
to the remarks on this important matter because they reflect on me personally because I
was engaged in the formation of the Vapold company. I believe this matter should have
been raised in a substantive motion; if not, it should be brought before the Privileges
Committee.
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot uphold the point of order. The honourable member
for Niddrie has spoken for only 1 minute in the introduction of his grievance. I shall have
to hear him out; I, therefore, do not uphold the point of order.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-I refer to an article that appeared in today's Age under the
heading, "Liberal principals will lecture class of'85 for playing up during Kennett's term".
It states, inter alia:
Senior party officials are expected to threaten ringleaders of the plot against Mr Kennett that their party
endorsements for the next election might be blocked unless they promise to remain loyal to the party leader, Mr
Kennett.

In my eleven years in this place I have never experienced such threats by faceless men
operating out of the sleazy Vapold House in Exhibition Street. The article also states that
members of the party's administrative committee-this group offaceless men-have been
incensed by the plan to topple the Leader of the Opposition. They say that the group has
now become known as the Liberal Party's "class of'85".
I shall detail to the House who I believe the attack is directed at-those whom the group
has identified as troublesome and whose preselection is under threat by those faceless
men. It includes the Honourable Rosemary Varty from Nunawading Province in another
place. She has been a member of Parliament for approximately twelve months. Frankly, I
have never had the opportunity of getting to know that lady, yet I am now advised that
her preselection is under threat. I am an outgoing, friendly personality, yet I do not know
a great deal about the Honourable Rosemary Varty. However, because she had the audacity
to challenge the leadership of the drone who has been Leader of that party since 1982, we
are told that her preselection will be challenged.
Then there is the Honourable Reg Macey. What will happen to him?
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On a pont of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member
is out of order in referring to a member of the other place.
The SPEAKER-Order! I find myself in the greatest of difficulties in ruling on such a
point of order, and I shall not do so. I do not believe it is a point of order that I can accept
and, therefore, prevent the honourable member for Niddrie from continuing with his
speech and the course on which he is set.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-I read a lot about the Honourable Reg Macey when he was
a public figure in local government. However, as he has been a member of Parliament for
only a short time, I have not had the opportunity of meeting him. I would like to find out
more about his philosophies, but it appears that his preselection will be stopped because
he had the audacity to speak in his party room about the leadership. It looks like the
Honourable Reg Macey will find himself back in the South Melbourne City Council rather
than in the Legislative Council.
The Honourable John Miles represents the Templestowe Province in the other place. I
have had only rare opportunities of speaking with him, but it appears that there will not
be too many more miles left in the honourable member.
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The honourable member for Sandringham, Mr David Lea, has also been referred to in
the newspaper report. I am surprised and devastated by that. Mr Lea is a quiet chap, a
man who refrains from interjecting. Apparently he is well balanced. He is a former school
teacher, but it looks as ifhe will be a oncer in this Chamber.
Threats from the faceless men at Vapold House have put his position on the line. The
honourable member informed the House that he has never used the strap; but when he
goes to meet the faceless leader, he had better put a telephone book in his pants because
he will get the cuts.
Dr Ron Wells, the honourable member for Dromana, has also been mentioned-Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask you to rule on Standing
Order No. 108 which states:
No Member shall use offensive or unbecoming words in reference to any Member of the House and all
imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be deemed disorderly.

I believe the honourable member for Niddrie has impugned the integrity of some members
of this Parliament, and I ask you, Mr Speaker, to so rule.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I
can understand the nervousness of the honourable member for Malvern in raising this
issue. Today is set aside for the grievance debate. The honourable member for Niddrie is
demonstrating that this is a sad occasion and that there is much to grieve about.
The honourable member for Niddrie was not making any personal reflection on members
of this House or the other place. He has indicated that members of the Liberal Party are
under the control of an outside organisation. I submit, therefore, that there is no point of
order.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie )-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, rather than reflecting on
honourable members to whom I have referred, it should be obvious to anybody of minute
intelligence that I was praising those honourable members.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. The honourable member
for Niddrie, in the broadest of terms, is detailing the various honourable members that he
is categorising. It appears that he is repeating what has been printed in the newspapers.
Honourable members have not asked to make any persosal explanations or made any
other attempts to refute those matters in the House.
Therefore, I do not uphold the point of order relating to Standing Order No. 108. I
su~est to the honourable member for Niddrie that he does not make any imputations
agaInst honourable members.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I raise a further point of Order, Mr Speaker. Standing
Order No. 98 states:
No Member shall refer to any other Member by name, except for the purpose of distinguishing him from other
Members returned for the same electoral district.

Mr Micallef interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not require the assistance of the honourable member for
Springvale, who is out of his place. I uphold the point of order and ask the honourable
member for Niddrie to use the correct title of any member of this House.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-Another name mentioned in the newspaper report is Dr
Ron Wells, who is the honourable member for Dromana. He has also been subjected to
this threat of preselection being withdrawn. Does that mean that a man whom I have met
in Portsea or Sorrento, or in other parts of the Dromana electorate, will return to being a
vet? Is the honourable member to be a oncer, for no reason other than that he had the
audacity to reject the proposition that the Leader of the Opposition should stay in that
position for another eighteen months?
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The honourable member for Ivanhoe, who was listed in the newspaper as Vin Heffernan,
is also subject to this threat. I have had many discussions with the honourable member
for Ivanhoe, and I have found him to be a reasonable and balanced person. Unfortunately,
his preselection is also on the line. Where will the honourable member go? He may be
advised to do some negotiating with the Australian Democrats.
I now come to the glamour boy, the man referred to in the newspaper as the main
challenger for the leadership of the Liberal Party. The honourable member for
Bennettswood, Roger Pescott, has been referred to as the man with breeding, the man who
knows how to do his hair and the man who has a business background. His position is
also under threat. The honourable member lives in Toorak. He has chosen to stay in
Toorak since being elected to Parliament. Can one blame him for not wanting to move
into his electorate? Who among us would want to leave our homes if we were only to be
oncers?
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Bennettswood lives in South Yarra, not Toorak.
The SPEAKER-Order! I find myself able to rule on that point of order. The honourable
member for Niddrie is incorrect, and I uphold the point of order.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-I am indebted to the honourable member for Malvern for
making that correction. All the honourable members to whom I have referred-the class
of 1985-are obliged to toe the line or be kicked out by the faceless men in Vapold House.
When interviewed by Derryn Hinch on 7 October, as reported in the Channel 10 news,
the leader of this faceless group made an interesting comment.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SIMPSON-I suggest members of the National Party should listen very closely
because, if it can happen to the Liberal Party, it can happen to them.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask the honourable member
for Niddrie to identify the faceless men in the document.
Mr Shell-He did; are you deaf?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Geelong will control himself. I
uphold the point of order and ask the honourable member for Niddrie to identify the
document.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-The document produced by Current Affairs Monitoring is
the transcript from Channel 10 news at 6 p.m. on Wednesday, 7 October 1987. Every
member of the Liberal Party except the honourable member for Malvern would have the
document. The transcript states:
Hinch. Did you caution them or counsel against a coup?
Kroger: The organisational wing Derryn has a strong view of these things now. We don't get involved in the
leadership battles. We leave that to the members of the Parliamentary party and, you know, it's a matter for
them.
•

What a joke! In tonight's Herald the leader of the faceless men has indicated that he has
been around Parliament House for the past two days. I presume he has been sleeping and
eating here. He has certainly been making threats about the preselection of Liberal Party
members. That man is now reported as having said to Derryn Hinch that, "We leave that
to the members of the Parliamentary party" and "it's a matter for them".
The preselection of members of the Opposition means their livelihood. Their conduct
and this institution are being threatened by this man who has been walking around
Parliament House, eating and drinking here, and who then tells Derryn Hinch that "it's a
matter for them".
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Mr Speaker, I have been asked to drive the bus to Vapold House because one of the
longest standing members of the Liberal Party told me, "Jack, no-one knows better than
you where that place is".
I agreed to do so and hired a bus that carried 23 passengers. The faceless leader at
Vapold House said that it is a matter for the Liberal Party.
What about the young Turks? Are they under threat of losing preselection? What about
the 76-year-old honourable member for Ballarat North? Will he lose preselection? This
leader of the young Turks may have his preselection threatened.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Niddrie said the honourable member for Ballarat North was 76 years old; I think he meant
to say 67 years old. The honourable member for Ballarat North may be a little upset to
hear that.
The SPEAKER-Order! I take the point of order raised by the honourable member for
Malvern as a proxy personal statement on behalf of the honourable member for Ballarat
North.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-Another member of the Liberal Party who was classified as
a young Turk was the honourable member for Balwyn. Is his preselection under threat,
too? Another member who is probably also 67 years old, the honourable member for
Portland, may also have his preselection threatened. Will the honourable member for
Polwarth be under threat because he dared to exercise a right within the Liberal Party that
is common knowledge to everyone? Will the Honourable Alan Hunt in another place have
his preselection threatened?
Today the Honourable Andrew Peacock is in Parliament House; obviously he is here to
teach members of the Liberal Party about grooming. He can do that but he cannot teach
them anything about numbers! Is it any wonder, with all the threats of preselections being
challenged, that a newspaper of five days ago carried a rather sizeable advertisement which
was headed, "Member of Parliament"? It states:
The Liberal Party will select candidates for State seats early next year. We want to identify potential candidates
now.
We are looking for men and women of talent ...

The Liberal Party desperately needs talented members... and determination ...

Obviously they need determination to follow the lead of the faceless men in Vapold
House... interested in representing the party in State Parliament.
If you are thinking of candidacy for any State seat you should contact us now to register your interest.

We will help you with information and put you in touch with relevant electorates.

Can one imagine the response that will flow from the advertisement? Would anyone of
any mettle, talent, breeding, or grooming respond when the person knows that ifhe or she
does not toe the line and follow the hundreds-and-thousands man at Vapold House, he or
she will be a oncer?
That person would be like the honourable member for Bennettswood, who will not
move from South Yarra to Bennettswood because he knows that he is a oncer. I do not
blame him because it is difficult to uproot the family and move it from one place to
another when one knows one will be dismissed at the next election. What will happen? If
one tries for preselection, one will be told to toe the Liberal Party line by the faceless men
who will dictate the pattern of what should happen in this place.
I return to where I started my grievance: why it is a disaster for the Liberal Party,
Parliament and this institution. The Westminster system should have a responsible,
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competent and aggressive Opposition because that job cannot be left to the National
Party. It is hopeless; its members know that; everyone knows that!
If a responsible Opposition is not presented by the Liberal Party, the government will
be doubly responsible for this place. That is not fair on the government or the people of
Victoria. I advise members of the Opposition to read today's Age which stated that a trip
to Vapold House:
... was cancelled for fear it might be too obvious a public demonstration of disquiet between the two wings of
the party.

Honourable members know that one of the wings of the Liberal Party represents the wets
and the other wing represents the dries, but two other wings have emerged. One of the
other wings is called the political misfits and the other is called the incompetents. Now the
bird has four wings-the wets, the dries, the incompetents, and the collection of political
misfits.
That has happened because the Liberal Party elected a 30-year-old young man who does
not understand.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I have been listening with
considerable interest to the erudite comments of the honourable member for Niddrie.
When I entered the Chamber I discovered that the erudite comments of the honourable
member were being read.
That was made clear by the piece of paper the honourable member held in his hand. He
has been reading his speech. I should have thought an honourable member of his experience
in this place would know better than to read a speech on such a serious matter.
Mr SPEAKER-Order! I cannot uphold the point of order. It was obvious that the
speech by the honourable member was neither written nor read. The honourable member
was referring to notes or documents, which is the customary practice of the House.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-One can only feel sorry for the honourable
member for Niddrie. He came into this place as a joke and he has done nothing but treat
this place as a joke. He is about to finish his Parliamentary career with only one attribute
to his name, and that is his lack of performance when he was given the opportunity of
performing responsibly as a Minister. The honourable member for Niddrie failed the test
and he was unceremoniously dumped from the Cabinet after the last State election. The
House will not be the poorer the day it loses the services of the honourable member for
Niddrie.
I wish to grieve about Ministerial responsibility and the way in which it has been
exercised or not exercised by Ministers. Two instances stand out of Ministerial
responsibility not being exercised prudently. The Premier is not demanding the high
standards that should apply in any Parliament in the Commonwealth, especially in
Australia.
Firstly, I shall refer to Ministerial responsibility as it applies to the Minister for Transport
and his department. Recently the State transport system has been subjected to industrial
action because of the failure of the government and two successive Ministers to adequately
administer their areas of responsibility.
As the former Minister of Transport, the Minister for Labour was well known as the
$92 million man for having failed in his attempt to bring about reductions in staffing in
the State transport system without incurrin~ a huge loss. The Minister also established
many work practices that have been inhented by the current Minister for Transport.
Those work practices and the inability of the present Minister for Transport to achieve
any successful dialogue with the union movement have resulted in the present problems
in the transport system.
In real terms, the Premier has taken on board the administration of the transport
portfolio. He had put his faith not in his nominated Minister but in the permanent head
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of the Ministry of Transport, Mr Russel Ingersoll. Based on the Westminster system of
government, a Minister is responsible for the administration with which he is charged by
the Premier.
In recent weeks the Minister responsible for the transport portfolio has not exercised his
responsibilities. He has not been extended the confidence of his Premier and government
to articulate to the public information about his portfolio and he should be held accountable
to the public for his lack of administration.
It is true to say that Mr Russel Ingersoll is a superb administrator. No-one on this side
of the House would argue against that. However, the Opposition says that his role is that
of a public servant. For any government to have so little confidence in its Minister that it
would elevate the role of a senior public servant to that of a public communicator to save
it embarrassment from one of its Ministers, puts at risk the whole operation of the
Victorian Parliamentary system.
No other senior public servant who reports to a Minister continually stands in for his
Minister and the government in explaining the government's position and mismanagement
to the public. If the Premier allows this situation to continue it will set a precedent that
will enable any senior public servant to speak publicly at his or her whim and thereby put
at risk the whole democratic process and the workings of the Westminster system.
We have arrived at a situation where the Premier has to say clearly whether he has
confidence in the Minister for Transport. If the Premier does not have confidence in the
Minister for Transport the public will clearly be able to recognise that fact if Mr Russel
Ingersoll continues to be the public mouthpiece for this discredited Minister.
At question time today the Premier said it was the Minister's turn to make a press
statement. No doubt the Minister has run away to have his dulcet tones recorded on the
electronic media. The Victorian public is faced with a situation which is not of its making,
but of the government's makin~ whereby we have an alternative spokesman for transport
administration. A senior pubhc servant should not have the responsibility of being a
spokesperson for the government. If we are not to have proper Ministerial responsibility
in this State, it is time for the Premier to say so. The only way for the Premier to say so is
for him to tell the Minister for Transport-and if the Minister will not do it the Premier
should do it-to direct the senior public servant not to make any further public comments.
His actions put in jeopardy the role of senior public servants when they are forced to
perform at the government's bidding through the air waves and other medla.
The Premier also said today that those people best able to communicate and provide
information to the public will do so. That in itself is an absolute condemnation of the
Minister charged with the responsibility of administering transport in this State. The
Premier is saying that the Minister is not the best person to communicate and provide
information. I shall tell honourable members why that is so. Every time the Minister for
Transport speaks, he upsets the unions. The government cannot afford to upsd the unions.
Therefore, when the Premier virtually took over the administration of the transport
system, he gave Russel Ingersoll powers beyond those normally given to a public servant.
Certainly the Premier has given powers to a public servant that are ~eater than the
powers given to the Minister himself. In terms of Ministerial responsibllity, there is no
doubt that the current Minister for Transport no longer has responsibility for the
administration of his department and the carrying out offunctions normally attributed to
a Minister.
Dr Vaugban interjected.
Mr KENNETT-I can understand why the honourable member for Clayton is becoming
upset. I would be upset, too, if I had a Minister like the Minister for Transport in the
government. He is an absolute disgrace. He provides neither reliable service nor constant
administration. He does not enjoy the full confidence of the Premier or the government.
Ifhe did, he would be doing his job like a fully-fledged Minister.
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In the current situation the head of the department has been turned from an apolitical
person into a political person who acts as a mouthpiece for this discredited Minister.
Ministerial responsibility does not apply to the Minister for Transport in the same way
that the Premier allocates Ministerial responsibility to other Ministers.
I turn now to a second area where Ministerial responsibility is not being met. Honourable
members hear a great deal from the Premier about standards. I refer to the Nunawading
Province by-election scandal and the involvement of not only the Premier but also the
Minister for Property and Services.
Time and again the government applies standards to itself that are consistently lower
than those it applies to any other political party if it were in government or to any other
citizen who might have been seeking in any way to break the law. In Nunawading-Mr Micallef-Boring!
Mr KENNETT-The honourable member for Springvale is probably saying that the
subject is boring because he was involved in it. He is probably just as corrupt as his
political partners who are prepared to enter into fraudulent activity to secure political
support.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-I know the Leader of the Opposition is in a state-The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Springvale to resume his
seat. If the honourable member wishes to raise a point of order he should do so. He does
not have the opportunity of making a speech.
Mr MICALLEF-I ask that you, Mr Speaker, request the Leader of the Opposition to
withdraw the word "corrupt" in the context in which it was used.
The SPEAKER-The honourable member wishes the word "corrupt" to be withdrawn.
In what sense was the word used? Was the honourable member accused of being "corrupt"?
Mr MICALLEF-I believe that was what was said.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member takes offence at the use of the word
"corrupt" in the context used by the Leader of the Opposition, I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw the word.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-If it enables me to continue my
contribution, I shall say that the honourable member for Springvale is a member of a
corrupt government. It IS up to the government to prove it is not corrupt.
Mr Micallef-I asked for the word to be withdrawn, not for a speech.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Springvale that I have
accepted the withdrawal of the word "corrupt" and have called the Leader of the Opposition
to continue his speech.
Mr KENNETT- The honourable member for Springvale gets himself mixed up. The
government's involvement in the whole Nunawading affair and the non-preparedness of
Ministers to meet their Ministerial responsibility-from the Premier to the Minister for
Property and Services down-means that the government has the onus to prove that it is
not corrupt and that it did not knowingly enter into actions to fraudulently deprive and
mislead people of their ability to a freedom of choice in the Nunawading Province byelection.
The government deliberately delayed the proceedings and investigations into the
Nunawading affair to ensure that the statute of limitations applied before any action or
reporting was handed down and any subsequent action was taken. Therefore, in terms of
Ministerial responsibility, it is up to members like the honourable member for Springvale
to prove that he is not corrupt and that his government is not corrupt.

Grievances

8 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1341

No worse crime could be perpetrated than to deny people their democratic right to vote
freely and without undue influence. What the Labor government, members of the Australian
Labor Party and employed members of the bureaucracy were involved in was a deliberate
attempt to deceive the electors of the Nunawading Province.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Leader of the Opposition that the rule of
anticipation is practised in this place. He has in his name on the Notice Paper, General
Business, Notice of Motion, No. 15, a motion dealing with the matters he is raising now.
I advise him that a passing reference to these matters is in order. However, if he
continues his present course, he is anticipating debate on this subject.
Mr KENNETT-Thank you, Mr Speaker; I was not promoting the issue but rather
attempting to articulate that a fraudulent act had been committed through the Premier
and one of his Ministers not accepting Ministerial responsibility.
My contribution today has been based on the two examples of the Nunawading Province
by-election and the administration of the transport portfolio. They illustrate the areas in
which the government is not supporting the principle of Ministerial responsibility as laid
down in the Westminster system.
The Minister for Transport is a joke. He will not apply to himself, nor will the Premier
apply to him, the Ministerial responsibility that is naturally transferred to any individual
who accepts commission as a Minister.
With the Nunawading Province by-election how-to·vote scandal, the Premier not only
has refused personally to accept Ministerial responsibility-as the Minister for Property
and Services has refused-but also has failed to apply the normal standards that he would
have applied if the finger could have been pointed at any other citizen or any other political
party. The Premier is not prepared to accept Ministerial responsibility on other issues
such as the Continental Airlines Inc. matter. If something can be done to cover up the
corrupt or fraudulent acts of a member of his team, the concept of Ministerial standards
goes out the window..
That will be a major issue at the next election. Can one trust a government that is not
prepared to accept and apply Ministerial standards? Can one accept and return to office a
political party that, on its own admission and as stated in reports handed down by
independent people, has been involved in fraudulent activity for which it has been
recommended that people should be charged? Where is Ministerial responsibility?
Until the government accepts Ministerial responsibility as it applies to the transport
portfolio and to the Nunawading Province by-election, the Opposition will continue to
raise the issue.
Mr Micallef-Boring!
Mr KENNETT-Whenever I describe the honourable member's government as corrupt,
he becomes upset.
Mr Micallef-Boring!
Mr KENNETT-He does not like being considered a member of a corrupt government.
Mr Micallef-You know what I responded to!
Mr KENNETT-It is up to you to prove that you are not a member of a corrupt
government.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Springvale to cease
interjecting.
Mr Micallef interjected.
An Honourable Member-Throw him out!
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The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member for Springvale wishes to defy the
Chair and the practices of the House, I shall have no alternative but to name him.
Mr KENNETT-It is obvious that the honourable member for Springvale knows how
deeply involved were the members of his party in the Nunawading Province by-election
scandal. He knows he is a member of a corrupt government and he knows some of the dirt
is mud on his shoulders because he has not insisted in the caucus room that his government
should apply the same standards to its own members as it demands of others.
The system of government under which we operate has been proven over many years
for good reasons and unless members of all sides of the House recognise and apply the
concept of Ministerial responsibility, the operation of Parliament as we know it today will
be undermined.
In two areas at present those Ministerial standards are not being applied by the
government. The first is in the transport area and the second involves the whole government
led by the Premier in the Nunawading Province by-election how-to-vote scandal.
The government must make a real decision in the near future. Will the honourable
member for Brunswick remain the Minister for Transport? If so, will he accept Ministerial
responsibility for the management of transport in this State? If he does not intend to, he
should go. Ifhe intends to remain as Minister he should be a fully-fledged Minister rather
than a half Minister.
Will the government accept responsibility for its fraudulent involvement in the
Nunawading Province by-election how-to-vote scandal? If it will ,not, that will be an issue
at the next election because the Opposition will continue to raise the matter.
Should the government wish to clear its name, it has the opportunity of doing so. It
would appear that the reason it does not clear its name is the same reason for not clearing
the air about the Continental Airlines Inc. issue.
This government is up to its eyeballs in deceit and cover-up. Its members have every
opportunity in the world to prove that the government is clean. That applies also to the
honourable member for Springvale who becomes agitated every time anyone suggests that
the government is corrupt. It is up to him to prove to the people that the government is
not corrupt. It is up to the honourable member to prove to the people of Victoria that
those who it is recommended should be charged, including the General Secretary of the
Australian Labor Party (Victorian Branch) and some of the bureaucrats in the government,
are clean. If government members do not do that, the slur stays and they have no-one to
blame but themselves.
The Westminster system of government is poorer by the government's refusal to accept
the highest standards of Ministerial responsibility possible.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I express my concern over what I consider the negative
approach taken by the opposition parties to economic development and development
projects that have been and are being undertaken in the Bendigo region by the Cain
government.
When the Liberal Party was in government in 1982, it let down the Bendigo area
electorate because the series of promises that had been made over a period to the Bendigo
community to undertake all kinds of works were not honoured. Bendigo was known at
that time as the city of Liberal letdowns.
Some of the promised projects were a new fire station, a new police station, new school
buildings such as the White Hills Primary School and a whole range of other projects that
were promised year after year. One of the most notorious examples was the gaol which the
Liberal Party had been promising for some 20 to 30 years in the Castlemaine area that was
never constructed.
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That is the background of the continuing failure of the previous Liberal governments to
undertake what seemed to be serious electoral commitments by Liberal governments.
Tragically, in 1985, the Liberal Party was in no better position. It went into the 1985
election with no firm commitments for projects that it would undertake in the Bendigo
area. No undertakings were made about works of the kind that the Cain government
spelled out that it would undertake. The government published a document in 1985 that
indicated a range of definite works and projects to be carried out in the four-year term of
this Parliament.
By comparison, the Liberal Party had no policy for projects in the Bendigo area. Indeed,
the whole objective of the Liberal Party in 1985 was to cut back heavily on government
services, government spending and government capital works.
Mr Tanner-Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr KENNEDY-As I was saying, in 1985 the Labor government produced a range of
clear-cut and detailed policies and projects that it would undertake in the Bendigo area
between 1985 and 1989. I am pleased to say that a number of them have already been
commenced.
There has been significant development of the Cain government's policy of achieving
economic growth in country areas, particularly around Bendigo.
It is obvious that the Liberal and National parties are still incapable of producing a
clear-cut policy for economic development in Victoria, and they are certainly incapable of
producing a policy that will assist and encourage the development of industries in country
centres, such as those in the Bendigo region.

In fact, the National Party cannot yet decide on a policy. Its members run around the
countryside complaining about the government's removal of payroll tax rebates as a result
of a policy it introduced in 1984.
Mr Leigh-Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr KENNEDY-The National Party is still incapable of producing a clear-cut policy.
Its members run around the country complaining about the government's decision in
1984 to phase out payroll tax rebates. As a matter of fact, in its own 1985 State election
policy, the National Party indicated its dissatisfaction with payroll tax rebates as a policy
for helping country industry and said it would examine alternative methods of assisting
individual firms.
In 1985 the National Party took a decision in the party room to allow the passage of
legislation to remove payroll tax rebates.
Recently, the Leader of the National Party made a speech on country radio in which he
criticised the Victorian government for supposedly having no policy for assisting country
industry. On the following day the National Party released a statement that was grossly
inadequate.
I checked with the Parliamentary Library in an attempt to obtain a copy of that
mysterious speech, which was broadcast throughout country Victoria. Finally, I was forced
to ask the Leader of the National Party himseltfor a copy of the statement that had already
been made public. He refused point-blank to provide me with a copy of his speech, and he
still refuses to do so; yet one would imagine that it was a public statement.
It obviously caused some embarrassment because just before the presentation of the
recent State Budget the National Party claimed it was in favour of reintroducing payroll
tax rebates.
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Mr Leigh-Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr KENNEDY-Prior to the presentation of the Budget, the National Party said it
believed payroll tax rebates should be brought back, yet the recent statement of the Leader
of the National Party contained no reiteration of that policy. I asked the Leader of the
National Party for a copy of the speech he had made over the radio, and he refused pointblank to provide it to me.

There is similar embarrassment within the Liberal Party, which still has no policy on
economic development or assistance for country industries. Indeed, the Liberal Party in
Bendigo recently made a far-fetched statement that the government had let down country
industry and that the Liberal Party was supposedly formulating a regional economic
development policy. It has not yet produced that policy.
The Liberal Party in Bendigo recently indicated that it would seek details of specific
assistance that had been given by the Victorian government to firms operating in the
Bendigo area. In fact, the information finally had to be released by the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources; of course, it was quite impressive. It detailed a
significant financial commitment by the Victorian government in a number of ways to a
vast number of firms in the Bendigo area. Unfortunately, the Liberal Party representative
of the electorate of Bendigo East, who made much noise about requesting the information
under the Freedom of Information Act, has still not chosen to publish it. Obviously the
information provided to him is simply too good to release and obviously also refutes the
case he has been putting forward.
I shall instance a number of other areas where the Opposition in Bendigo is not only
negative but also, in many cases, is actually obstructing the implementation of government
policies, which are of vital importance to the Bendigo region.
I itemise first the situation of public housing. The government has undertaken a
substantial housing construction program in the Bendigo area, yet this is consistently
opposed by the Liberal Party. Indeed, the Opposition has gone to the extent even of
criticising and opposing community houses, which are of considerable significance in the
government's social justice strategy. Opposition members are so hostile towards many of
the government's policies being implemented in the Bendigo area that they even oppose
the construction of public housing and the provision of community houses.
The Liberal Party's performance has been equally dismal in regard to the government's
commitment to provide funds for the purchase and restoration of the historic Capital
Theatre. This is an amazing situation, particularly when in 1985 the Liberal and National
parties strongly supported the purchase and redevelopment of that theatre.
There has been continuing conflict in Bendigo between the Bendigo City. Council and a
number of other local councils over the refusal of the Bendigo City CouncIl to support the
project. Over recent months the Liberal and National parties have both let Bendigo down
by refusing to speak out in support of the restoration of the Capital Theatre. That is despite
the fact that, in 1985, the Liberal Party supported the project.
The Opposition has an equally negative approach to tourism. One of the fine
developments taking place in central Victoria is the construction of a major tourist
accommodation complex at Maldon. That will bring new and much needed
accommodation facilities to Maldon and will attract people to the central Victorian area.
Despite that, the Liberal Party, through its spokesman on tourism who was supported by
the Liberal Party members in the region, has opposed the project because it believes it is
not the type of project that should be undertaken by government. That is a typical new
right attitude towards economic development.
The Liberal Party has also been critical of the development of a proposed Chinese
museum at Bendigo. It has made no commitment to support the development of that
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museum, and that is in contrast to the strong commitment made by the Premier in 1985
and the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources last year to support the project.
The government is awaiting the further development of plans for the project, and has
indicated that, as soon as the planning has reached the stage where the cost of the project
can be calculated, Cabinet will give a specific commitment to the project. The government
has already made a broad commitment of support, but the Liberal Party will not make a
similar commitment.
Members of the opposition parties, particularly the honourable member for Bendigo
East, have tried to belittle the museum project by suggesting that it will be a white elephant.
That attitude is anything but supportive and will work to the detriment of that important
tourist project.
The Opposition has shown an equally negative attitude towards the provision offurther
Public Service accommodation in Bendigo. Recently, I was in the staggering situation of
being the only member of Parliament from that area prepared to openly defend public
servants' entitlement to improved accommodation. As a result, the Victorian government
purchased the old State Electricity Commission building at Bendigo and is moving to
make it available for public servants and for use as a shopfront for the Government
Information Centre. The Opposition supported the purchase of the building in the first
instance, but later decided that the building should not be purchased but that it should be
auctioned.
Members of the opposition parties in the Bendigo area have a similar strange attitude
towards the development of the Bendigo goldfields. One politician from the area will not
even say what his attitude is. The honourable member for Bendigo East said that he
believed the goldfields should be opened up to a number of goldmining companies and
not just to Western Minin$ Corporation Holdings Ltd. He then changed his mind because
the Leader of the OppositIon came to town and cracked the whip. A comment from the
honourable member for Bendigo Province could not be extracted; even when challenged,
he refused to express any viewpoint.
An even more curious situation has arisen within the National Party. The National
Party member for Western Province gave the impression that he supported a number of
small firms developing the Bendigo goldfields but, when questioned while in Bendigo, the
Leader of the National Party did not make a commitment one way or the other; he chose
to sit on the fence.
Remarkable situations have arisen within the portfolio of the Attorney-General. As the
Premier indicated this morning, the government is developing a minimum security
women's prison at Maldon. Despite the Opposition's claims that more prisons should be
constructed, it is opposed to the project.
The government has undertaken to establish a neighbourhood mediation centre in
Bendigo. That fine project was recently opened by the Attorney-General. However, the
Bendigo representatives of the Liberal Party found grounds to oppose and criticise the
project.
A spectacular situation has arisen with regard to WorkCare. All members of the
opposition parties voted against the introduction of WorkCare and occupational health
and safety measures; yet when the government provided funds for a rehabilitation service
in Bendigo, the honourable member for Bendigo Province attended the opening function.
The two or three other Opposition members from the area chose not to accept the
invitation to the official opening.
The Opposition has obstructed the government in the area of planning. For more than
two years the government has been working to introduce proposed legislation for the
Loddon-Campaspe Regional Planning Authority, but it has faced continual stalling by the
opposition parties. The National Party eventually found the pressure so hard to cope with
that it made a humiliating backdown and agreed to pass the proposed legislation. The
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Opposition was opposed to a crucial part of the Bill, but it was passed because the National
Party walked away from the Liberal Party.
The Cain government is doing a magnificent job in the Bendigo region. I am proud to
be its representative; I am proud to support the wonderful projects being undertaken in
the region. It is regrettable that members of the opposition parties do not show the same
positive approach to the development of the Bendigo region. I ask them to take a more
constructive attitude to future developments and, at long last, to produce a policy that will
indicate that they have some idea of the direction in which Victoria and the Bendigo
region should be moving.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I wish to speak on a subject that is important not only to
political parties but also to the government. Earlier today, honourable members heard a
diatribe from the honourable member for Niddrie about what is happening in the Liberal
Party. Even ifmy party has problems from time to time, at least it is not wasting massive
amounts of taxpayers' money. In the circumstances, it is appropriate that I give an expose
of the power structure of the Labor Party in local government and what goes on among
those who sit in this Chamber representing that party. The foundation stone of the
Australian Labor Party is local government. It is obvious to anybody, including the
honourable member for Dandenong-or it would be if he bothered to find out what is
going on in his electorate-that the power base of the Labor Party is local government.
That fact has been recognised over the years by people such as Senator Robert Ray, the
Federal Minister for Home Affairs.
Last weekend, the Labor Party went through a fascinating experience of deciding whether
to pull out of local government. I have spent a lot of time exposing the corruption in local
government, particularly in Labor Party councils. The honourable member for Doncaster
was responsible for the sacking of the Richmond City Council. It is a pity that the Liberal
Party is not in government because, if it were, it would sack the Oakleigh City Council.
What was discussed at last weekend's Australian Labor Party conference? The Labor
Party discussed whether it should withdraw from local government. Prior to the conference,
I spent a lot of time lobbying Labor members of Parliament and pleading with them to
maintain their involvement, to enable the election of the Liberal Party at the next State
election.
When one considers the councils of Oakleigh, Richmond, Sunshine, Keilor and
Essendon-I could go on-one realises that that political structure is basically made up of
the incompetents of the Labor Party who cannot get a seat in Parliament.
The Labor Party gives those people the third prize oflocal government positions. Good
luck to the ratepayers! An article in the Age of 5 October 1987 on the Labor Party
conference stated:
The proposal by the Minister for Home Affairs, Senator Ray will be debated at the next ALP State conference.
Senator Ray has predicted the ALP "will pull out oflocal government because it is not successful there".

Senator Robert Ray is the chief numbers man for the ALP in this State, the equivalent to
Senator Graham Richardson. He has said the ALP will pull out of local government.
However, his arithmetic was wrong and he was rolled at his own conference. I shall deal
with the reasons for that later.
This incident demonstrates that the Labor Party recognises how important local
government is to the Labor Party's structure. In the past five years that I have been a
member of this place, I have persistently and consistently campaigned against the City of
Oakleigh Labor Party structure-the Cr Perrymans of this world who would have felt at
home in Chicago in the 1930s. Those people have controlled local government and used
it to their own ends and to look after their mates.
I shall quote further from the Age article to demonstrate the feelings of the Labor Party.
I should be interested to know whether Ms Jean Walsh of the North Richmond ALP
branch is the party's chief media monitor and minder-obviously, the honourable member
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for Richmond knows her. She said that the reasons for the dismissal had been forgotten
and that most of those implicated had died or moved on.
They have not done anything years later. I remember asking the Premier a Question on
2 November 1984 on behalf ofMr GeoffO'Connell, who was the last Mayor of Richmond.
At that time he was a member of the Administrative Committee of the Labor Party but he
approached the Honourable G. P. Connard, the honourable member for Higinbotham
Province in the Upper House, a member of the Liberal Party, to arrange for me, on his
behalf as the Labor Party's remaining officer in Richmond, to ask the Premier when he
was likely to be charged. The Premier said that he had noted my remarks and those of the
honourable member for Caulfield, and would take up those matters with the Ministers
concerned.
Years later, and $1 million later, not one of the people involved in the City of Richmond
scandal-although legal documents were being prepared-was charged. Not one of the
crooks was charged under this government! All those faceless people who sit on the
government benches who participated in this affair, such as the honourable member for
Sprin~vale, who is a friend of those sorts of people, are members of the party that allowed
that sItuation to occur.
The other day I asked when an election would be held in the City of Richmond so that
the people of that area could vote. They have not had local government voting for five
years. On behalf of the City of Richmond I asked when the people of that area would have
their democratic rights restored.
The honourable member for Richmond may say that people's democratic ri~ts are
boring-that is what he says-but it is a pity for him that the rest of the community does
not think the same way. I did not receive an answer from the Minister at the time but later
received an answer from members of the government. They said that there has never been
democracy in Richmond.
What a joke! Even before 1982 people in that area did not have democratic rights. The
council at the time was sacked; they were a corrupt group of people who were not interested
in democracy and used the power for themselves. That was demonstrated over many
years. An excellent article in the Herald states:
After more than 50 years of being embroiled in the rough and tumble of council politics, the Victorian ALP is
considering a tactical retreat. Poor results in recent local government elections have divided the party over the
merits of grassroots politics-many believe direct ALP involvement in local councils has become a liability
rather than an asset.

It is to the credit of my party that it does not participate in local government. It believes it

is up to the community to decide those issues. However, the Labor Party would rather be
involved in garbage and planning issues. I understand why it wants to be involved in
garbage, but not planning.
What has happened to those former councillors? The people who traditionally voted
Labor at State and Federal elections are turning on their friends. They have deserted them
in the City of Fitzroy and, in the City of Richmond, the honourable member for Richmond
does not want to give them a chance. He does not believe in democracy.
Mr Sidiropou)os interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Malvern to address the Chair. He is aggravating the situation by directing his remarks to
the honourable member for Richmond.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, whether or not the honourable
member for Malvern was aggravating the situation, the honourable member for Richmond
used an unparliamentary expression, which I believe the Clerks heard. He should be asked
to withdraw it.
Mr SIDIROPOULOS (Richmond)-I apologise for using the word "hypocrite".
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Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-It is unfortunate that a member of the socialist left, as the
honourable member for Richmond is, is not a true supporter of democracy as the Labor
Party has always demonstrated-and the Labor Party comprises the socialist left-that it
does not believe in democracy except when it is not in power. Once the Labor Party is in
power one can kiss democracy goodnight.
The honourable member for Richmond does not visit schools; I believe I have visited
more schools in his electorate than he has. What a pity! The Herald article also states:
The problem, they say, stems from poor candidates and a faulty preselection process . . .
. . . many councillors who have won seats with the backing of and in the name of the ALP are not up to scratch.
"Local government-as with State and Federal-has its share of time servers, hacks and incompetents," said
one former ALP Mayor.

He must have been in this House and seen the performance of some Labor Party members
to have made that comment. The community has decided that it does not want party
politics in local government.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr LEIGH-I heard some chirping from Springvale-it must have been a bird!
The time has come for the government to recognise that it must get out of local
government. Earlier today the honourable member for Niddrie spoke about the activities
of my party. I remind him that my party does not produce phoney how-to-vote cards for
by-elections. It does not have two sets of standards.

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Springvale and the honourable member for Malvern to exercise some decorum in the
debate.
Mr LEIGH-I shall direct my remarks through the Chair, Mr Deputy Speaker. The fact
is that there are two sets of standards: there is one standard for the ALP and another
standard for the rest of us. Perhaps it was right that Sir Brian Murray was sacked, but what
about Peter Batchelor? What is more corrupt than someone attempting to manipulate the
electoral processes of the State for his own ends? That is what Mr Batchelor, leader of the
ALP organisation and a member of the faction that the honourable member for Springvale
supports, did. Of course, he thinks it was correct because it was a factional decision.
The community is becoming increasingly aware of what is going on. It is not just the
Opposition that is saying it. The Continental Airlines Inc. scandal is an example. The
matter was taken up by the Herald, not my party. The media have recognised that there is
incompetence, corruption and maladministration within the government. It is time for
the government to clean up its act. In 1982 I recognised that the Liberal government got
what it deserved when it lost office. It is incredible that the Labor government has gone
five steps past what the Liberal Party took 27 years to do; it is much more incompetent
than the Liberal Party was when it was thrown out of office. The Labor Party is incompetent,
corrupt and uses smear tactics and suspect electoral procedures. One has only to name it
and this bunch has it.
Mr Richardson-Other than that, they are OK.
Mr LEIGH-That is right. One must strike a balance on whether a government makes
good or bad decisions or decisions that are in the interests of the community.
It appears that the government has some desire to increase the public profile of its
backbench. The Opposition hopes the government will adopt that course because more
Labor Party backbenchers will then become known to the public. Apart from Liberal Party
policies, I can think of no better reason for voting Liberal than to have the honourable
member for Springvale recognised in the community. His constituents would say, "My
God, this person, who appears to be a relative of Fidel Castro, is my member of Parliament.
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What has happened to Victoria's Parliamentary process when people such as that can be
part of the government?" Can honourable members imagine the honourable member for
Springvale as the Premier?
Mr Norris-Can anyone imagine you as Premier, which is more relevant?
Mr LEIGH-I can imagine the honourable member for Dandenong as the Deputy
Premier, with all his television experience.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Malvern to direct his remarks to the Chair. I am not happy with some of his comments in
this debate.
Mr LEIGH-I am attempting to address my remarks to the Chair but it is difficult
when honourable members make interjections.
The Labor Party has attempted to gain control of the Malvern City Council by devious
means. I refer honourable members to the former two-term mayor, Mr Max Dumais, who
was a Ministerial adviser to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services at the same
time as he professed to be an independent councillor in the City of Malvern. Some six
months after he professed to be an independent councillor, he became the endorsed
Australian Labor Party candidate against me at the State election.
That gentleman did not tell members of the community that he was really a Labor Party
stooge. He said nothing when he was negotiating with the government over the arterial
road that runs through the municipality that I represent. Mr Dumais accompanied the
honourable member for Springvale and other Labor Party members to the site of the
arterial road and had his photograph taken while standing on the freeway. Although these
people profess to represent the community openly and honestly, it is clear that they do
not.
I hope the honourable member for Richmond will encourage his local community to
elect a city council. After five years of supposedly good management of local government
affairs, why have councillors not been elected to the Richmond City Council? That has
not been done for one reason: they are not members of the faction to which the honourable
member for Richmond belongs. People who are interested in becoming councillors are
members of the centre unity faction, a faction which the honourable member for Richmond
regards as being filled with crooks.
Those people may have extremely right-wing views, but the socialist left faction of the
Labor Party will not allow a democratic election to occur. Political point scoring among
factions of the Labor Party, particularly the socialist left to which the Minister for Local
Government belongs, is the reason there are no Richmond city councillors. It is too bad
that the rights of ratepayers suffer. Instead of dealing with elected councillors, ratepayers
must deal with bureaucrats.
The Labor Party should recognise that it has been wrong over the years and that it
should keep out of local government. No endorsed Labor Party candidates should run for
the Richmond City Council elections. If that decision were made, an election could be
held tomorrow.
Mr Coleman-They would all be independent candidates.
Mr LEIGH-AlI the former Labor Party candidates would be classified as independents
but they would not win. The ratepayers of the City of Richmond would elect honest,
decent candidates.
It is a shame that in his last term the honourable member for Richmond is not prepared
to support the democratic rights of his constituents. They accept him as an Australian but
he does not support the rights of other Australians to have open government in this
country.
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Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-Today I grieve about people who require medical advice and
service and are manipulated by a system against which they are powerless.
The Cain government was aware of problems faced by people without .power-the
elderly, frail, disabled and people on low incomes. In May 1986 it established Health
CALL-Health Complaints Advisory Link Line-which is a community-based committee
of management supervising a health complaints service. An independent telephone
information service was established for consumers who wanted to complain or make
inquiries about a health provider or health service.
In the following twelve months more than 2500 complaints were made and 500 general
inquiries were referred to other services and facilities. The need for ordinary people to
gain redress when they have been treated badly or overcharged or have been unhappy
with treatment from a health care provider is vital.
It is important to inform the House about the aims and objectives of Health CALL
because it is such an important community service. Often the people who wish to complain
about a health service have less power and fewer resources than health providers. As
health providers have more resources, are more powerful and more articulate, it is vital
that a service should be biased towards consumers so that they can be properly assisted.

The aims of Health CALL are, firstly, to promote consumers' legitimate rights to
complain. That right is often not recognIsed by consumers, particularly when attending
general practitioners, specialists or pathologists. People often feel intimidated, fragile or
powerless in the health field.
A person visits a doctor when he or she is ill or has something wrong, and that is when
the person is the most vulnerable. If a service is too expensive or inadequate, or the doctor
or other health care provider does something that is unsatisfactory, it is difficult to know
what to do.
The second aim of Health CALL is to empower consumers to raise concerns and to take
action on their own behalf. This is an extremely important function of the service so that
consumers can be assisted in making complaints about something that is unsatisfactory.
In the majority of cases service providers and health care providers are caring and
ethical people, but there are exceptions and people need to be made aware of them and
given the opportunity of dealing with them.
Another aim of Health CALL is to identify problem areas in the health care system and
to advocate for action to be taken to overcome problem areas. For example, Health CALL
received numerous complaints from consumers about people purporting to be able to cure
smoking or drinking habits in only three days through hypnosis. Often those alternative
health providers are expensive.
Consumers have complained to Health CALL that after undergoing hypnotherapy and
paying a lot of money, there was no magic and they were still smoking or drinking. Often
the advertisements are untrue and the claims by the hypnotherapists are not as easily
achieved as is suggested in their advertisements. Health CALL could perhaps examine a
problem area like that to ensure that the advertisements do not claim to provide a magical
solution to an addiction or whatever when it is not always the case. Often this type of
alternative treatment is ineffective unless the patient has a commitment to changing his
or her behaviour.
Health CALL raises consumer and provider awareness by publicising complaints and
making recommendations to improve health complaint services. As a result the Health
Services Complaints Office was opened recently and it is headed by Commissioner lan
Siggins. This office will provide a conciliation and arbitration service for people who have
complaints about health service providers in a range of areas. They will include not only
doctors but also dentists and alternative medical practitioners, like naturopaths and
herbalists.
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Herbal therapy is a popular service with consumers. Many people are moving away
from traditional, science-based practices and are looking for alternative practitioners for
treatment of their illnesses and complaints. Many of the alternative practices are of great
benefit and value. I was advised by a naturopath to drink camomile tea as an aid to sleep.
That was a useful piece of information and has been an effective remedy for insomnia.
Alternative medical practitioners and their practices are not regulated. Therefore,
consumers need to know they can make a complaint to Health CALL if they are dissatisfied
with any alternative medical service. This complaint will then be dealt with by the Health
Services Complaints Office. Health CALL and the complaints office are extremely
important parts of the consumer protection service.
Health CALL aims to monitor the overall complaints mechanism to ensure that
procedures are accessible, efficient, effective, and responsive to consumer needs. The
Health Services Complaints Office is a government department that will be carefully
watched and monitored by Health CALL. The office is a community based service that
has a community based committee of management. Health CALL is outside government
interference and has a built-in consumer bias to compensate for the lack of power and
ability some consumers have to make complaints.
Health CALL is an advocate for change. It advises people of their consumer rights.
People learn that they can demand from their doctors proper diagnoses of their complaints
or illnesses. Health CALL also assists them to clarify their complaints and concerns about
particular services by carefully analysing the complaints.
Health CALL advises consumers on what course of action to take to deal with any
discontent or dissatisfaction that has resulted from any health care service. In the one and
a half years that Health CALL has been in operation, I have been able to refer to it many
people who have come to my electorate office with complaints. On every occasion the
consumer has either been satisfied by the explanation or has been referred to another area
where the problem can be satisfactorily dealt with.
Health CALL records details of all inquiries and complaints as well as the recommended
courses of action. Statistics are collected also. It monitors patterns that emerge from
carefully collected data. A glance at the statistics, which have been gathered for a year,
easily identifies the areas that are important to consumers. This data is published regularly
and can be used to trigger change in the form of service delivery.
Health CALL addresses shortcomings in the health system. One of the major complaints
about health services is the cost. Many health providers overcharge and the providers
about which the majority of complaints were made were dentists. Perhaps dentists should
take heed of that information.
Another issue that emerged from the first annual report of Health CALL was consumer
access to records. For example, a consumer telephoned Health CALL complaining that
his former medical practitioner would not pass on medical information about his condition
or the results of tests that had been recently undertaken. This information was refused at
both his request and at the request of the current doctor.
This is not a good thing to be happening. The consumer had changed doctors because
of transport problems and he was upset when the new doctor's request for reports was
refused. If the consumer had to have the tests performed all over again, it would have
involved unnecessary duplication and time wasting. With some medical tests, it could
even be dangerous. If a person has to undergo further X-rays not only is this time wasting
and costly but also if it has to be duplicated health risks are involved.
Health CALL was not able to do much, but it told the consumer that there was no legal
requirement for doctors to pass on records. Additionally, there was no professional or
ethical requirement to do so. The appropriateness of this position is something for the
community, the medical profession, the Australian Medical Association and the Doctors
Reform Society to consider.
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Perhaps access to and the passing on of medical records should be the right of the
consumer if it is requested by the consumer. Perhaps there should be a legal requirement
for medical records to be passed on at the request of a consumer of a medical service.
A further problem occurred when a consumer who had paid $610 for upper and lower
dentures suffered problems six months later. A considerable amount of new work was
done at a further cost of $110. The consumer was under the impression that the costs of
the second lot of work to try to make the dentures useful and wearable would be free
because they had not been adequate in the first place. The dentist had not informed the
consumer that a further cost would be involved to correct the dental work that had not
been of any use in the first place.
Therefore, Health CALL and the Health Services Complaints Office are extremely
valuable services, a little like the Consumer Credit Legal Service Co-operative Ltd, which
has a consumer bias, the Tenants Advice Service, the Tenants Union of Victoria, and the
tenants advisory services funded through the Ministry of Consumer Affairs in areas
throughout the State.
A similar important consumer service is the cooling-off period after the purchase of
motor cars, which was recently introduced. In our complex and difficult society it is
important that services biased towards consumers are an important function of government.
Ordinary people are often intimidated and overwhelmed by people whom they consider
to be important, powerful or rich. Doctors are often seen in that light by ordinary people.
It is important that services with a bias towards consumers, such as Health CALL, are put
into place.
An Honourable Member interjected.
Mrs HIRSH-It is interesting that members of the National Party think that rather
than protecting ordinary people we should be patronising them. People have a right to
decent ethical medical services when they become ill. They also have a right to be treated
for fair prices and obtain proper information about their conditions through a careful and
caring health service.
The establishment of offices such as Health CALL and the health complaints office are
important also in respect of alternative medicine so that people can comfortably participate
in that field of medicine.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Before calling the honourable member
for Lowan I advise that it would be useful ifhis party Whip could supply a list of speakers.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-In fairness to my colleague, the names of National
Party speakers were provided, but you were not in the chair at the time, Mr Deputy
Speaker.
The subject I raise in the grievance debate is the Victoria Grants Commission allocations
to country municipalities. Country municipalities are none too pleased with the new
grants formula, bearing in mind that the former Federal Minister in charge of local
government, the Honourable Tom Uren, made a commitment when the new formula was
adopted that no municipality would be financially worse off, and that the new formula
would be phased in over a three-year period.
In the first year the new formula applied, 105 municipalities received lower financial
allocations in money terms-let alone real terms-when comparing 1987-88 with 1986-87.
In every instance those municipalities were located in the country.
I shall refer in particular to two municipalities in the area I represent. In 1987-88 the
Shire of Arapiles, which is located at Natimuk, received only $170 549 and, in 1986-87
the allocation was $188 000. In 1987-88 the Shire of Donald received only $241 192 and,
in 1986-87 the allocation was $266 000.
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The editorial of the Donald Birchip Times of2 October 1987 discusses the government's
commitment to non-metropolitan areas. It states:
Mr Kerin, Minister for Primary Industry and Energy told us recently that "the 1987-88 Federal Budget
demonstrates the government's commitment to non-metropolitan Australians and the development of their
industries" .

The honourable member for Bendigo West spoke about that earlier. I shall deal with that
in a moment. The editorial also refers to a letter received by the Shire of Donald from the
office of the Federal Labor member for Bendigo, Mr John Brumby. The letter was signed
by Mr Brumby's secretary, Fabian Reid. The Shire of Donald forms part ofMr Brumby's
electorate. The editorial quotes the letter as follows:
"The distribution of funds to Victorian municipalities was conducted by the Grants Commission using a new
formula based on population. The formula is the responsibility of the Victorian Ministry of Local Government."
The truth, hurtful as it is, is finally out! A formula for funding based on population can only work in favour of
larger metropolitan and provincial centres in both the short and long terms. The country can and will go to hell.
And now for the final crunch-one you will really enjoy. The BrumbyjReid message concluded, "your concerns
would be best directed to your State Members of Parliament".

The Donald council wrote to the Minister for Local Government and received a reply
signed by Ms Robin Matthews, personal secretary:
On behalf of the Minister I acknowledge your letter and advise that the contents have been noted.

The editorial states that the personal secretary could have saved everyone a good deal of
time. She could have replied as effectively in similar words to that in the editorial: "Go to
hell, we are not interested in the country."
The pious honourable member for Bendigo West an hour ago ridiculed the National
Party about its decentralisation policy. The honourable member for Bendigo West
undoubtedly has been under much pressure recently. He has been allocated back-bench
Dorothy Dix questions by Ministers so that he may rate a mention in H ansard. If it were
not for these he would never receive a mention because he is totally ineffectual.
It is interesting to consider what the honourable member for Bendigo West has done for
decentralised industry. He and his government both State and Federally have been
responsible for increases in fuel prices and record taxes through business franchise fees.
That does not help decentralised industry. No-one in their right mind would consider
leaving the metropolitan area to set up business in the country when fuel is one of the
main cost components.

The cost of communication is also a disadvantage and a disincentive for business people
contemplating decentralisation. A city-based industry can contact probably eight-tenths
of the population through local telephone calls. A country-based business must pay longdistance service charges for the same contact.
The honourable member for Bendigo West has done nothing but criticise the honourable
members for the North Western Province in another place and the honourable member
for Bendigo East. He ridiculed them and said that their parties had no policy. All the
honourable member for Bendigo West is doin~ as a member of the government is supporting
high taxes and costs for those in country bUSInesses.
The honourable member for Bendigo West was at one stage the Federal member for
Bendigo. During that time, the Catholic Bishop of Bendigo became alarmed about the
policy that the honourable member was espousing for non-government schools and it was
not long before he departed the Federal scene. He could not assist his own constituents at
the Federal level and the same thing is happening at the State level; he will disappear from
the scene at the next election because he is not assisting the local people of Bendigo.
Tourism is an important aspect of decentralisation. The Labor government has acted
positively with tourism-and it has not been backward in comin~ forward with taking a
deal of the credit. Be that as it may, when Dick Hamer was PremIer of Victoria he made
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the statement that by the year 2000 tourism would be the biggest industry in Victoria. My
opinion is that agnculture will always be the biggest industry in Victoria. However,
tourism is certainly important.
The government can take credit for much of the expansion that has occurred in tourism
but the tourist industry must be spread across the whole State and not gathered in the
metropolitan area or large regional centres such as Ballarat or the Latrobe Valley. Visitors
to Victoria must be encouraged to tour the interesting areas of the north-east, the Big
Desert, the Little Desert, the Grampians and other places that have magnificent scenery.
I am concerned about government policy on payroll tax. The rebate system for
decentralised industry has been phased out and industry now operates on preferred
development areas for industry. Those preferred areas are not decentralised in the true
sense of the word.
So often industries in the country have had to return to major regional centres or the
metropolitan area. Of course, this is because of union pressure on the government to
centralise all activities. If industry is centralised, it is easier to control. Any industry
flourishing in the country regions has done so not with the help and support of the
government; it has flourished purely through the encouragement and support of local
government.
Incidentally, local government is being strangled financially by the government in its
push for restructuring and amal~amation of the whole local government area. That is what
the financial support of the VIctoria Grants Commission allocation is all about. It is
financial blackmail by the Minister for Local Government and the government to drive
local government to a point where it cannot remain financially viable and will need to
amalgamate to survive.
The remarks of the honourable member for Bendigo West today did not paint the true
picture of country Victoria. The Labor government has been pathetic in its assistance to
country industry and country municipalities. One needs only to identify allocations under
the Victoria Grants Commission to recognise that fact.
The question was agreed to.

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

PURPOSE OF BILL
The Bill amends a total of eleven Acts dealing with agricultural matters. It is typical of
general amending legislation in that one of its main purposes is to implement a series of
unrelated measures which essentially deal with housekeeping matters.
However, the Bill also contains a package of amendments involvin~ three Acts to
address recent problems in the livestock industry arising from the detectIon of chemical
residues in beef exports. This package is of special significance and, together with changes
relating to animal welfare, occupies most of the following discussion of the Bill.
CHEMICAL RESIDUES
As outlined in a recent Ministerial statement, the problem of chemical residues in
agricultural products poses a great threat to Victorian agriculture. As also stressed in that
statement, we must tackle the problem on a broad range offronts. The measures contained
in the Bill are an integral part of a wide-ranging strategy to deal with the problem.
The first series of measures are contained in Part 5 and involve amendment to the
Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act. These changes are required to place on a secure legal
footing the carrying out of sampling and testing programs in abattoirs. Major steps have
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already been taken to increase the monitoring of domestic and export meat. The
amendments complement these new arrangements and will require the implementation
of approved testing programs. Details relating to such matters as the number and types of
samples to be taken and the tests to be performed will be spelt out in orders. Provision is
also made for the results of such tests to be forwarded direct to the department to ensure
close monitoring of results.
The second group of amendments proposed are contained in Part 6 and relate to the
Stock Diseases Act. These changes will ensure that the range of measures already available
to deal with diseased stock can also be applied to stock with unacceptable limits of
chemical residues.
The amendments will enable the implementation of on-farm testing programs, the
quarantining of properties where stock with chemical residues above maximum residue
levels have been detected, and the compulsory introduction of property identification
systems for livestock. Any animal detected with chemical residues will be able to be traced
back to its property of origin.
Also included in this package is an amendment to the Cattle Compensation Act to
permit moceys from the Cattle Compensation Fund to be used to meet part of the cost of
the cattle identification system. Moneys in the Swine Compensation Fund can already be
used for a pig identification system, and in the first year of operation of these programs it
is proposed to use some $102 000 from the two funds.
ANIMAL WELFARE
Amendments to the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act are also of significance and
are set out In Part 7.
The first change relates to the debarking of dogs. At present a dog can be debarked only
for therapeutic or prophylactic reasons. Both involve health considerations, but neither
covers a further ground for lifesaving treatments where the only alternative to treating a
dog that barks incessantly is to put the dog down. The circumstances in which a dog can
be debarked will be detailed in a code of practice. The code will contain appropriate
safeguards ~o protect the welfare of dogs that are a public nuisance.
The second amendment concerns the use of dogs and cats from municipal pounds in
scientific research. Honourable members may recall that an outright ban on t!le use of
pound animals was included in the Act by the Opposition, but that an undertaking was
given not to proclaim the provision until further consultation occurred. That consultation
has now taken place. The use of such animals is to be permitted, but only in accordance
with procedures detailed in a code of practice to ensure that stray pets are not used and
that the welfare of unwanted animals is protected.
REMAINING AMENDMENTS
Most of the remaining amendments deal essentially with administrative matters. I shall
deal briefly with these changes in the order in which they appear in the Bill.
Part 2 amends the Dairy Industry Act to make changes suggested by legal counsel to
deal with problems encountered in bringing prosecutions under the Act. Where appropriate,
they are modelled on existing provisions of the Food Act.
Part 3 amends the Barley Marketing Act which, together with complementary South
Australian legislation, regulates the marketing of barley in the two States. The changes
proposed naturally mirror changes also proposed by South Australia. They extend the Act
a further five years, insert a definition of "hedging" in connection with futures trading and
protect the Barley Marketing Board from claims arising from any right under a bill of sale
or like instrument over barley delivered to the board.
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Part 4 makes a series of unrelated amendments to the Dried Fruits Act. These streamline
administration of the Act and, in the case of the change to provide for contributions to be
paid into a special fund, clarify a point of constitutional law.
Part 8 amends the Animal Preparations Act, essentially for the purpose of clarification.
For example, the powers of authorised officers are to be spelt out clearly in the body of the
Act rather than in regulations. The amendment to the constitution of the board will enable
an additional member to be selected from a panel of names submitted by the Victorian
Farmers Federation.
Part 10 contains a machinery change to enable certain Commonwealth orders to be
incorporated in regulations made under the Fruit and Vegetables Act.
Part 11 amends the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust Act. Most
of the changes are designed to streamline the administration of the Act or to complement
changes to the Land Act to enable the trust to acquire and manage Crown land. The latter
are required to permit the trust to manage land acquired by it which will not in the
immediate future be used for market purposes and to finance the purchase of additional
land. Provisions relating to the membership of the trust are also amended to increase the
number of trust members by one and to spell out the skills and expertise required of
certain members.
Finally, Part 12 amends the Canned Fruits Marketing Act. This Act is part of
complementary Commonwealth and State statutory marketing arrangements which expire
at the end of this year. The Commonwealth proposes to extend the arrangements for one
further year, after which they will terminate, and has requested Victoria to do likewise.
Accordingly, the Bill provides for a one-year extension of the marketing arrangements
under the Canned Fruits Marketing Act.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

PUBLIC AUTHORITIES (EQUAL EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITY) BILL
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to require public authorities in Victoria to implement equal
employment opportunity programs.
The State government employs approximately 15 per cent of the Victorian labour force,
of which women comprise 45 per cent. However, women have not had a fair go in
employment in the Victorian public sector. They are spread unevenly across the system.
They are more likely to be found in hospitals and schools than in the transport, water
resources or energy areas.
Women are more likely to be found in low status jobs, at lower classification levels,
earning less money. They are generally found in a narrow range of occupations-in
teaching, nursing, clerical, administrative and domestic jobs. There are relatively few
women in senior management positions in the public sector.
Already the Victorian government has taken action in other areas. It has increased
women's representation on government boards, supported by the establishment of a
women's register in my department.
The Victorian Public Service Act was amended in 1984 to include eight principles of
personnel management-a first for any government in Australia. In 1984 the government
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also introduced an action plan for women in the Victorian Public Service and another for
women teachers.
These initiatives have resulted in improvements in the status of women. This has been
done in a way which reinforces the merit principle. The government now wishes to extend
these actions to the public sector generally.
This proposed legislation will help improve the employment status of women in public
authorities by giving women access to, and ensuring that they are equipped to undertake,
a wider range of jobs in different occupational categories and at different levels.
In order to achieve this aim, the Bill will require authorities to:
improve their personnel systems so that people are properly assessed for recruitment,
promotion and training;
provide information to employees on the content and effectiveness of equal
employment opportunity programs;
confer responsibility for the development and implementation of the equal
employment opportunity program on a person with sufficient authority within the
organisation-guidelines will be issued in respect to this provision;
establish equal employment opportunity consultative committees, with an appropriate
balance of management and union representation, the intention being that there will
be approximately equal numbers of each;
eliminate discriminatory employment policies and practices;
review qualifications required for all positions to ensure that they relate directly to
the job; and
set up information systems to provide information on the effectiveness of programs.
Under this Bill equal employment opportunity programs will be introduced in all
authorities employing more than 40 employees. In fact, more than 95 per cent of public
sector employees will be covered.
Organisations such as the Gas and Fuel Corporation, Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works, State Bank of Victoria, water boards, the Teaching Service, teaching and
non-teaching staffin TAFE colleges, public hospitals and the Victoria Police Force will be
covered.
Some authorities already have successful equal employment opportunity programs in
place. The Bill will provide legislative support for their existing programs.
For other authorities which do not have equal employment opportunity programs, or
which have only limited programs, the Bill will set the minimum standards they must
meet in order to ensure equality of opportunity for their employees.
The Bill provides for equal employment opportunity programs for women. We may
find that other groups, such as Aborigines, people from non-English speaking backgrounds
or people with disabilities, require special attention. Accordingly, there is provision for
the Governor in Council to order that the legislation be extended to apply to other
designated groups.
The Bill will also require authorities to adopt the sa!lle principles of personnel
management as are set out in the Public Service Act. These provide that all recruitment
and promotion be carried out on the basis of merit; that all employees be treated fairly
and equitably, without discrimination, arbitrary action or coercion; that equal pay be
provided for work of equal value; that employees be provided with effective education
and training and be used efficiently; and that employees maintain proper standards of
integrity, conduct and concern for the public interest.
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Authorities will report annually to Parliament or to their Ministers on the profile of
their work force and the impact of their equal employment opportunity programs. There
will also be an annual report to Parliament on the overall implementation of equal
employment opportunity in public authorities.
In the unlikely event that an authority refuses to comply with its equal employment
opportunity obligations, the proposed legislation will allow quotas to be applied to that
authority for a limited period. However, quotas would be applied only as a last resort. It
is not expected that they will be needed. Under this Bill, authorities will be required to do
no more than is already required of other employment sectors.
The Equal Employment Opportunity (Commonwealth Authorities) Act 1983 provides
for similar programs in Commonwealth statutory authorities. The Commonwealth Public
Service Act ensures that Commonwealth government departments implement equal
employment opportunity programs. The Commonwealth Affirmative Action (Equal
Employment Opportunity for Women) Act 1986 covers the private sector and certain
tertiary institutions. My government has included principles of personnel management in
the Public Service Act and has established equal employment opportunity programs in
the Public Service. This Bill will extend equal employment opportunity programs to
Victorian public sector authorities not covered by other legislation.
Honourable members will note that the Bill does not apply to local government. However,
I am sure the House will be pleased to know that the Local Government Bill 1987 will be
amended to provide for consistent equal employment opportunity principles across local
government.
While the principles of this proposed legislation are not new, their application across
the public sector in Victoria is a major step forward. The Bill is further evidence of my
government's commitment to enhancing the status of women in Victoria and promoting
equality of opportunity for all Victorians.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

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

The purposes of the Bill are, firstly, to amend the Land Act 1958 to enable the purchase of
Crown land by public authorities and municipalities for public purposes, and, secondly,
to revoke part of the permanent reservation and associated Crown grant of the former
South Melbourne Girls Orphanage site and to repeal the South Melbourne (Roman Catholic
Orphanage) Lands Act 1969.
PURCHASE OF CROWN LAND BY PUBLIC AUTHORITIES AND
MUNICIPALITIES
The current provisions of the Land Act permit direct purchase of Crown land by
municipalities only for the purposes of housing or for decentralised industry. Municipalities
are unable to directly purchase Crown land for public or community purposes and must
compete at public auction or tender.
Similarly, most public authorities seeking to purchase Crown land for community
purposes are forced to compete at public auction or tender. By contrast, the legislation
establishing some public bodies, such as the Urban Land Authority, override the provisions
of the Land Act 1958 enabling direct purchase of Crown land.
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The Bill aims to retain surplus Crown land used for public purposes, in public ownership,
and at the appropriate level of government. Sale at public auction or tender would enable
private purchase of public land used for community purposes, a result which would be
inconsistent with this aim.
The Bill provides for the substitution ofa new section 99 of the Land Act 1958. The Bill
adopts the same interpretation of the term "public authority" as that used in the
Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987. This definition covers bodies corporate
established for a public purpose and includes any municipal council or municipality, the
State Superannuation Board, colleges, universities and other educational institutions
established by legislation. It also includes any body corporate declared by the Governor in
Council as a public authority.
Clause 99 (3) provides that, subject to Governor in Council approval, the Minister may
sell land to a public authority. The standard administrative practices will apply in these
cases. Direct sales will be in accordance with valuations and will be subject to review by
the land monitoring process.
Crown land under a permanent or temporary reservation remains protected. The Bill,
therefore, provides that the Minister cannot sell reserved land to a public authority.
The Bill provides that a public authority may purchase Crown land for purposes
consistent with its authority. The Bill does not diminish the protection afforded by section
100 of the Land Act 1958 which protects the rights of lessees of Crown land. ThIS means
that any land sales undertaken under the new section will be subject to section 100 of the
Act.
SOUTH MELBOURNE GIRLS ORPHANAGE SITE
The Bill also provides for the revocation of part of the permanent reservation, and
associated Crown grant of the former South Melbourne Girls Orphanage site.
An area of 0·812 hectares in Napier Street, South Melbourne, was set apart in 1855 as a
site for a Roman Catholic orphana~e and in 1859, an additional 0·758 hectare area nearby
in Napier Street was added as a ~rls' division. Both sites were included in a restricted
Crown grant to the church authonties. When it was decided to replace the girls' division
with a series of family group homes in 1969, the interest of the church authorities in the
greater part of the site was acquired by the then Health Department. The enabling legislation
provided for payment of appropriate compensation. The then Health Commission in turn
vacated the premises in 1984.
A workin~ group of interested agencies and the City of South Melbourne recommended
that the entIre girls' division site be used for a mixture of child-care facilities, Ministry of
Housing independent and frail-aged housing, private sector housing and open space. The
church authorities have consented to the proposal. To give effect to the scheme, the
revocation of the permanent reservation of the balance of the girls' division site will be
necessary.
The opportunity will also be taken to repeal the South Melbourne (Roman Catholic
Orphanage) Land Act 1969, No. 7827, which is no longer relevant.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

ABATTOIR AND MEAT INSPECTION (ARRANGEMENTS) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill provides the legislative machinery to enable Victoria's meat inspection powers
and services to be transferred to the Commonwealth. It represents the final stage of
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implementing the policy that there be a single meat inspection service in Victoria to
undertake all meat inspection for the domestic and export markets.
It is important to recognise that the transfer involves the meat inspection function only
and that Victoria will remain responsible for the important functIons of licensing and
setting standards for domestic meatworks.
The government is satisfied that the transfer of meat inspection to the Commonwealth
will not adversely affect the interests of domestic meatworks. Firm assurances have been
received from the Commonwealth that the interests of smaller country based operations
will be safeguarded. Indeed, the Bill spells out certain undertakings to be given by the
Commonwealth in relation to domestic meat inspection before the transfer can take place.
The government has been anxious to ensure that meat inspection staff affected by the
changeover are not disadvantaged by the move. Following negotiations between
government officials and union representatives, a transfer package has been developed
that deals equitably with the rights and entitlements of State officers involved in the
transfer.
I turn now to discuss the main aspects of the Bill. The central measure contained in the
Bill is the reference of meat inspection powers to the Commonwealth. This will occur on
a transfer day that will be fixed by proclamation, but only after a satisfactory arrangement
to give effect to the transfer has been entered into. There is also an ability to revoke that
reference, should that need ever arise in the future.
Supporting the reference of powers is a provision that enables the Commonwealth and
the State to enter into a formal arrangement for the undertaking of meat inspection within
Victoria. The arrangement will set out the terms and conditions of employment of
transferred staff as well as a range of other matters associated with the changeover. Some
matters are of such importance to a smooth transition that the Bill expressly provides for
them to be included in the arrangement.
The transfer of Victorian meat inspectors from the State to the Commonwealth Public
Service is also critical to the transfer arrangements. For the changeover to be effective, it
is necessary to ensure that there be an orderly and large-scale transfer of meat inspectors
to the Commonwealth, particularly as there will be no meat inspector positions remaining
in the State Public Service. Accordingly the Bill J?rovides that any meat inspector who
does not elect to transfer to the Commonwealth wIll be deemed to have resigned from the
State Public Service. This provision will, of course, not prevent any meat inspector from
voluntarily resigning or retiring from the service, nor from applying for another position
in the service before the changeover becomes effective.
The Bill ensures that any person who transfers to the Commonwealth under the
arrangements is entitled to retain his or her membership of the State Superannuation
Scheme or the State Employees Retirement Benefits Scheme for so long as that person
continues to be employed by the Commonwealth.
The Bill also makes some minor consequential amendments to the Cattle Compensation
Act 1967, the Swine Compensation Act 1967 and the Stock Diseases Act 1968.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

LAND (TRANSACTION INFORMATION) BILL
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to facilitate the development of an integrated, computerised
land information system for the State of Victoria that will reduce the regulation, cost and
time spent by the public in land transactions.
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As honourable members may be aware, work has been under way for some time in the
Department of Property and Services to establish an automated land information system.
Known as LANDAT A, this project aims to provide efficient and prompt access to
information relating to any block ofland in Victoria.
The Bill is concerned with the next stage of the implementation of the LANDATA
system. This stage has two aspects. The first is to provide for the future introduction of a
SIngle lodgment point at the Land Titles Office for all notices relating to the acquisition or
disposal of land.
Currently, persons disposing of land are required by the relevant legislation to give
notice in writing to the relevant municipality, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works, or any other relevant water board and sewerage district authority; and the
Commissioner of Land Tax. In addition to these notifications, a transfer document has to
be lod8ed at the Land Titles Office under the Transfer of Land Act. It is proposed to
simplity the procedures so that a future single notification at the Land Titles Office would
be sufficient.
Obviously, a future single lodgment point system will eliminate unnecessary regulations
and avoid expensive duplications in notification requirements. Information on change of
ownership lod~ed at the Land Titles Office will be provided, in bulk, to the necessary
rating authoritIes and utilities without the present cost and inconvenience to buyer and
seller.
It has been estimated by' the Law Reform Commission that the general community will
save approximately $8 mIllion per annum on costs once such a system is in place.

The second aspect of the Bill is to facilitate the implementation of the LANDAT A
inquiry service. Once fully operational, this service will be able to provide details quickly
about specific properties, such as location and address, title particulars and ownership
information.
At present there is no centralised land information service in Victoria. Persons requiring
information about a property must consult many differing sources to assemble the
information they require. More readily accessible information will be of considerable use
to all those deahng in land, particularly estate agents, solicitors and valuers as well as the
conveyancing public in general. LANDAT A provides an important breakthrough in service
to the public by making it possible for buyers and lenders to conduct a variety of land
inquiries at a single point.
The information to be available through the inquiry service is derived from property
identification data obtained from the existing public register at the Land Titles Office, sale
data from the Valuer-General's Office and land address and ownership details from the
State Taxation Office. The amendments to the Valuation of Land Act 1960 and the Land
Tax Act 1958 will allow property details including ownership and sale price to be brought
together from various sources.
The present system requires multiple attendances at the Land Titles Office and other
agencies to access information which is already publicly available information, but which
is both expensive and time consuming to obtain by these methods. The new system will
simplify land conveyancing and planning processes by providing quick access to relevant
land information from one point. It is intended that this information service will be
available from the Titles Office in the city and regional centres.
A similar system has operated successfully in South Australia and the Northern Territory
for several years, and other countries for many years. LANDAT A will provide a long
overdue reform of land-related services in this State. The measures proposed in this Bill
to further its development deserve support to ensure its benefits are realised as quickly as
possible.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Session 1987-46

1362

ASSEMBLY

8 October 1987

Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Bill

On the motion ofMr DELZOPPO (Narracan), the debate was adjourned.

It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

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

The purpose of the Bill is to amend the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act 1986,
the Guardianship and Administration Board Act 1986, and the Mental Health Act 1986
to enable effective implementation of those Acts. As honourable members would be aware,
these three Acts were the result of major and comprehensive reforms in law relating to
intellectual disability and mental illness.
The Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act is partly proclaimed and became fully
operational on 1 October 1987, except for the financial provisions in sections 45 to 50,
which are subject to amendments. The Guardianship and Administration Board Act came
into operation on 14 July 1987, and the Mental Health Act is partly proclaimed and
became fully operational on 1 October 1987. It is important that the proposed amendments,
which I shall detail later, are brought about as quickly as possible so that the major
legislative reforms are fully realised.
The Bill amends the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act 1986 to overcome
some anomalies and operational difficulties which have become apparent. The amendments
to this Act are listed as follows:
(a) Section 44 (2) is amended to clarify the intention that provisions dealing with
restraint and aversive therapy apply to eligible persons only while they attend the pro~ms
and services and not at all times or after hours as may be currently implied. It IS not
intended to intrude into homes or private situations.
(b) Section 44 (3) is amended to enable restraint to be used in emergency situations.
The current wording allows the use of mechanical and chemical means of bodily restraint
of an eligible person in certain circumstances and enables restraint to be used only when
it has been approved as part of a person's individual provam plan which in effect does
not allow restraint to be used in emergency or unplanned sItuations.

(c) The financial provisions in sections 45 to 50 are amended; firstly, to provide for
individual bank accounts to be maintained for residents in community residential units
and for moneys not immediately required for the residents to be invested on their behalf;
and secondly, the financial provisions are amended to enable effective management of
residents' funds to maximise returns for the use and benefit of the residents in institutions.
This will be done by using modem banking methods in operating one bank account and
maintaining a financial management system which separately records and clearly identifies
individual financial records for each eligible person in an institution, and an interest
account, a residents' amenities account and any other account that may be established
from time to time.
(d) Schedule 2 is amended to enable the President of the Intellectual Disability Review
Panel to act as a member of any division of the review panel.

The Bill makes amendments to the Guardianship and Administration Board Act 1986
as follows:
(a) Because of the absence of power of delegation, the President of the Guardianship
and Administration Board has found it necessary in the early weeks of operation of the
new Act to be available at all hours to deal with applications for urgent temporary orders;
for example, an interim guardianship of an incompetent person needing urgent medical
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attention. Clearly this is not practical. The relevant provisions are amended so that the
president's powers and responsibilities can be delegated.
(b) In section 44, the period within which the executive officer is obliged to give notice
of a board hearing to affected people is varied to make it not less than 14 days rather than
21 days. The 21-day requirement is proving impractical; a 14-day minimum would be
more practical and fair to all concerned.
(c) Section 58 creates a special fund into which is paid any amounts raised by way of a
charge on estates administered under an order of the board. These fees are intended to
assist in meeting part of the costs of administering the board and the office of the Public
Advocate. There was an oversight in the drafting of section 58 which did not provide for
moneys paid into the Guardianship and Administration Board fund to be appropriated to
the board or the Public Advocate. This amendment seeks to rectify this omission.

(cl) Section 66 of the Act is designed to deal with transfer to the Guardianship and
Administration Board of funds presently administered by the Supreme Court and the
County Court. The amendment extends the provision to cover Magistrates Court funds, a
category which was overlooked.

The Bill makes the following housekeeping amendments to the Mental Health Act 1986:
(a) The Act provides that all patients must be personally served with a notice of a
hearing of an appeal or review by the Mental Health Review Board. At present more than
1000 patients are absent on leave. It would be difficult and unreasonable to require
personal service of notice in these cases. The amendment to the relevant provision will
allow patients who are absent on leave or subject to a community treatment order to be
served notice by mail.
(b) The transitional provisions are needlessly complex. The amendment will simplify
the provisions to deem patients admitted under the old Act to have equivalent status as
patients admitted under the new Act. There will be a further requirement that within three
months or more of the commencement of the new Act all hospitals must reassess patients
admitted under the old Act to determine their suitability or unsuitability for services
under the proposed legislation.
(c) A further machinery amendment is made to change the functions of the department
to the functions of the chief general manager to enable these functions to be delegated.

(cl) For the avoidance of doubt, provisions have been included which permit security
patients to be treated without consent in certain limited circumstances. These provisions
mirror those which pertain to involuntary patients and are added to clarify the intent of
the legislation.

I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr COLEMAN (Syndal), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

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

This Bill provides for various changes to the National Parks Act 1975 and to the Wildlife
Act 1975 in order to achieve five main purposes, as follows:
1. A Point Nepean National Park to be declared as an Australian bicentenary project,
as a result of cooperation between the Federal and State governments.
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2. Prohibition of live keeping and display of whales and other cetacea and to improve
the law relating to their protection, along lines following the recommendations of the 1985
Senate Select Committee on Animal Welfare.
3. Major extensions to Little Desert National Park, and declaration of Carlisle State
Park, Lerderderg State Park and Terrick Terrick State Park, in accordance with approved
recommendations of the Land Conservation Council.
4. Other necessary but minor changes to the boundaries of three national and State
parks and to the National Parks Act.
5. A method of temporary closure of particular waters or areas to hunting.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE PARK SYSTEM
The Bill continues the government's program of developing a Statewide system of
national and State parks to ensure that representative samples of Victoria's major natural
ecosystems are permanently protected. This process ensures that representative components
of Victoria's natural landscape-the land types, vegetation, flora and fauna, and the soil
and water support systems-are included in the park system. Representative ecosystems
can, therefore, be protected to ensure that:
• competing land uses, such as forestry and agriculture, that would affect their
evolutionary potential are minimised;
• plant and animal communities, including rare and endangered species, can be protected
by protecting their habitats;
• areas of high wilderness quality are included;
• there is access for public use for recreation and inspiration, education and scientific
inquiry; and
• sympathetic tourism is encouraged.
These principles are part of government policy outlined in the conservation strategy and
the flora and fauna conservation guarantee program.
Development of the park system has resulted in substantial growth in the area set aside
as parks. Some 1·3 million hectares or 6 per cent of Victoria were reserved under the
National Parks Act as at 30 June 1987. This is an increase of 38 per cent in area since the
Labor government came to office in 1982. The new parks and additions in this Bill total
117 000 hectares. This represents a relatively small area in which there are no timber
resource conflicts.
To place these additions in context, I should like to foreshadow the extent of the park
system still to come, on the basis of Land Conservation Council investigations and
recommendations adopted by the government. This includes two new national parks in
east Gippsland-Errinundra and Rodger River-and of course the Alpine National Park.
There are also some eight State parks-Mount Granya, Bunyip, Enfield, Paddy Ranges,
Lake Tyers, Mount Buangor, Dergholm and Lake Mountain-a number of smaller parks
and various additions to existing parks yet to be legislated for.
These parks, when created, will give the State of Victoria one of the most accessible and
diverse systems of parks in the world taking into account the relatively small size of
Victoria and the wide range of environments found here. Equally important, it will be the
first time anywhere in the world that such a representative system of parks has been
established, and will be a system of which Victoria can be justifiably proud.
RESOURCING THE PARKS
The government will continue to provide resources to manage parks as they are
proclaimed. The 1987-88 Budget figures show there is a 10·8 per cent increase in funding
to the recreation and conservation resource-use program compared with 1986-87
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expenditure. Staffing of parks will be increased by fourteen additional rangers and ten
Aboriginal trainee rangers, to be appointed in 1987-88.
POINT NEPEAN NATIONAL PARK
The Bill provides for proclamation of a Point Nepean National Park of 2200 hectares,
to be proclaimed during the national bicentenary year 1988. There are three main
components of this new national park:
• 296 hectares of the Commonwealth area at Point Nepean to be acquired by the State;
• Cape Schanck coastal park of 1095 hectares; and
• 809 hectares being the Greens Bush-Highfield sector ofNepean State Park.
POINT NEPEAN COMPONENT
Agreement has been reached in principle for the State to acquire from the
Commonwealth, land at Point Nepean for national park purposes. This land does not
become a national park until the transfer is completed. It is expected that transfer
arrangements will be completed by the end of this year.
Point Nepean is a very significant nature conservation area as a remnant of the original
vegetation of the Mornin$ton Peninsula, and as one of the few extensive areas of natural
vegetation on the Port Phlllip foreshore.
Point Nepean commemorates the name of Sir Evan Nepean who, as Secretary of the
Admiralty, commissioned Flinders' ship, the Investigator, and was associated with sending
Victoria's first colony to Sorrento in 1802. Point Nepean contains the ruins of defence
fortifications originally constructed in 1882 for the protection of Port Phillip Bay and later
enlarged over two world wars. A Fort Nepean gun fired the first Allied shots in both world
wars. These sites are of national and, to some extent, international significance.
Development of the park is being funded by a $2 million grant from the
Commonwealth-State bicentennial program. A ranger is being funded by the department.
A steering committee was formed to assist in planning of the park which involved
Commonwealth and State agencies and the Shire of Flinders.
Planning in detail for visitor use of the park is now being carried out and a draft plan of
management was prepared in March this year. Some 60 submissions were received and
the plan is now being finalised. Public access and safety are of paramount concern.
Interpretation of the historical and natural themes in the park will be integrated with the
additional park areas and the adjacent quarantine station and associated museum.
CAPE SCHANCK COASTAL PARK COMPONENT
Cape Schanck Coastal Park abuts the Point Nepean area and includes all the ocean coast
between London Bridge and Bushrangers Bay, and from Stockyard Creek to Flinders. It is
renowned for the scenic rocky headlands and sandy beaches along Bass Strait. A coastal
walk of 26 kilometres from London Bridge to Cape Schanck is one of the features.
NEPEAN STATE PARK COMPONENT
Nepean State Park consists of several separate bushlandareas on the Mornington
Peninsula that contain precious samples of the natural valley, escarpment, and ridge
landscapes of the peninsula. Since 1974 the State government has purchased well over
1000 hectares of land for the park. The Greens Bush-Highfield sector is to become part of
the new national park, while the remaining area will be renamed Arthurs Seat State Park.
The proposal to establish the national park involving these three components was
widely canvassed in the draft management plan for Point Nepean and accepted. The
combination of these three areas gives a park of sufficient size-2200 hectares-to meet
criteria of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature.
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WHALES AND DOLPHINS
In accord with the government's recent policy decision to give greater protection to
whales and dolphins, the Bill will contain provisions to totally prohibit the live display of
whales and dolphins anywhere in Victoria and to outlaw their capture in Victorian waters.
These changes reflect the concerns expressed in the 1985 Senate Select Committee
Report on Whales and Dolphins in Captivity and the government's own view that available
scientific evidence and opinion does not satisfy all of the doubts raised concerning the
well-being in captivity of these highly specialised mammals.
Specifically, the Senate Select Committee recommended:
That no further facilities for keeping captive cetacea be permitted to be established in Australia and that no
further permits be issued for the capture of cetacea in Australian Commonwealth or State waters.

The Victorian government has adopted this recommendation, but is retaining those parts
of the Wildlife Act 1975 which allow and control the rescue, rehabilitation, and benign
study of stranded whales and dolphins, as well as research on dead specimens obtained as
a result of natural mortality.
The government has considered the Senate Committee's recommendations and is
legislating to abide by them.
EXTENSIONS TO LITTLE DESERT NATIONAL PARK
The Little Desert National Park of35 300 hectares was established in 1968 and currently
includes the eastern section of the Little Desert from Kiata to Dimboola. The expanded
Little Desert National Park will be one of the State's great national parks. Covering
130 800 hectares, it will be Victoria's second largest park, after the Grampians.
Stretching from the South Australian border to the Wimmera River, the park comprises
the three large block~ that incorporate most of the remaining native vegetation of the
Little Desert.
Little Desert National Park contains diverse and significant flora and fauna. One-fifth
of the State's native flora is found there in vegetation communities that range from the
low heath in the drier eastern block to tall yellow gum woodlands in the wetter western
section. A wide variety of fauna, particularly birds and reptiles, is found in the park,
including the famous Mallee fowl.
Visitors can enjoy the park in a variety of ways, including camping, picnicking, walking,
nature study, horseriding and four-wheel drive touring. Several groups already use the
area for educational purposes. One of the park's highlights that attracts visitors is the
brilliant spring wildflower display which turns parts of this somewhat subtle landscape
into a blaze of colour.
The government's introduction of legislation to expand the Little Desert National Park
is an historic occasion for conservation in Victoria. The legislation flows from the
government's acceptance of the recommendations of the Land Conservation Council for
the Wimmera area.
The occasion is historic because the recommendations for the Wimmera area mark the
completion of the council's first examination of public land use in the State, and because
it was the controversy in the late 1960s over proposed subdivision and clearing for
agriculture in the Little Desert that led to the creation of the current Little Desert National
Park and establishment of the Land Conservation Council in February 1971 under the
Land Conservation Act 1970. The Land Conservation Council process has significantly
raised the standard of land use decision making in Victoria. It is a process that has been
marked by its systematic attention to all pieces of public land, extensive public participation,
and the high degree of acceptance of the council's recommendations by successive
governments.
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The acceptance of these recommendations by successive governments has led to a
conservation reserve system being established that is the envy of many other States. The
enlarged Little Desert National Park will further enhance the system's value and reputation.
TEMPORARY CLOSURE OF WATERS
In recent years, as a part of an ongoing program to improve the management of waterfowl
hunting in Victoria, the government has closed certain waters to hunting. This measure
has proved very successful in protecting colonies of breeding birds and certain non-game
species. The current procedural requirements prevent the closure and opening of waters
at short notice. This short notice is required for the following reasons.
Firstly, the occurrence in Victoria of large flocks of the uncommon freckled duck is
often unpredictable. This species is also fairly mobile on Victorian wetlands in late summer
and, therefore, may occur in large flocks on wetlands open to hunting a few days prior to
the start of the season. Also, because of identification problems, large flocks of this species
may remain undetected until just before, or after, the season starts.
Secondly, the discovery of colonies of breeding waterbirds just prior to the start of the
season will necessitate rapid closure of wetlands. Though the location of many of these
breeding colonies is known it is often difficult to estimate when the young birds will reach
the flying stage. Therefore, the decision to close waters holding such colonies may have to
be made at short notice.
Thirdly, large concentrations of other protected species, some of them uncommon, may
be vulnerable to hunting activity when they congregate on popular hunting waters that
historically hold a high density of hunters over the opening weekend. The occurrence of
large numbers of protected birds on wetlands is, again, unpredictable because of the
mobility of these species once the main breeding season has finished.
The decision to close waters to hunting is not taken lightly and waters considered for
closure must satisfy strict criteria which have been developed in conjunction with hunting
organisations and other conservation groups. The mechanism proposed in the Bill to
facilitate closure of waters would obviously also enable waters to be promptly reopened
again, once the reason for closure had passed.
TERRICK TERRICK STATE PARK
Terrick Terrick State Park is located on the granitic Terrick Terrick Range, a major
landmark and scenic feature on the flat northern plains near Mitiamo between Bendigo
and Kerang.
The park is a valuable remnant of the northern plains flora, which elswhere in the region
has substantially been cleared for agriculture. It is the largest and most significant area of
white cypress pine forest and woodland formation remaining in Victoria.
Its reservation makes a major contribution to the establishment of a representative
system of parks in Victoria and will add to the opportunities for visitors to enjoy parks in
the Bendigo region.
Visitors to the park currently enjoy activities such as viewing the scenic vistas from
Mount Terrick and Reigels Rock, picnicking and nature study.
LERDERDERGSTATEPARK
Lerderderg State Park is a significant park located just to the west of Melbourne. It
includes a major portion of the Lerderderg River watershed between the historic goldmining
township of Blackwood and Bacchus Marsh, as well as the spectacular 300 metre deep
Lerderderg Gorge.
The park is of considerable importance for nature conservation because it is an isolated
tract of almost undisturbed bushland. It supports forests of messmate, red stringybark and
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red ironbark as well as several rare plant species. Raptors such as the peregrine falcon and
species of kites, eagles, hawks and kestrels occupy the gorge habitats.
Popular forms of recreation include day walks along the river and overnight camping
walks through the gorge, recommended for the experienced only. Picnicking and fishing
are favourite pastimes where park roads meet the river, such as at O'Briens Crossing. The
park, in conjunction with the roads and townships of the region, is already popular as a
day trip and overnight "get away" from Melbourne.
The attractiveness of the region is found in its combination of the natural and semiremote experiences offered by the park, the sense of history conveyed by the townships of
Blackwood and Simmonds Reef, and the spectacular land forms and panoramic views,
which can be observed from roads and lookouts around the park.
CARLISLE STATE PARK
The park is on the north-western side of the Otway Ranges nestled between the Gellibrand
and Carlisle rivers.
It includes an unusual range of vegetation communities from extensive wet heathlands
and woodlands of shining peppermint and brown stringybark to small pockets of tall
mountain grey gum and messmate forest.

The heath lands are part of a mosaic of heaths found in the Otways which are important
habitat for the ground parrot-a vulnerable species in Victoria. The parrot requires specific
heathland plants which are regenerated by fire.
Survival of the ground parrot is, therefore, dependent on maintenance ofa suitable fire
regime and the department is implementing an "ecological" burning program.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr PLOWMAN (Evelyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

CRIMES (CUSTODY AND INVESTIGATION) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

INTRODUCTION
The Bill will significantly reform the law governing the custody and interrogation of
suspects. The reforms introduced by the Bill include:
liberalisation of the time limits on consensual questioning of and other investigative
procedures involving persons in custody on suspicion of having committed an offence;
providing suspects with statutory rights:
to communicate with friends or relatives, legal advisers and, where relevant,
interpreters and consular officials;
in the case of children, to have a parent or independent person present; and
to be notified of their rights, including the right to silence;
in cases in which a person is suspected of having committed an indictable offence, the
mandatory tape-recording of:
the notification to the person of his or her rights and the person's response; and
the questioning of the person.
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The Bill implements the recommendations of the Consultative Committee on Police
Powers of Investigation in its report on custody and investigation.
BACKGROUND
Traditionally, the law required that a person arrested or taken into custody be either
released, or if charged, granted bailor brought before a justice as soon as practicable.
There was no power for the police to detain a person for questioning or to delay taking a
person before a justice for this purpose. Following a series of court decisions in 1983, in
which alleged confessions by suspects who had been detained illegally were excluded from
evidence, the government established the consultative committee, under the chairmanship
of the then Director of Public Prosecutions, Mr John Phillips QC, now Mr Justice Phillips,
to examine the associated issues. In 1984, the committee recommended that the common
law rule be relaxed to allow police to delay taking a suspect before a justice for up to 6
hours to allow consensual questioning. The consensual questioning could be continued
for a further period of up to 6 hours if the suspect consented and a magistrate or clerk of
courts so ordered. The government accepted this recommendation and accordingly
amended the relevant provision, section 460 of the Crimes Act 1958.
In 1985, the government asked the present Director of Public Prosecutions, Mr John
Coldrey QC, to reconvene the consultative committee to examine the effectiveness of the
amendments which followed its original report. The Coldrey committee included six
members of the Phillips committee and four new members. Like its predecessor, the
Coldrey committee included senior police officers, a crown prosecutor and representatives
of the Victorian Bar, the Law Institute of Victoria, the Legal Aid Commission, the AttorneyGeneral's Department and the Office of Corrections. The committee operated on a
voluntary basis. I wish to express the government's gratitude to Mr Coldrey and the
members of his committee for their important and valuable work.
THE COLDREY COMMITTEE REPORT
The Coldrey committee delivered its report last year. In the light of experience in the
operation of section 460, it found the fixed 6-hour limit on consensual questioning to be
too inflexible. Instead it recommended a package of chan~es to the law which were
designed to strike a balance between the need to protect indIviduals from unlawful and
unfair treatment on the one hand, and the need for effective law enforcement on the other.
The proposed package envisaged:
replacing the fixed time limit on consensual questioning and investigation with a more
flexible limit based on "reasonable time";
giving statutory basis to the rights of suspects to communicate with friends, relatives
and legal advisers, and, where appropriate, to have the assistance of an interpreter and
a consular official; and
mandatory tape-recording of interviews for indictable offences.
After extensive public consultation on the recommendations, the government has decided
to implement them through this Bill. The Bill combines a liberalisation of the rules
governing interrogation with several crucial safeguards. The Bill contains a clear statutory
statement of rights of suspects which were previously recognised only through decisions
of the courts and through police standing orders. To reinforce these rights, the Bill also
requires that suspects be notified of their rights and, in indictable cases, that this notification
be tape-recorded. These matters are too important to be left without a statutory footing.
Finally, and most importantly, the Bill requires questioning of suspects for indictable
offences to be tape-recorded.
TAPE-RECORDING
I wish to highlight particularly the provisions of the Bill dealing with tape-recording.
Tape-recording of interviews with suspects was first proposed in Victoria in a 1965 report
by the then Solicitor-General, now His Honour Mr Justice Murray. Since then it has been
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called for by a series of reports in Australia, including those of the South Australian
Criminal Law and Penal Methods Reform Committee (1974), the Australian Law Reform
Commission (1975 and 1987), the Beach inquiry (1976) the Lucas inquiry in Queensland
(1977) and the Shorter Trials Committee (1985). Similar proposals have been made in
other common-law countries such as Britain, Canada, New Zealand and the United States
of America. Victoria will be the first Australian jurisdiction to implement these many calls
for reform in this area.
.
It was the firm view of the Shorter Trials Committee and the Coldrey committee that
universal tape-recording of interviews with suspects by law enforcement officials would
have substantial benefits, financial and otherwise, for the administration of justice. It
should be borne in mind that in many criminal trials a great deal of time is taken in
determining the admissibility of an alleged admission by the accused; often it is the only
real issue in the trial. Tape-recording will eliminate many of these disputes. As a result,
trials will be shortened and more guilty defendants can be expected to plead guilty, leading
to a great saving of public money. In this regard, honourable members may recall the
estimates of the Shorter Trials Committee in 1985 that a trial in the Supreme Court costs
the taxpayer an average of$7200 a day and a County Court trial, $5500 a day.

In addition, there is strong evidence that tape-recorded interviews take far less time to
conduct than those recorded by the traditional method of two-finger typing. The widespread
use of tape-recording will therefore free-up many hours of police time, both through
shortening interviews and by avoiding long hours in courts.
The Bill will, therefore, further advance the government's program of making better use
of resources in the criminal justice system.
However, the benefits of tape-recording interviews are not merely financial. Both the
Coldrey committee and the Shorter Trials Committee stressed the likely improvements in
the quality of justice. An accurate, undeniable record of what transpired between law
enforcement officials and the accused person protects all concerned against false allegations,
indicates better the circumstances of the questioning and gives magistrates, judges and
juries a sounder basis for decision making.
Since receiving the Coldrey committee report on section 460, the government has
established and funded a pilot study of the tape-recording of police interviews for indictable
offences. The study is presently under way at several metropolitan and country police
stations. Early indications are that it has been very successful and will provide a good
guide in determining the appropriate quantity and type of equipment to be used, precise
training and personnel requirements and detailed technical and procedural needs when
universal tape-recording is introduced Statewide.
CONCLUSION
The Bill is a major landmark in the reform of the law relating to the interrogation of
suspects and the investigation of offences. It strikes a careful balance in a difficult and
complex area and shows the combination of justice and efficiency which is the hallmark
of a Labor government.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

ADJOURNMENT
Organised crime-Visiting teacher service-Integration aides-Rail services-Ancillary
staff at Westall schools-Malvern Criminal Investigation Branch
Mr FORD HAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.
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Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. I was pleased to note that the Minister and other senior
people are actively engaged in the fight against organised crime, as shown on a recent
television program. I was most impressed by the Minister's calm, uncomplacent attitude
to the enormous problems that he faces. I am particularly pleased at the appointment of
Mr Kelvin Glare as the new Chief Commissioner of Police. I mean no disrespect to his
predecessor, who is a great man, but he belonged to the wrong era. No matter whether one
is a member of Parliament or whatever, one is sometimes tarnished by the times in which
one is brought up.
Emanating from Queensland is evidence from the former Queensland Chief
Commissioner of Police, Mr Whitrod, that will not only blow the roof off corruption in
the Queensland Police Force but will also point the bone at police forces of other Statesand, regrettably, that may include Victoria.
I am concerned at the tardiness of any publicity about the investigations of the National
Crime Authority. Many of the authority's activities seem to be conducted in secret. That
is all very well for the preservation of the rights of individuals, but the manifestations of
criminal organisations in this country require other action. Nothing is to be gained by
putting the lid on crime.
I hope that, when the new Chief Commissioner of Police settles in, he will be able to
confer with his colleagues in other States, and particularly with the National Crime
Authority and the Federal Police, to determine whether a collective document can be
produced that can be tabled in each of the Parliaments to alert Australians to the enormity
of crime in this country.
In 1978, the Sunday Observer published an article containing the following:
A report on organised crime in Victoria has been branded "too hot to handle" by State politicians.

I know my own party was then in powerThe report is believed to link several prominent people, including government officials, with organised crime.

The article deals with all sorts of activities, such as massage parlours, prostitution,
corruption, drugs, race rigging and so on. The article also states:
A group of prominent businessmen are named as the backers of Melbourne's major massage parlours.

I am far from happy about the fact that people whom I regard as disreputable are still able
to remain in the massage parlour trade; it seems some of them are obtaining permits, and
yet other people whom I regard as more reputable are not able to do so.
According to the article, the report states that this tax-free money is being laundered
overseas with the help of bank officials on the payroll of the crime tsars. What upsets me
is that the article stated that this report was unlikely ever to be made public because many
government members were said to be scared of possible political repercussions.
The article appeared in the Sunday Observer of 12 November 1978.
The SPEAKER-Order! I remind the honourable member that he has not yet indicated
what action he wants the Minister to take.
Mr WILLIAMS-I have asked that, as soon as the new Chief Commissioner of Police
settles in, the Minister says to him, "Mr Glare, you know where all these hidden documents
are. What about the document about race rigging and the document prepared within the
Bureau of Criminal Intelligence naming about 100 people in Victoria, including
businessmen and others? What about it Mr Glare? It is a new ball game. You are honest;
you are 100 per cent clean. Let us start afresh and let us tell the people of Australia what is
really going on, as is occurring in Queensland, because Victoria has a first-class
commissioner in charge of the investigation".
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It is no good the Minister looking at me quizzically. It is a new ball game. Let us start
afresh, and whether the people concerned are Liberal, Labor or whatever, let us not spare
them.

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-1 raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education
concerning the operations of the visiting teacher service in the Western Region.
The visiting teacher service has expanded considerably in recent years as more and
more children have been integrated into the normal education system. In past times,
children who had some handicap, whether physical or mental, would have been consigned
to a special institution.
I cite a particular example of a young girl who attends a school in Werribee South. The
girl is about seven years of age and contracted a disease in her eyes which led to her having
both eyes removed approximately eighteen months ago. Obviously, she is now totally
blind. The young girl has had the benefit of intensive supplementary tuition from the
visiting teacher service in the Western Region and, despite her severe physical handicap,
she was able to keep up with the class in her academic progress, so much so that she has
been among the top of her class. That is a remarkable tribute not only to the girl but also
to the parental support she has enjoyed and to the visiting teachers who have worked with
the teachers at St Mary's Primary School.
The girl is one example of many within my electorate and elsewhere living in the
Western Region who have benefited greatly from the services provided by the teachers of
the visiting teacher service in that region.
The difficulty is this: due to some deficiences in the administration of the travelling
allowance paid to the teachers when they use their own cars to visit the children, the
travelling allowance for 1986-87 was overcommitted. As a consequence, the teachers were
reimbursed from the 1987-88 allowance allocated in the Budget. That has meant that less
funds have been available for the teachers to use their own cars to service students during
this financial year.
I ask the Minister to indicate any action he is able to take to ensure that the children
will continue to receive the much needed services provided by the visiting teacher service
in assisting normal classroom teachers in the academic and general educational performance
and achievement of these handicapped children.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister
for Education. I remind him of correspondence between the Ministry of Education and
me referring to integration aides. I refer to a meeting held in March this year between the
local members of Parliament from the area and the parents of children with disabilities
who expect integration aides to be provided at primary schools in the Western Port
Region.
A regional officer attended the meeting and promised to make available to me a report
regarding integration. I agreed to inform all local members who attended the meeting
about the contents of the report.
The report was not written until July this year, and on 25 August, I wrote to the Minister
stating:
I raise with you the understanding you gave to the Parliament on the issue of the number of integration aides
to be provided to the Western Port Region for the school year, 1987. Your answer to my adjournment led me to
believe that adequate aides would be provided to service the need of the region.
From the enclosed report of the Western Port Regional Board of Education there is a shortfall of some 26
aides. I have only received the enclosed report in July, but have requested the information from the region since
March 1987.
I request that the shortfall of integration aides be addressed in line with your undertaking to the House that
sufficient aides would be provided for this region.
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At a public meeting held earlier this year it was requested that a meeting be held between yourself and all local
members of Parliament, should the required number of aides not be provided. I would be grateful if such a
meeting could be arranged in the near future to discuss the issue further.

I received an undated reply from the office of the Minister for Education-maybe he was
too embarrassed to date it because I had written in August. The letter states:
I am pleased to be able to reply that the increase in provision of integration resources for Western Port Region
in 1987 was substantial. In particular, there were 40·8 effective full-time aides provided to 131 students in 1986.
The Government increased this provision to a total of 63·4 effective full-time aides in 1987. This represents a
most significant increase in support provided ...
Furthermore, in the 1987-1988 State Budget, a commitment was made to provide additional aides for the
1988 school year. Additional integration teachers will also be provided. It is expected that 60 additional integration
aides and 70 additional integration teachers will be provided for Victorian schools from the beginning of the
1988 school year.

The Premier has said, as was revealed today in the grievance debate, that 90 integration
aides are to be trained, but natural attrition will reduce that number to about 60. The
Minister for Education may not be aware that the courses have not yet started, and will
not start. All Victorian areas, including my area, will be denied the additional 90 or 60
aides. This letter is misleading in its intent; it has misled me.
I have to return to those people; the Minister has refused to meet with them or with
local members of Parliament. We have been misled. Government members, the honourable
member for Mornington and I have been misled. The letter was misleading in its intent
and the Minister for Education is unaware of what is occurring with the Youth Guarantee
Scheme.
I ask the Minister to place those 90 people into T AFE colleges, to train them for next
year, as the Premier said would happen. He has misled Parliament and now the Minister
for Education is doing the same. Perhaps he should apologise if he does not know what is
happening.
The Opposition understands that the negotiations with the Federated Miscellaneous
Workers Union of Australia were fragile. We did not raise the issue; the Premier raised it
in a statement to the House and he tried to make political capital out of it.
I ask the Minister to come clean and to give the true information on this matter.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-At 5.30 p.m. today, only 14 minutes ago, Victorians
heard that trains are not running on several lines, in particular those servicing the western
suburbs. The transport system in Victoria under the Cain Labor government is in crisis.
The SPEAKER-Is the honourable member addressing the matter to the attention of
the Minister for Transport?
Mr BROWN-Yes, I am seeking his urgent intervention to take on the unions once
and for all, to find out who is running this State-the unions, or the elected government.
The Metropolitan Transit Authority and the State Transport Authority services have been
removed, supposedly because of a dispute over a signalman at the Kensington signal box.
The Director-General of Transport should be brought before Parliament because he is
now supposedly running the transport system, according to the Premier's admission this
morning. Government members have chosen the man best able to communicate the
policies of the government; he should be brought before Parliament to account for the
mismanagement under his administration.
He has said that the resolution of the issue depends on how things are moving today.
The trains are not moving, they are not running and the tens of thousands of commuters
who are at present standing on the railway stations in Melbourne will not get home for
hours.
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The Australian Railways Union is ensuring that the government is acting in a subservient
manner. Mr Joe Sibberas, who runs that union in Victoria, is the chairman of the
government's transport policy committee; he decides the transport policies of the Cain
government.
What thuggery! The mates of the government have closed down the railway system
because they have not been paid off adequately. The union has put the government on
notice. It is all-out war. The troops are in the trenches and the battles will continue on a
daily basis. After being brought in to work, commuters will not know whether they will
have trains to take them home at night.
The union has given the government notice that there will be no retrenchments, despite
the Minister for Transport having stated publicly that 1700 staff are surplus in the railways.
The government knows it has a staff surplus but is not prepared to sack people because its
friends and fellow travellers in this corrupt government are insisting that the 1700 staffbe
retained.
The actions of the government are costing Victorian taxpayers $1000 million a year, or
$2 million a day, on the Victorian transport system.
On behalf of the Opposition, in consultation with my Leader, I offer my support in
closing down the railway system for a month to settle this dispute. The union should not
be allowed to force its will unreasonably and unfairly at whim on the government and the
taxpayer. It is better to have a total shutdown than to allow this mongrel union to
selectively stop trains from running, without warnings of any kind, and leaving people
stranded on railway stations in metropolitan Melbourne.
The government should close down the system, have it out with the union and win the
battle for the taxpayers. Victorians who use the service are entitled to that action, as are
the 85 per cent of Victorians who never use the system but are forced to subsidise it to the
tune of$1000 million a year. There is no financial incentive to keep the system open. The
financial advantage is that, in having it out with the union, the government will save $2
million every day. Ultimately it will save the community hundreds of millions of dollars.
The Minister has admitted that the railway system has 1700 more staff than it requires.
The government should not continue to allow the union to dictate terms and run the State.
The government should be run out of office. It is scandalous that the government has the
hide to allow this to occur. Members of the government may cringe, but they must go.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal}-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education
concerning ancillary staff at the We stall high and primary schools. The schools are located
in an area with a high percentage of non-English speaking students. I have been advised
that 88 per cent of primary school students and 90 per cent of high school students are
defined as ethnic. The schools have a significant number of students who are in need of
additional assistance.
The ethnic population of the schools is significantly influenced by the presence of a
migrant hostel which operated in the area until eighteen months ago. With the family
reunion scheme operating, families who settled in the area in the past are still contributing
to the high level of pupils of ethnic backgrounds attending these schools.
Some 40 language groups are represented at the high school. That school has a pupil
welfare coordinator, a social worker, an integration teacher, a careers teacher and a
community development officer. The school is making a significant input to ensure that
students adapt to the community in which they live and that they benefit from the
education system.
Funding for the pupil welfare coordinator and the social worker has been reduced. The
school is unable to continue to deliver the appropriate service to those students. This is a
matter of concern to both the school council and the local community.
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A number of students find it necessary to use the language centre at Noble Park and that
means the school programs are disrupted. Some students have discontinued their schooling
altogether. The Minister should investigate this matter to ensure that ancillary staff are
provided and to ensure that the ethnic students are assimilated into the community.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services a matter concerning the Malvern Criminal Investigation Branch, about which I
wrote to him a week and a half ago. A raid was conducted on the Malvern CIB by the
property section of the police Management Services Division without the Malvern CIB
being informed. Two fifteen-year-old typewriters were taken from that station to another
police station in Dandenong.
The reason behind the raid was that the Dandenong police station was unable to
purchase new typewriters so, according to the logic of the department, as the Malvern CIB
had halfits normal quota of staff, it needed only half the number of typewriters. Therefore,
the two fifteen-year-old typewriters were taken in the raid. It would have cost more to
have those typewriters removed and transferred to the Dandenong police station than to
purchase two second-hand typewriters from a second-hand dealer.
The Police Force is incompetent under the direction of the present Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and this was evidenced by the need to pinch the typewriters from
the Malvern police station. A number of constituents who were present at the police
station when the raid took place have since approached me and related the amazement
they felt at the time.
The Minister was prepared to present $1000 to a crank poet about whom no-one cared
and to spend money on some of his lunatic Labor mates, yet he is not interested in
providing funds to purchase equipment for the Police Force. It is a disgrace.
Dare I say the performance of the present Minister for Police and Emergency Services
is probably the worst of an): in my memory-I cannot remember as far back as some
honourable members but I still believe his performance is among the worst. My constituents
are entitled to have the typewriters returned to the Malvern branch. In fact, the Dandenong
police station can keep the two fifteen-year-old typewriters and new ones can be presented
to the Malvern CIB.
The Malvern CIB is undermanned and this is indicative of the general manning problem
faced by the Police Force. Malvern has one car to patrol the area at night, which causes
problems, and policemen who are listed as being present at the Malvern CIB are not
available. Four years ago one officer at Hawthorn was charged with an offence and is still
awaiting his trial, yet he is listed as an active policeman in that district. This is how the
Minister gets his numbers! Another policeman is workin~ with the National Crime
Authority, which is probably investigating some of the actiVIties of the Labor Party, and
another is involved in an overseas project.
The community of Malvern is entitled to its full complement of police and typewriters.
Can the Minister explain why neither Malvern nor Oakleigh is properly manned or
equipped? I suggest it is because the Minister is not prepared to deliver the goods.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Doncaster suggested that the new Chief Commissioner of Police should take
an early opportunity of having tabled in Parliament a report on the incidence of organised
crime in the community. I think it may well be felt by the new chief commissioner that
the community has already had a plethora of reports on this subject of which, I suppose,
the Costigan commission is only the best known of many.
The honourable member quoted, by way of example, what sort of report he would
regard as appropriate. I understood, from his remarks, that it was the so-called
Aldred-Saltmarsh report of 1978.
Mr WilIiams-No, it was a Bureau of Criminal Intelligence report.
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Mr MATHEWS-If I am incorrect, I am happy to stand corrected by the honourable
member about the nature of the report to which he referred. In any case, the matter is one
for the new chief commissioner himself to decide.
The honourable member for Malvern used some extremely strong language in reference
to the Management Services Division of the Police Force. He accused the division of
having staged a raid on the Malvern police station and, indeed, of having stolen typewriters
from the station. The suggestion that he makes that those actions on the part of the
division were unauthorised is extremely serious. I shall see that that matter is followed up
with the police.
However, the honourable member went on to make some remarks to suggest that, under
the current government, the Police Force has been under-resourced for the purpose of
acquiring typewriters and other equipment. I consider that in those circumstances it is
reasonable to direct the attention of the House to the actual figures that prevail.
These are figures taken from the Budget Papers of the State under both the present
government and the former conservative government. In 1977-78 the police works and
services program was allocated $9·7 million; in 1978-79, $10·3 million; in 1979-80, $9·3
million; 1980-81, $10·8 million; and in 1981-82-a reduction to $10·6 million. In the last
five years of Liberal government in this State the police received, for works and services
purposes, a maximum of$10·8 million in anyone year.
Compare and contrast that with the record of the Cain government for works and
services which is as follows: 1982-83, $14·4 million; 1983-84, $21·2 million; 1984-85,
$30·3 million; 1985-86, $38·7 million and, 1986-87, $47·8 million.
In other words, the funds made available to the police for works and services in the last
financial year were five times greater than in the final year of the former Liberal government.
That demonstrates conclusively the fallacy of the argument that the honourable member
for Malvern sought to put to the House. Honourable members are accustomed to fallacies
from the honourable member for Malvern. What is more serious is the charges he raised
tonight against the police themselves.
I take seriously accusations of conducting raids and stealin~ property being levelled
against the police and I shall at the earliest opportunity raise With the police the matters
about which the honourable member has again been mIsleading the House.
I believe the actions described by the honourable member for Malvern were perfectly
proper administrative actions taken with authority by the police concerned pursuant to
the appropriate application of resources within the force. The honourable member is
totally unjustified in these slurs he has cast on the Police Force and I shall ensure that the
matter is forcefully followed up.
The honourable member for Gippsland West raised some concerns about train services
to the western suburbs tonight. I understand that the Minister for Transport is currently
following up that matter.
I found extraordinary the suggestion made by the honourable member that the secretary
of the Australian Railways Union was running the government when, in fact, that union
this evening is not providing a service to the lines to which the honourable member
referred. That is an extraordinary inconsistency, to say the least. The whole nub of the
matter is the government's determination to stand up to the union on the very matters to
which the honourable member referred.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Werribee raised a
problem being faced by the visiting teacher service in the Western Region. I agree with
him that this is a wonderful service. It provides teaching help and guidance to handicapped
children in the provision of their education.
Although its budget remained at the same level as last year-indeed, all budgets for
these services remained at the same level-for reasons best known to itself, the Western
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Region of the service committed to last year the funds for the first three months of this
year, with the result that it now has budgetary problems and is under direction to meet the
budget by the end of the year.
The Ministry recognises that, despite the mistakes of that service, the children concerned
should not suffer. The provision of a number of red-plate cars from the centre and
elsewhere have been provided to the region; certainly three red-plate cars have been made
available.
The honourable member for Rodney, who is interjecting, complains that I have been
placing stress on management and he seems to think there is some conflict between
management and education. I assure the honourable member that no conflict exists.
However, at a time of declining resources and economic restraint, the government must
demonstrate that it has the capacity to obtain value for every dollar of its large expenditure.
The honourable member for Frankston South raised the issue of integration aides. The
government is proud of its record in the provision of integration aides and the success it
has had with integrating some 3000 disabled children into mainstream schooling.
The government adopted the Collins report. So far as I am aware, the Collins report has
been fully implemented in only two or three years. Approximately 600 integration aides
and 170 integration teachers currently work within Victorian schools.
The honourable member for Frankston South referred specifically to a commitment
that I made for the provision of90 additional integration aides through the youth guarantee
work study traineeship program. Nobody regrets more than I that, over a long period,
negotiations have broken down with the Federated Miscellaneous Workers Union of
Australia about the placement of those people. Those negotiations are continuing.
It is the responsibility of the Department of Labour to undertake those negotiations and
I shall have further discussions with my colleague, the Minister for Labour, on how to
resolve those issues.
The information given to the honourable member for Frankston South was correct. The
government has made a commitment to the provision of Youth Guarantee Scheme funds
and to the integration aide program and will continue to meet that commitment.
The honourable member for Syndal raised the issue of ancillary staff employed at
Westall primary and high schools, where there are, apparently, a high proportion of people
in the migrant community who require special assistance. The government provides a
range of special programs, including programs designed specifically for disadvantaged
schools which takes into account the number of people from a migrant background in a
particular school.
The honourable member said that the funding for a pupil welfare coordinator and a
social worker had been reduced. I am not aware of the circumstances of this case, but I
shall make inquiries. It sounds to me as though enrolments had been declining in those
schools. lfthat is so there is, of course, a redeployment of resources across the Ministry of
Education to ensure that ancillary staff are placed in priority areas and areas of greatest
need.
I do not know the circumstances of this case, but I shall make sure that I find them out
and report back to the honourable member.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 6.6 p.m. until Tuesday, October 13.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

JOINT VENTURES OF DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
(Question No. 17)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for Water Resources:
In respect of each department, agency and authority within his administration, for the period 4 April 1982 to
1 May 1987:
1. What is the name of each joint venture or business entity created in which the State of Victoria had equity,
indicating-(i) the nature of each business; (ii) the proportion of equity held by each State instrumentality; (iii)
the amount of consideration given for the equity held by the State instrumentality; and (iv) the proportion of
equity held by any other organisation?
2. What is the name of each joint venture or business entity created in which the State of Victoria acquired
equity, indicating-(i) the nature of each business; (ii) the proportion of equity held by each State instrumentality;
(iii) the amount of consideration given for the equity held by the State instrumentality; and (iv) the proportion
of equity held by any other organisation?

Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The answer is:
In so far as the question relates to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works,
1. Nil.

2. Nil.
In so far as the question relates to the Rural Water Commission,
1. Nil.
2. Nil.
In so far as the question relates to the Department of Water Resources,
1. Nil.
2. Nil.

WORKCARE
(Question No. 102)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for Education:
In respect of each month since June 1986, how many teachers made claims under the WorkCare scheme-(i)
on the grounds of stress-related incapacity; and (ii) on other grounds, indicating the number of teachers who
subsequently sought early retirement?

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The answer is:
This information is not presently available from within the Ministry's own resources, nor does the State
Insurance Office have access to these details. After consultation, the Accident Compensation Commission (ACC)
was able to provide the following figures for standard claims for each month since June 1986:
Mental
Disorders
Other
July
41
137
August

43

154

September
October

48
73

November

59

80
140
114

December
January

56

115

5
26

38

351

783

February

5
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Note that:
(i) Statistics are not kept for claims under stress-related incapacity. The ACC terminology is "mental disorders"
and this could cover a wider range of disability than stress.
(ii) These figures are for "standard" claims only for which the ACC has provided payment. The ACC cannot
provide figures for claims below the threshold level (less than $269 and/or 5 days' absence from work), for which
the employer pays.
It is not possible to indicate the number of teachers who subsequently sought early retirement following
WorkCare claims, as a readily accessible database is not available. The Rowe Review into WorkCare and
Associated Services will be making major recommendations for the establishment of a database in this area.

COMMUNITY SERVICES VICTORIA
(Question No. 125)

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) asked the Minister for Consumer Affairs, for the Minister for
Community Services:
In respect of each department, authority and agency within her administration, which properties formerly
owned by the department, authority or agency have been sold since 30 June 1982, stating-(a) the address and
nature of the property; (b) the date of sale; (c) the sale price; (d) the reason for the property being sold; and (e) the
use to which the proceeds of each sale were put?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The answer supplied by the Minister
for Community Services is:
1. There is no provision in the Community Welfare Services Act 1970 for the department to purchase or own
real estate. Property under the control of the Department is vested in the Crown.
2. Property surplus to the department's requirements is referred to the Department of Property and Services
or prior to 1986 was referred to Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands for disposal.

ROAD FATALITIES IN GEELONG PROVINCE
(Question No. 152)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
How many fatalities occurred due to motor car accidents within the Geelong Province during the years
1985-86 and 1986-87 to date, indicating at what locations?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
I. During 1986, 33 road fatalities occurred in the Geelong area and, in the six months to 30 June 1987, 23
fatalities in this area were recorded.

2. Details of accident locations may be obtained from the Road Traffic Authority.

JOINT VENTURES OF PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
(Question No. 167)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for Public Works:
In respect of each department, agency and authority within his administration, for the period 4 April 1982 to
1 May 1987:
1. What is the name of each joint venture or business entity created in which the State of Victoria has equity,
indicating-(i) the nature of each business; (ii) the proportion of equity held by each State instrumentality; (iii)
the amount of consideration given for the equity held by the State instrumentality; and (iv) the proportion of
equity held by any other organisation?
2. What is the name of each joint venture or business entity created in which the State of Victoria has equity,
indicating-(i) the nature of each business; (ii) the proportion of equity held by each State instrumentality; (iii)
the amount of consideration given for the equity held by the State instrumentality; and (iv) the proportion of
equity held by any other organisation?

Mr WALSH (Minister for Public Works)-The answer is:
The Public Works Department has not been involved in any joint venture or business entity in which the State
of Victoria has equity.
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PAYMENT OF GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTS
(Question No. 180)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Premier:
Whether his direction that all government accounts are to be paid within the normal commercial time limits
has been adhered to? If not, which departments, authorities and/or agencies are still behind in their payments?

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The answer is:
In terms of the dollar value of accounts payable, 95 per cent of money owing was paid on time during the
quarter ended 30 June 1987. This means that agencies were generally paying large dollar accounts within normal
commercial tme limits.
In situations where the payment of smaller dollar accounts needs to be improved, investigations are currently
under way with the intention of developing a more efficient method of processing and paying smaller accounts.

POLICE MOST WANTED PERSONS
(Question No. 181)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
1. What are the names ofthe people on the State's most wanted criminal lists for the past ten years?

2. How many of these people have been caught, and what are their names?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
The following is a list of persons who have appeared on the "Victoria Police 10 Most Wanted Persons" list
over the past ten years.

Current Position
Wanted
Arrested
Deceased
1. Cox, Russell

W

2. Deane, Helen

W
W

3. Smith, Gregory John Peter
4. Kettleton, Graham Douglas

A

5. Corsino, Carmello

W

6. Mooseek, Esmond Arnold

W
W

7. Blake, Alan Gordon
8. Boyle, Leslie William

A

9. Cohen, Rafi

W

10. Sadan, J oel

W

11. Smith, Roderick John
12. Whiteman, Jeffrey James

W
A

13. Marinof, Pavel Vasilof

D

14. Hill, Alexander Kirkwood

D
W

15. Rafferty, Peter Whitehead
16. Mayne, Larry John

A
W

17. Griffiths, Debbie Ann
18. Louden, Renton John

A

19. Stone, Clive Edward

A

20. Gartrell, Donald William

W
(possibly
O/S)
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Arrested
21. Smith, Gary Wayne

A

22. King, Dennis Patrick

A

23. Nylander, Harry Richard

A

24. Vassis, Basil William

A

25. Creed, Colin James

A

Current Position
Wanted
Deceased

W

26. Buchanan, Glen Alan
27. Allen, Peter John

A

28. Dunn, Gary William

A

29. Fuller, William Alan

A
W

30. McMenamin, Mark Francis
31. Williams, Alan David

A
D

32. Richardson, Robert Jack

W

33. Chee, Lance Lemual
34. Wright, Robert Lindsay

A

35. Clune, Peter Patrick

A

36. Hutchinson, Gordon

A
W

37. Beaumont, Ronald Peter John

W

38. Baxter, John
39. Saly, Antonius Johannes

A

40. Marinos, Nick

A

41. Clarke, Gregory James

A

42. Cavanough, William Edward John

A
W

43. Stratton, Colin Vincent
44. Reshat, Cahit
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A
W

45. Boundy, Debra Mary
46. Clark, Howard George

A

47. Hamilton, Ronald John

A

48. Johanson, Robert WaIter

A

49. O'Neill, Anthony John Joseph

A

50. Bazley, James Edward

A

51. Brearley, Gary Hilton

A

52. Airey, Robert John

A

53. Skillicom, Stephen

A

54. Baxter, Robert John Peter

A

55. Blue, Sky

A

56. Glover, Priscilla Ann

A

57. Chuck, Raymond

A
D

58. Levidis, Stephen
59. Jones, Phillip Francis

A

60. Bell, Ronald James

A

61. Beswick, Francis James

A
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Current Position
Arrested
62. McClure, Robert Maxwell

A

63. Wingate, Alexander Curry

A

64. Brooks, Frederick Colin

A

65. Fairless, Alan Peter

A

Deceased

66. Ballis, Francis Heatherington

Wanted

W

67. Karanges, Paul

A

68. McGann, Peter J oseph

A

69. Smith, Edward James
70. Hind, Gary Alien

W

W

71. Wilson, Glen Edwin

A

72. OePetro, Anthony

W

73. McLachlan, Francis Guy

W

GOVERNMENT CHAUFFEURS
(Question No. 187)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Premier:
In relation to government chauffeurs for the period 30 June 1983 to 31 July 1987:
1. How many people have been employed?
2. How many chauffeurs have received overtime payments?
3. What is the total amount expended on overtime payments?

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The answer is:
The information in the following table is for the chauffeurs employed by the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet (OPC) or employed by other departments and used, when required, by ope (shown in the table as
associate chauffeurs). These chauffeurs are provided for the use of Ministers, the opposition parties and some
senior officials.

No. of chauffeurs employed by OPC
No. of Associate chauffeurs
No. of chauffeurs who received overtime
Total Overime

1983-84

1984-85

1985-86

1986-87

42

44

41

42

7

8

7

8

49

52

48

50

$309 160.36

$401 922.99

$373393.98

$414928.83

BLASTING AT PORT PHILLIP HEADS
(Question No. 198)

Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn) asked the Minister for Transport:
In relation to blasting carried out in the vicinity of Port Phillip Heads:
I. What explosive material or materials have been used over the past twelve months, indicating-(a) the
name of the material; and (b) the company manufacturing and supplying the material?

2. What was the maximum weight of explosive material used in anyone detonation during the past six
months, indicating the name of the explosive material and the metric weight in each case?
3. What was the maximum weight of explosive material used in anyone day over the past six months, stating
the material or materials used and the metric weight in each case?
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Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
1. The explosives used over the past twelve months in blasting work in the navigation channels at Port Phillip
Heads are:
Principal explosive-Aquapour 105.
Explosive accessories-Anzomex HQ" (a booster charge to assist in the detonation of the Aquapour 105);
Aexicord (a detonating cord); a No. 8 electric detonator.
2. The maximum weight of Aquapour 105 explosive used in anyone detonation during the past six months
was 75 kilograms (packed into two 37·5 kilogram cartons). Each detonation includes one Anzomex HQ" booster
(weight 500 grams) and 36 metres of Aexicord (weight less than 500 grams).
3. The maximum weight of Aquapour 105 explosive used in anyone day over the past six months has been
150 kilograms (two detonations each of75 kilograms, approximately 6 hours apart).
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Tuesday, 13 October 1987
The SPEAKER (the Hoo. C. T. Edmuods) took the chair at 2.6 p.m. and read the
prayer.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I have given permission for the
televising and photographing of the proceedings of th\~ House this afternoon.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WORLD EXPO 88
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I ask the Premier: has the government
made any decision yet as to whether Victoria will participate in WorId Expo 88; if not,
why not?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The matter to which the Leader of the Opposition refers is
currently under consideration by the government. The Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources has it under active consideration and I expect an announcement to be
made shortly.

CLOSURE OF COUNTRY RAILWAY LINES
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister for Transport aware that V/Line has announced
that it is officially closing the Murchison East to Colbinabbin and Murchison East to
Stanhope railway lines?
Ifhe is aware of this fact, is he also aware that the lines have been generating revenue of
almost $1 million a year, particularly in grain traffic, and that the Shire of Waranga is
opposed to the closures?
Will the Minister meet a deputation from the Shire of Waranga to enable council
representatives to discuss with him the council's opposition to the closures?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am aware that those are light lines marked for
closure because they can no longer adequately carry modern locomotives or rolling stock.
As a result, those lines, along with many other lines, are closing at a time when they are no
longer operationally sound.
Honourable members will be aware that the government looked carefully at all of the
light lines throughout the State and, as a result, decided to upgrade a number of lines,
including the Robinvale-Manangatang line where work is currently under way; the
Piangil-Woorinen line, which was operational last year, and the Shepparton-Dookie line,
which is in the electorate of the Leader of the National Party. In fact, he inspected that
line some months ago.
These lines are being upgraded to carry not simply the existing traffic but modern and
effective bulk grain trains. It is not just a question of revenue-if it were just revenue, I
might well have left a number of lines operational-but with the modern system, using
the new equipment, it is generally not sound to invest in what is virtually the rebuilding
of a line. If honourable members could see what has been happening to the three lines I
have mentioned, they would see that they have effectively been rebuilt.
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I will consider the honourable member's request for a deputation and I will be in touch
with him shortly.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-Will the Premier advise the House what action the
government is taking to protect the funds of the Builders Labourers Federation?
Interjections/rom the gallery.

The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Serjeant-at-Arms to remove the disruptive individuals
from the public gallery.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I noticed
that the television camera was filming that incident. That type of filming was not part of
the conditions under which all parties agreed to television coverage of the proceedings of
Parliament.
I ask that you direct the television crew that no film of that incident be shown on
television tonight, in accordance with the undertakings given to this House.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order. The media approached me and
asked for permission to televise the proceedings of the Legislative Assembly this afternoon
and for a photographer to take photographs during the proceedings.
I gave permission for that to take place on the basis of the usual procedure that the
televising of the proceedings of the Legislative Assembly be on a shared basis and should
not show disruptive incidents that mayor may not occur.
I so order the media, from this position, that that was the arrangement under which I
accepted that they would cover the proceedings.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker, may I suggest that
you investigate the situation that has just arisen with a view to ascertaining how it was
possible that those gentlemen who interjected were admitted into your gallery for the
proceedings of this Parliament.
The SPEAKER-Order! The gallery in which the individuals concerned were sitting
was the public gallery. I am not aware at this stage who signed them in, but I shall
investigate that matter.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-In answer to the question of the honourable member for
Melbourne, the government has taken action to protect the rights of those who are entitled
to benefit from the assets of the Builders Labourers Federation.
Action was taken this morning, under an Order made by the Governor in Council, in
accordance with the provisions of the BLF (De-recognition) Act 1985. Section 7 of that
Act empowers the Governor in Council to take control of the assets of the Builders
Labourers Federation. That was done on the basis that we have evidence that Mr Norm
Gallagher has transferred in excess of $1 million from Builders Labourers Federation
accounts to investments held by him and another person in false names.
The government believes such action is contrary to the rules of the Builders Labourers
Federation. It is contrary to the positions of trust that Mr Gallagher and others occupy in
respect of that union and contrary to all the principles for which the trade union movement
stands.
Therefore, consequently, the Governor in Council today made an Order, which has
been published, appointing Dr lan Sharp as custodian of the assets of the Builders Labourers
Federation. The custodian is required and empowered to take possession of all BLF assets
until it is established who are the persons who are rightfully entitled to those assets.
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I make it very clear that none of the funds will be taken or used by the government in
any way, and that includes the cost ofDr Sharp's appointment.
In accordance with his powers, this morning the custodian ordered a freeze on all
Builders Labourers Federation and associated funds and has informed financial institutions
of that order. He has also taken possession of the federation's accounts and documents.
The government's action is consistent with its declared preparedness to use those powers
where there is concern that the assets of the Builders Labourers Federation are being
improperly used or taken for purposes other than tho~,e provided for in the organisation's
rules. The government will not tolerate persons in powerful positions in that organisation
engaging in activities that contravene the rights of the members of the union.
The steps taken by the government will put a stop to the practices of the powerful elite
within that union who have no compunction in deceivin~ their members. To further
underline the government's determination on this issue, thIS afternoon it will introduce
proposed legislation to supplement the action already taken.

COMMISSIONER FOR THE GOVERNMENT IN LOS ANGELES
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I ask the Minister for Transport: what was the package
procured by Mr Alan Reiher, the former Director-General of Transport, to secure his
retirement from that post and his subsequent appointment as the Commissioner for the
Government of Victoria in Los An~eles? Is it a fact that the price of Mr Reiher's silence
was a package that was worth $1 mIllion more than that of the previous occupant of that
position?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-That is an incredible slur on a person who has
served this State extremely well and who continues to do so. Mr Reiher is currently
operating on behalf of my colleague, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources,
and will continue to do so during the course of his term. The government is extremely
satisfied with the work he is doing on behalf of Victoria.

BANS ON BURNING-OFF OPERATIONS
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I refer the Minister for Education, who is the
representative in this House of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, to the
current work bans whereby workers of the Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands are refusing to engage in burning-off operations and the indications that the work
bans will continue into the summer months unless the workers are admitted to the
Emergency Services Superannuation Scheme. In view of the serious threat this represents
to the public land and forests of this State, as well as the residents of rural areas, I ask the
Minister what action is being taken to deal with the situation?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The government is aware of the seriousness of
the problem. It is constantly monitoring developments and discussions are still proceeding.

BOWATER-SCOTT LTD AGREEMENT
Mrs RAY (Box Hill)-I ask the Premier to advise the House of the impact to the Box
Hill area of the agreement signed between the government and Bowater-Scott Ltd.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-In April last year, a 40-year agreement was si~ned between
Bowater-Scott Ltd and the government and it was later ratified by legislation. That
agreement has two consequences: it provides the government with an economic return on
considerable timber resources-the timber rights the company will use for the next 40
years-and it guarantees the company security of employment for the people who work
for that organisation. The company is now able to take advantage of the economies of
scale in the softwood milling industry while providing confidence in the ongoing stability
of a supply of raw materials. The agreement is already making a significant contribution
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to the State's economic strategy and is totally compatible with that strategy, which is now
bearing fruit.
Bowater-Scott Ltd has announced plans to spend $128 million on a major development
program over the next four years. The company will invest in new facilities in two stages.
The first will be a $104 million expansion of its manufacturing capacity at the Box Hill
paper making plant, and that program will begin immediately. That will be followed by a
further investment of $24 million in pulp making facilities at Box Hill and Myrtleford.
The program will involve some 100 jobs in the Box Hill south area, which is represented
by the honourable member for Bennettswood, as he acknowledges.
I hope the project has the support of the honourable member because I recognise how
nervous he is about his electorate. The honourable member has not made many
contributions on local issues in this Chamber. I understand that he has been on his feet
only three times in two years to deal with local issues. I hope the honourable member is
prepared to give this project the full support that it deserves.
The project will make a significant contribution to the economy of the Box Hill south
area and will ensure that some people employed in the area have long-term guarantees of
future employment.

SALE OF CROWN LAND
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-In view of the claims of the Premier and the Minister
for Property and Services about the virtues of the public auction system for governmentowned land, will the Minister advise the House whether the government is privately
negotiating the sale of government-owned land with tenants and ignoring the public
auction system? If so, who are the major tenants with whom the government is conducting
negotiations?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-The basic policy on which
asset sales are being conducted is that Crown land should be disposed of by public tender
and public auction. That has been done because it is obviously in the community's interest
that certain land should be sold at public auction to obtain the best possible price.
In 1984 the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands contacted a number oflessees
of Crown land properties and offered them the opportunity of purchasing the land they
occupied. On the whole, few of those people followed up that offer to treat with the
$overnment. However, in a limited number of cases interest was expressed by the occupier
In purchasing the land in Question. A number of properties that were on offer in 1984 have
been sold under those arrangements.
Since then the government has adopted a policy of sale by public tender or public
auction for Crown land. Only tenants of land who made specific arrangements with the
government at that time are being accommodated.

EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS
Mrs GLEESON (Thomastown)-Can the Treasurer provide details to the House of the
steps the government is taking to ensure that employment statistics published last Friday
are sustained in coming months?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As honourable members would be aware, Victoria continued
its outstanding performance in employment growth and has had the lowest unemployment
rate in Australia for 52 months in a row. The Victorian unemployment rate, as reported
by the Australian statistician, now stands at 5·7 per cent.
In addition to the Budget measures which were designed to facilitate economic growth
in Victoria, the expectation is that the growth rate in 1987-88 will be 3·5 per cent, which
is 0.5 per cent higher than the national average. The government is about to implement a
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number of measures relating to its long-term economic strategy. They relate to AMRADthe Australian Medical Research And Development consortium-and the Portland smelter,
which is now taking full advantage of an improved world aluminium price, which is now
standing at $US 2000 a tonne.
The government has been actively promoting the growth of the financial services sector
in Victoria through the establishment of the National Mortgage Market Corporation, and
it has encouraged the stock exchange to establish a second board. The second board
activity in Melbourne is now the largest of any capital city in Australia.
The Budget contains a whole range of measures, and those and the government's
economic strategy are leading to substantial economic growth.
An analysis of unemployment benefits in Victoria indicates that the total number of
people in receipt of unemployment benefits in this State represents 16·7 per cent of the
total number in receipt of unemployment benefits throughout Australia. Victoria constitutes
only approximately 26 per cent of the population.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Benalla, who has a loud voice and not too
many brains, should appreciate that Victoria's employment growth for 1986-87 was 3·1
per cent compared with 2·3 per cent for Australia as a whole ..
As a proportion of the nation's total private investment expenditure, Victoria's private
new capital expenditure increased from a low of22 per cent in 1982-83 to 29·3 per cent in
1987-88. Undoubtedly, a new sense of confidence exists in Victoria. Victoria's economy
tends to set the pace for the nation because it has had the lowest unemployment rate for
52 months in a row!
The Leader of the Opposition should appreciate that when an examination is made of
employment growth-that is, the number of persons employed in the State-it reveals
that there has been an increase of 3·1 per cent compared with only 2·3 per cent for the
nation as a whole. Victoria is creating a tremendous number of job opportunities. One of
those areas, of which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should take note, is the
financial services sector, which I mentioned previously.
In that area Victoria constitutes approximately 43 per cent of the total employment
growth in that sector. No doubt, when one examines the broad base of the Victorian
economy, one recognises that Victoria is doing exceptionally well. We are setting the
economic pace for the nation.

SALE OF CROWN LAND
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-Will the Minister for Property and Services confirm
that, against the recommendations of his department, he has ordered on behalf of the
government the negotiation of the private sale of the property surrounded by Kavanagh,
McGowan, Balston, and Power streets, South Melbourne, to E. L. Yencken & Co. Pty Ltd?
A director of this company, David Yencken, is listed as the Secretary for Planning and
Environment.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-In the remarks I made in
answer to a previous question, I indicated that a limited number of cases existed where
the lessee of a property had entered into negotiation with the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands. E. L. Yencken & Co. Pty Ltd is one of those companies that had been
offered the land in 1984, had signified an interest, and is on the records of the Department
of Conservation, Forests and Lands. It was established that the company had a right to
treat. My department was so advised and negotiations have followed that claim.
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EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTS WITH TRANSPORT WORKERS
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-In order to reduce the disgraceful disruption and
tactics faced by the Victorian travelling public, will the Minister for Transport
Introduce contracts of employment between the Miftistry of Transport and all relevant
employees to guarantee an umnterrupted service to Victorian travellers?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-It would appear that the honourable member
for Lowan has the same confusion about these matters as was demonstrated by the Leader
of the Opposition last week. Railway employees, as some honourable members would be
aware, are employed under a number of awards and determinations. The determinations
to which the honourable member for Lowan refers are Federal awards and determinations
that are supervised by the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission.
There is no suggestion that the government would do anything other than follow the
arrangements that exist under the Federal industrial legislation. If the honourable member
is suggesting that the government should ignore Federal legislation, I point out that that
was something the soon-to-be-replaced Premier of Queensland tried and which totally
failed. There is no question about the capacity of the Commonwealth in these areas.
I am pleased to inform the House that the Australian Railways Union bans that were
threatening freight operations have been lifted. The government expects the discussions
on the 4 per cent second-tier negotiations, which have been extremely lengthy, as
honourable members would be aware, to continue. I also remind the House that the
government has made its position on the 4 per cent second-tier negotiations extremely
clear. The Premier again made the government's position crystal clear in this place last
week. The government has now entered into arran~ements, all of which have been ratified
by the commission, with ten separate transport unIons.
It is the intention of the government to continue to negotiate with the two remaining
unions to develop conditions that can be appropriately ratified under the terms of the
second-tier arrangements.
I hope this will be done sooner rather than later. The government has entered into
proper and very detailed cost offsets with the other rail and public transport unions in
genuine ways that have been ratified by the commission.

~uerilla

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-Will the Minister for Education provide the House with
details of the benefits that will flow to the State from the recently reached agreement within
the T AFE sector?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The government has succeeded in negotiating
an agreement with the Technical Teachers Union of Victoria. The historic agreement will
meet the second-tier guidelines as set down by the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission. The agreement has considerable benefits for the people of this State.
Among other things, it will mean that next year we will be able to place an additional
10 000 students within technical and further education at a time when that sector of
education is expanding and when this government has been able to place a record number
of apprentices.
We will be able to keep the colleges open for 48 weeks of the year. That means an
increase often weeks in the academic y'ear and will allow much greater flexibility with the
placement of apprentices. The year wIll begin five weeks earlier and end five weeks later
than is currently the case.
Further, the agreement means a significant reduction in the unit cost of the TAFE
Teaching Service and TAFE training. Victoria will now have the lowest unit cost of
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training anywhere in Australia. That means Victoria will be leading Australia and will be
at the very cutting edge of the economic recovery in relating essential programs and
coordinating and connecting employment, training and education.
We will be able to provide new services to industry through the release of teachers who
will be able to work and teach within industry. We are allowing for the equivalent of 170
full-time teachers to be released for industrial purposes, as well as for the provision of new
courses for industry. That in itself will be important because, to maintain the economic
recovery, new courses necd to be developed in metals, advanced manufacturing, electronics,
computing, textiles, and in the tourism and hospitality industries, as well as small business.
It will mean an increase in the number of annual teaching hours from the current 614
to 754. Instead of colleges closing for holidays, they will remain open and teachers will be
able to choose the time of the year when they wish to take holidays. The new salary
structure and new career structure for T AFE teachers will offer better promotion prospects.
Teachers who wish to remain in teaching rather than going into administration will be
able to do so.

The agreement will significantly reshape technical and further education in Victoria. It
will make T AFE more flexible and will increase the training opportunities of young
Victorians. The agreement is a major breakthrough, unequalled anywhere in Australia.

SALE OF CROWN LAND
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-Will the Minister for Property and Services advise the
House why the government has directed negotiations with the sublessees ofE. L. Yencken
and Co. Pty Ltd to end their leases, instead of observing the normal business practice of
negotiating with the principal lessee, E. L. Yencken and Co. Pty Ltd, and the principal
lessee itself negotiating with its sublessees?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-The negotiations with lessees
over rent is being undertaken as it always has been by the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands. My department is responsible for the sale of government land. The
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands continues to be the agency through which
leases are negotiated. I cannot answer the question of whether the department is negotiating
with sublessees but I shall obtain the answer and advise the honourable member
accordingly.

HEALTH SERVICES IN BALLARAT AREA
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-The question I direct to the Minister for Transport
as the representative of the Minister for Health in this House follows representations I
have made for better and increased health services in the Ballarat area. Will the Minister
outline the government's initiatives, indicating the way the government has upgraded
hospital and aged care facilities in the area?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am very much aware of the considerable effort
the honourable member for Ballarat South has taken to ensure that health services in the
Ballarat area are improved. Because of the capital and recurrent works programs of Health
Department Victoria, the government has been able to improve significantly health services
in all the institutions and community health centres in Ballarat.
The House should be aware of the huge changes that have occurred, including the
rebuilding and re-equipping of the kitchen at the Queen Elizabeth Geriatric Centre. Some
honourable members are aware that the kitchen was an absolute disgrace until the change
of government in 1982. U ntiI that time the kitchen was not able to provide decent meals
for the patients or for those who depended upon meals on wheels in the area.
The previous Liberal government made many promises that the kitchen at the Queen
Elizabeth Geriatric Centre would be improved but it never did anything about it. The
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expenditure oflocal community money, which was raised by the centre and the committee
of management, was followed by the expenditure of $4 million by the State. The centre
now has one of the best hospital kitchen facilities in the State and is able to produce
nutritious and appetising meals.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROPER- The honourable member for Forest Hill would not be interested in the
situation at Ballarat but the people of Ballarat certainly are, even if the honourable
member for Ballarat North failed in all his years as a member of the government to do
anything productive to improve the kitchen.
Until those works were carried out, it was not possible to serve to patients a meal, such
as a meat dish with more than two vegetables, so inadequate was the kitchen facility. A
decent system has now been installed that ensures both services for the residents and
recipients of meals on wheels of up to 3200 meals a week.
In addition, as a result of representations made to the government, approximately $3
million has been made available for the Ballarat Base Hospital to improve deficient
facilities in the accident and emergency area, in midwifery, in limited care dialysis, and in
improving fire protection measures at the hospital.
At the Lakeside psychiatric hospital, approximately $4·2 million is being spent on the
redevelopment of six wards. As some honourable members would be aware, those facilities
were totally inadequate and had previously been ignored.
Not only in the capital area but also in the area of hospice care and district nursing
services improvements have been made with the development of a hospice care program
costing some $72 000, a hospice palliative prograrrl, through the Ballarat District Nursing
Service at a cost of $81 000, and $26 000 has been made available to the Ballarat District
Nursing Service for extension and improvement of its facilities and the development ofa
24-hour service.
I also mentioned to the House the work that is currently being done in Ballarat to
improve drug and alcohol services. The regional officers of Health Department Victoria
will continue to work with the local community and, in particular, with the honourable
member for Ballarat South who has shown so much interest in improving the services.

STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION DEBTORS
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-Can the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
confirm that the State Electricity Commission is notifying St Kilda real estate agents of
the names of its debtors, and can the Minister inform the House whether this is State
Electricity Commission policy?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The State
Electricity Commission indicated some time ago that it was undertaking a number of trial
projects in various parts of the State to stress two aspects of concern. One is the rate of
and arrangements for disconnections and the other is the increasing bad debt level of a
number of domestic consumers, despite the fact that charges in Victoria have dropped in
real terms for each of the past four years.
Those trials have been introduced under the auspices of the State Electricity Commission
at its own initiative. It has undertaken to report those trials to a representative group
established by me, comprising a number of community organisations and government
bodies, and to advise me early next year on the effectiveness or otherwise of these trials
and other methods. I agree with the commission that these areas are of major concern.

SALE OF SWAN HILL ASSETS
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I direct a question to the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources in his capacity as the Minister responsible for tourism. I
remind the Minister of the Minister for Transport's efforts in selling the land occupied by
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the Swan Hill Water Board and the Swan Hill swimming pool. I ask: is the government's
fire sale of Swan Hill assets to continue with the sale of the paddle-steamer Pyap from the
Swan Hill Pioneer Settlement?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Swan Hill raised this matter with me earlier and I undertook to make inquiries
through the Victorian Tourism Commission about whether this is one of the properties
being organised for sale through the Victorian Tourism Commission and Victour Properties
Pty Ltd. I have not received that response but I shall discuss the matter with the honourable
member before the end of this week.

GRANTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-Given the important role played by local
government in the outer eastern suburbs of Melbourne, will the Minister for Local
Government indicate to the House the importance to these municipalities of the recently
announced general revenue grant allocations?
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I put it to you that
the question is asking for an opinion. The question clearly asks the Minister to comment
upon the impact on local government of certain actions which have been taken. The
question relating to an impact is clearly asking for an opinion rather than a statement of
fact. The question, as worded, is, therefore, out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I thank the honourable member for Forest Hill for drawing
attention, by point of order, to that issue. I rule the honourable member out of order as I
believe the question was seeking information regarding the facts.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The impact on municipalities in
the outer eastern suburbs is not a matter of opinion but is fact. The facts are that the
allocations made under the Local Government (Financial Assistance) Act, which was
passed in the Federal Parliament with the support of all political parties, and which is the
basis for the grants that have been allocated to Victoria, have provided the seven outer
eastern municipalities with a significant increase in allocations.
The City of Nunawading received $2·114 million for the current financial year, an
increase of 18·46 per cent on the previous financial year. The honourable member for
Doncaster would be interested in the allocation for the City of Doncaster and Templestowe,
which was $2 million, an increase of 13 per cent over the previous financial year. The City
of Ringwood received $1·2 million, a 20 per cent increase over the previous financial year.
The allocations represent an increase of more than 17 per cent over the amount
distributed in the 1986-87 financial year to the outer eastern suburbs.
Members of the National Party will be pleased to know that 95 municipalities received
allocations greater than the increase in the consumer price index. The commitment of
both the Federal and State governments to the continued financing oflocal government is
reflected in those figures.
Of the 95 municipalities that received increases in their allocation in excess of the
increase in the consumer price index, approximately 58 municipalities were in the nonmetropolitan area. The honourable member for Gippsland East would be interested in the
allocation for the City of Sale of $834 000 for the current financial year, a 21 per cent
increase. The honourable member for Mildura would be interested in the figure for the
City of Mildura of $1·023 million, an increase of 19·65 per cent, for which I know he is
grateful. The honourable member may also be worried about the allocation for the Shire
of Mildura, which was increased from $1·337 million to $1·558 million, an increase of
16·45 per cent.
The development of the principles was arranged by the Grants Commission in a
methodical manner. Approximately 195 of the 210 municipalities attended the eighteen
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regional seminars conducted to develop the principles that were put in place as a result of
the consultations between the Federal and State governments.
I am also informed that all of the affiliated and interested bodies, including the
Metropolitan Municipalities Association, attended those functions. It is interesting to
note that the association, after having gone through that process, is criticising the result.
The association's criticism shows a complete lack of understanding of the principles,
because it has made no attempt to deal with the question on an informed basis. Of the 75
councils into which I have conducted inquiries of current estimates only 21 have actually
finalised their estimates.
In respect of the councils of which I have conducted an inquiry into rate increases, they
have averaged approximately between 5 per cent and 8 per cent-the highest increase was
10 per cent in two cases. The continuing support for local government is evidenced by the
figures provided.
I reiterate, the total increase in those seven municipalities in the outer east of
approximately 17 per cent on average reflects the capacity of those muncipalities to
respond to the needs of their developing communities by providing services to those who
are entitled to receive a distribution offunds raised on a broad tax basis.

STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION DEBTORS
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-Has the Minister for Consumer Affairs been made
aware of the practice of the State Electricity Commission of notifying real estate agents of
its bad debtors and, if so, what action will he be taking for the protection of commission
consumers?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-As the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources indicated, he is investigating this matter at present and I shall have further
discussions with him.

CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF POLICE
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
whether it is a fact that his Ministry spent approximately $92000 in the search to find a
replacement for the Chief Commissioner of Police but then went ahead and appointed the
most senior policeman in Victoria? How can the Minister justify the expenditure of the
Ministry's funds in this way?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-As usual, the
honourable member for Benalla has both his facts and his interpretations astray. The
Victorian community applauds both the selection of Deputy Commissioner Kelvin Glare
as Chief Commissioner of Police of the Victorian Police Force, and it also applauds the
circumstances in which Mr Glare has come to that position, being in competition with the
best members offorces interstate and overseas. It is a great appointment, which is of value
to the people of this State.
Mr McNamara interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Benalla that I have given
him one caution and I do not intend to do so again. I shall order his removal from the
House if he does not control himself.

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

Police powers
To THE HONOURABLE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLA TIVE ASSEMBL Y IN THE PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition ofthe undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria having considered the continuing large
increase in crime within the community and the resultant loss of property, harm to the citizens and breakdown
in security.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government of Victoria urgently increase the staffing levels and
resources of the Victoria Police to an adequate level, furthermore to enact ~mending legislation to improve
policing throughout the State by the reasonable and proper use by the Victoria Police of fingerprinting, search,
questioning, and the mandatory provision of names and addresses.

By Mr Kennett (1938 signatures) and Mr Ross-Edwards (542 signatures)

Crown land
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBL Y

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth that the continued felling of
native vegetation to make way for plantations of pine trees is detrimental in the interests of the people of
Victoria, and to the fauna whose habitat is thereby destroyed.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Victorian government will ensure that all clearing of Crown land for
replanting with pine trees ceases immediately.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Lieberman (42 signatures)

Surplus government land
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLA TIVE ASSEMBL Y

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria showeth that we protest against the
current policy of the State Government which provides for land surplus to the requirements of government
departments and instrumentalities to be sold by auction or tender.
Specifically in regard to the disposal of land surplus to the requirements of the railways, the policy is seen to
unfairly prejudice the rights of existing leaseholders who have leased the land. In most cases, these leaseholders
have leased the land for many years and have constructed significant improvements upon that land, at their cost,
and at the encouragement of officers of government departments and instrumentalities.
The policy is seen to be disruptive to the communities of the towns and suburbs in which land is to be sold
and could directly lead to the closure of many businesses and loss of the jobs that they provide. The policy is
contrary to both the stated government attitudes on the encouragement of small business and the retail tenancies
legislation it passed in the last session of Parliament.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government amend its policy on the sale of surplus lands which are
subject to agreements with leaseholders who have constructed improvements on those lands to allow those
leaseholders first right of refusal on the purchase of the land at the valuation determined by the Valuer-General
and one other independent valuer.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Delzoppo (109 signatures)

Food irradiation
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 showeth that we most
strongly oppose the process of food irradiation by radioactive cobalt 60 or any other radioactive substance.

1396

ASSEMBLY

13 October 1987

Economic and Budget Review Committee

And that we oppose the introduction of regulations by the Victorian government that would facilitate the food
irradiation process. We express our deep concern at any attempt to extend the use of radioactive substances and
exposure of workers to radiation.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that regulations be immediately introduced to ban the importation of
radioactive cobalt 60 or other radioactive substances for the purpose of food irradiation, and to disallow the
irradiation offood and the marketing of irradiated food here in Victoria.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mrs Hirsh (249 signatures)

It was ordered that the petitions be laid in the table.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Fixed interest security switches
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla) presented a report from the Economic and Budget Review
Committee upon the accounting treatment of fixed interest security switches with special
reference to the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board, together with appendices.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table and be printed.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Environment Protection Authority-Report for the year I 986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Forests (Bowater-Scott Agreement) Act I 986-Report on amendment to the Agreement.
National Parks Advisory Council-Report for the year 1986-87.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Chiropractors and Osteopaths Act I 978-No. 253
Companies (Application of Laws) Act 1981-No. 251
Dental Technicians Act 1972-No. 255 together with a copy of the Public Service Determinations 1985
required by s.32 ofthe Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 to accompany the Statutory Rule.
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981-No. 254
Food Act I 984-No. 252 together with a copy of the National Health and Medical Research Council Food
Standards Code as required by s.32 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 to accompany the
Statutory Rule.
Land Tax Act 1958-No. 259
Mental Health Act I 959-Nos 256, 257
Public Service Act I 974-No. 258

STATE BANK OF VICTORIA
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-By leave, I move:
That the report of the State Bank of Victoria for the year 1986-87 be printed.

The report of the State Bank for the year 1986-87 was tabled on Thursday last. This
annual report in the past has been printed as a Parliamentary paper and the motion to
print was inadvertently overlooked.
The motion was agreed to.

BLF (De-recognition) (Amendment) Bill
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BLF (DE-RECOGNITION) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-There is need for the passage of an urgent
amendment to the BLF (De-recognition) Act. Information has come to hand that improper
use of BLF funds, as indicated by the Premier during question time, has taken place and,
consequently, an Order by the Governor in Council was made this morning to appoint a
judicial custodian ofBLF funds.
It is urgent that Parliament amend the BLF (De-recognition) Act to insert the powers of
the custodian beyond any doubt so that the custodian can carry out his duties impartially,
objectively and speedily.

Consequently, Mr Speaker, I ask you to rule that in accordance with Standing Order
No. 164 the proposed Bill is of an urgent nature.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Both the Minister for Labour and the
Deputy Premier spoke to me earlier today and proposed that this format should be
followed. I make it clear that the Opposition has no objection to this matter being debated
now so long as members of the Opposition have sufficient time to debate it; further, we do
so on the basis that we have no proof of any allegations that are being made, and we accept
the word of the Minister for Labour.
I comment on the failure of the government over the past five years to properly address
this problem. The government has given in continually to pressure from the trade union
movement and this important measure, which Parliament is now being asked to address
immediately, is the result of the government's failure rather than the concern of Parliament.

Mr HANN (Rodney)-The National Party is in a similar position to the Opposition on
the matter. The National Party has been briefed by the Minister for Labour and the
Deputy Premier briefed the Leader of the National Party yesterday. Members of the
National Party thank the government for that briefing and for alerting them to the
seriousness of the situation.
It is very serious and it needs to be dealt with speedily and, for that reason, we have
agreed that it should be dealt with by Parliament forthwith.
The SPEAKER-Order! In accordance with previous rulings and Standing Order No.
164, I rule that the matter is urgent.

Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend
the BLF (De-recognition) Act 1985 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

I have been a trade unionist all my adult life. I have served my union at State, Federal,
and peak council level.
Therefore, I know that one of the fundamental qualities of Australia's trade unionism is
the propriety with which members' funds are dealt. Every member of the House who has
any knowledge of trade unions knows the care and diligence which is applied to union
finances. We know the procedures: multiple cheque signatories; careful accounting; diligent
auditing. And that is as it should be.
Union members pay their dues and have a right to be confident that their hard-eamed
money is being properly applied. Trade union members in Australia have that confidence
in every union except one-the Builders Labourers Federation. Norm Gallagher's BLF
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has never subscribed to the tenets of trade unionism; has never felt the obligation to stand
by agreements. Now, it has not even the decency to safeguard members' funds.
When this government derecognised the BLF it was unprecedented, because the
federation's behaviour was unprecedented. Today, we have ensured judicial control of the
funds of the organisation because Gallagher's actions have again been unprecedented.
Never before has a trade union official in this country plummeted to the depths to which
Gallagher has sunk.
It is, therefore, imperative for the good of our society and for the welfare of our trade
union movement that this outrage is put to an end.

Today we acted under section 7 of the BLF (De-recognition) Act, which empowers the
Governor in Council to take control of BLF assets. The government has consistently
indicated its preparedness to use this power only if moneys were improperly used or taken
for purposes other than those provided for in the union's rules.
In April 1986, as a precautionary measure, I wrote to all major banks warning them
about the danger of becoming unwittingly involved in transactions which might result in
court actions.
I told Parliament on that occasion:
Woe betide any person who takes or attempts to take any part of the assets of the BLF for other purposes.

After deregistration, the BLF invoked Convention 87 of the International Labour
Organisation, which deals with freedom of association and protection of the right to
organise. The ILO rejected the complaint and found that, given the exceptional
circumstances of the case, derecognition did not bring into question the principles of
freedom of association.
Commenting on section 7 of the Act, the ILO said:
While in exceptional circumstances interference with internal affairs of a union may be justified, there should
be judicial control ofthe internal management in order to ensure an impartial and objective procedure.

Exceptional circumstances have arisen. We have hard evidence of Gallagher having
invested large sums of money under false names and having been involved in extensive
financial transactions in clear breach of union rules.
We have been able to establish that, on deregistration of the BLF on 3 April 1986,
Gallagher withdrew $1-5 million in $100 bills from the Commonwealth Bank. Later in
April 1986 more than $1 million was invested in Australian Fixed Trusts in the name of
Keith McKaskill and Luigi Locarno, of 5 Broadrib Court, Corio. No such persons exist,
either at that address, or on the electoral roll. Locarno is in fact Gallagher.
Substantial transfers have been made from the Locarno accounts with AFT. For several
months, cheques for $25 000 were drawn every week and collected from the regional
manager of AFT, Mr B. D. Kennedy, at 209 Toorak Road, South Yarra.
In October last year, $297 162 was paid out of Greater Pacific Life Managed
Accumulation Bonds in New South Wales-again to Luigi Locarno, or Norm Gallagher.
There is also evidence of Gallagher and the New South Wales branch secretary, Steve
Black, having invested sums of money in Belgium.
The sales of BLF properties in Dixon Street, Sydney, and Swans ton Street, Melbourne,
are equally peculiar. In each case the BLF "sold" the properties to shelf companies set up
by the one person-Mr G. A. Cole of 176 River Road, Leonay, New South Wales. The
two companies each act as trustee for a trust-in Sydney, "The BLF Building Trust" and,
in Melbourne, "The Swanston Unit Trust". Each company raised a mortgage to payout
existing mortgages and pay balances, totalling around $3 million, to the BLF. I believe the
two trusts are not at arm's length from the officers of the BLF.
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The Melbourne trust company is Antang Pty Ltd situated at 300 High Street, Kew, and
was incorporated under the name Nezion Pty Ltd on 20 March 1987. In April 1987 the
company name was changed and the directors were changed to Chris Hakloh Ng and
Stylianos Antoniou of 6 Wellington Street, Brighton. On 30 June 1987 Heine Mortgage
Finance Pty Ltd provided a mortgage of $1· 2 million to Antang Pty Ltd for the purchase
of the Swanston Street properties. The beneficial owner of the property is now the Swanston
Unit Trust with unknown beneficiaries.
These transactions are contrary to the rules of the organisation. At present applicants
for BLF membership are provided with a copy of the rules which are identical to those
applying prior to deregistration. The rules quite specifically say that no payment of more
than $100 can be made other than by cheque.
The secretary, treasurer and a trustee must sign all cheques. Branch funds, property and
other assets must be under the control of the trustees and neither the secretary, treasurer
nor the auditor may be trustees.
The evidence of financial transactions and sales of BLF properties have been contrary
to these rules and aimed at transferring control of some $6 million to persons other than
the trustees. BLF members themselves are outraged at the conduct of their officers. I have
a sworn declaration by a financial BLF member, Mr Luis Garcia, which I now table.
The SPEAKER-Order! To clarify that statement, I inform the House that the Minister
is making the document available to the House.

Mr CRABB-Mr Garcia was sufficiently loyal to the BLF when the union was
deregistered that he undertook a 24-day hunger strike.
The BLF then sent him overseas to rally support for its cause, but when he arrived in
Libya he was "surprised to learn from the Libyan people that they had already provided
some financial support to the BLF' and "the Libyan people do not know what eventually
happened to the money".
When Mr Garcia returned to Australia earlier this year he asked BLF officials what had
happened to the money. In his own words, "I received no explanation and in fact was
forcibly removed from the office". Mr Garcia's words express the position perfectly. He
said:
As a member of the union ... no-one has ever told me how property has been used or what has been done
with the union's money. As a member, I want to know.

Because of all these matters, at 11 a.m. this morning an Order in Council was made under
section 7 of the BLF (De-recognition) Act.
At that time a custodian took possession and control of the BLF accounts and documents,
and the investment and bank accounts held at Australian Fixed Trusts (Victoria) Ltd,
National Australia Bank, ANZ Bank and Commonwealth Bank. Every other financial
institution has been informed of the order and required to comply.
The government is pleased that Dr Ian Sharp has been able to accept the appointment
as custodian of the funds and assets being held by the organisation. Dr Sharp is eminently
suited to the task required of him under the Order in Council.
He is a former Deputy President of the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission and was the permanent secretary of the Federal Department of Labour and
Immigration between 1972 and 1975 after serving for six years as the Industrial Registrar
of the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission.
Dr Sharp's credentials as an eminent jurist, his knowledge of industrial relations in this
country and his experience as a senior public servant are a guarantee to the community
that he will be able to investigate fully all allegations and make appropriate
recommendations to the government.
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Dr Sharp's task is to take control of the property and funds of the BLF to ensure that
they are properly used for the purposes intended. To do this he will need to establish who
are the members and former members of the organisation. He will need to establish what
the constitution and rules of the organisation are. He will need to establish the totality of
the assets.
Having done this he will report to the government and a further Order in Council will
provide for a proper re-establishment of order and a proper restitution of the control of
the asset~ to those persons properly entitled to that responsibility.
The government-the State-will not use or take $1 of these funds. These moneys were
subscribed by builders labourers and we are adamant that-in their entirety-they will be
applied to the benefit of builders labourers. The money will not be allowed to be used as a
personal slush fund for Norm Gallagher and his cronies.
I shall highlight the particulars of the Bill. Sections 4 and 5 of the Act are redundant and
are, therefore, to be repealed. Section 7 (1) is amended to provide for the protection of the
rights of members as well as former members of the BLF and to clarify the powers of the
custodian.
A proposed new section 7 (3) is to be inserted to provide for an investigation of the
affairs of the BLF.
A proposed section 7 (4) validates, beyond question, the Order in Council made this
day. Finally, the Bill repeals section 11 of the Act, the sunset clause, which became
redundant last year.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The second-reading speech contains serious
and damning allegations. The Opposition has no other alternative than to accept the
allegations and the comments the Minister for Labour has made because it has not been
privy to the information that led him to make those allegations.
The government has no-one to blame but itself for having reached this situation. The
government would have us believe, once again, that it is being tough with the Builders
Labourers Federation. However, we have witnessed the final falling out between friends.
In 1982 a deal was struck between this government and the Builders Labourers Federation.
The agreement was that if the federation behaved the Premier and his party would
immediately withdraw from the deregistration proceedings which were, at that stage,
almost complete not only in Victoria but also throughout Australia.
Two friends got together-the Builders Labourers Federation and an eager-beaver
Premier-and struck a deal. The Premier did the same thing with the Australian Democrats
during the 1985 election campai~n. In 1982, the honourable member for Bundoora, as he
then was, tried to do a deal WIth Norm Gallagher to remove the then Leader of the
Opposition, the present Minister for Housing. Many of the government backbenchers
probably do not know about that. The deals between the PremIer and Mr Gallagher have
been in place for a number of years and date back to the time before John Cain became
the Leader of the Labor Party and, consequently, the Premier of Victoria.
All honourable members know that, after 1982, the government honoured its agreement
to the Builders Labourers Federation: it withdrew Victoria from the de registration
proceedings that were almost complete at that time. Had the government been acting
responsibly; had it put the interest of the public first; had it genuinely been concerned
about the tactics, thuggery and dishonesty of the federation and its leader, Mr Gallagher,
it would have ensured that the deregistration proceedings were completed. However, the
Premier and the government sold out for a handful of silver coins, which are now coming
back to haunt them.
As this debate commences, I state clearly that the Premier has no-one to blame but
himself. He has grovelled at the feet of Norm Gallagher time and again. He did so prior to

BLF (De-recognition) (Amendment) Bill

13 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1401

1982 to get himself elected as Leader of the then Opposition and he did it again after 1982
when, having been elected to government, he honoured his commitment to the Builders
Labourers Federation.

Today we are not participating in the end of the scenario, but we have reached the point
where there has been five years of incompetence by the Labor government; five years of
giving in to its friends in the union movement. If I am wrong, why are all the backbench
members of the Labor Party silent; why did they not oppose the proposal the Premier put
forward as a fait accomplI in the caucus room today? They know that the Premier's
grovelling to Gallagher is on record, and the Premier is only now beginnin~ to harvest
some of the wrath that is associated when one puts a viper to one's breast. It IS a massive
falling out of friends!
One of the first acts of irresponsibility of this government was in removing Victoria
from the deregistration proceedings taking place around Australia. In considering what
has happened to bring us to this point, one must go back to the deals done between the
Premier and Mr Gallagher. The Premier's weakness in withdrawing from the deregistration
proceedings will come back to haunt him.
It was only two years ago, in 1985, that this House debated a Bill to derecognise the
Builders Labourers Federation. The government cried crocodile tears about how it was
acting in the public interest and how it would drive the viper from the community. At
that time, the Opposition argued strongly that, if the government were serious about
destroying the federation and, importantly, Mr Gallagher, it would not get anywhere
without gaining control of the federation's funds.

The government said, "No, that is not necessary at this time. Leave it to us-the
government-because we know what we are doing". The government gave the Builders
Labourers Federation ice on which to slide.
Parliament was also asked to support a Bill, which it did and which the ~overnment, of
its choice, did not fully proclaim. Again, if the government cries today, It cries its own
tears, because it failed to put into place legislation that has brought the situation to this
stage today.
There are three main sections of that legislation, which received Royal assent on 3 July
1985. Section 7 was not made operative until I August 1986. That section dealt with

property and moneys owned and controlled by the BLF. The government did not have
the gumption to put that section into place when the Act was passed and received Royal
assent.
That was only the start, because two other sections, sections 4 and 5, were not to come
into operation until 1 January 2000. Fifteen years after the legislation passed through
Parliament the government intended those sections, of an urgent nature when originally
debated in this House, to be acti vated.
The government cannot say today that once and for all it will rid the State of the BLF
because of malpractices by the federation. It is the fault of the Minister for Labour and the
government if malpractices have occurred between 1985 and today. If decent members of
the BLF exist today-there may very well be some because they are not all like Norm
Gallagher-those union members may have lost their funds.
It is the fault of the government because when it had the opportunity of acting, as it said
it intended, it selectively deleted important sections of the legislation. Now, according to
the second-reading notes on the Bill, a member of the BLF who has been to Libya and
back and who has been supportive of the BLF, has provided the Minister for Labour with
information about the federation because this member has bel~ome disillusioned in some
way with the federation.

Therefore, the Minister for Labour has said that October 19:n is the time to act against
the BLF. The time to act was in early 1982, but the government failed to act responsibly.
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It backed away because of deals that were struck. The second responsible time to act was

in 1985, but again the government backed away. Today, in 1987, five years after the start
of what could have been the finish of the BLF, the Minister for Labour and the government
again asks Parliament to urgently pass a Bill. That is nothing short of a disgrace because it
reflects the inability of the government to govern this State carefully and responsibly.
Worst of all, honourable members are asked to debate and push through Parliament a
procedure on which the Governor in Council has already decided. Already an individual
has been appointed as custodian and, according to the second-reading speech of the
Minister for Labour, funds and properties have been seized. Parliament is being asked to
give legal currency to what is already occurring in our society. One should have thought
the government would have been prepared to put Parliament first and to ensure agreement
was reached on proposed legislation before appointments were made and the relevant
Order of the Governor in Council was sought.
I understood that once the debate became public, there would be a fine line along which
members of the BLF would tread before acting of their own volition. What has happened
today again makes a mockery of the ability of the government to relate to or recognise the
importance of Parliament.
With this specific measure, the custodian will not report to Parliament but will report
to the Minister. Parliament and the public will never discover where all the money has
gone, if the allegations made by the Minister are correct. I guarantee that the Minister and
some of his cohorts and friends of the Labor Party have benefited from that misuse of
funds.
It is necessary that the custodian, in whom we have total confidence, be made to report
back to Parliament and give the public of Victoria a detailed account of what has happened
to this large amount of money which, according to the Minister, has been misappropriated
or wilfully disposed of.
It may be necessary while the Bill is between here and another place for us to consider
whether the Builders Labourers Federation should be subjected to a public inquiry, with
the individual who has been appointed as custodian heading that inquiry. He certainly
has the wherewithal to conduct such an inquiry. If the Minister and the government are
to ask the Parliament time and again for more and more extreme powers, the best way to
handle the matter may be through a public inquiry headed by Dr Sharp. However, I
guarantee that a judicial inquiry will not be held because the government and many of its
members will not be prepared to be subjected to scrutiny on this matter.

When considering the Bill, one thing that stands out most glaringly to members on this
side of the House-but obviously not to Labor members-is the retrospectivity contained
within the Bill. The government had an opportunity during its term of office from 1982 to
1985 of dealing with the BLF and Mr Gallagher. However, it was incompetent in that
respect. In 1987 the falling out of friends has been total and the government wants
retrospective legislation back to 1985.
The government, the Premier and the Ministers have shown their double standards.
This was obvious with the Nunawading Province by-election when some of the
government's supporters were recommended for prosecution but the statute oflimitations
expired before proceedings could be instigated. Do we hear anything from the government
about retrospectivity on that issue? Of course not!
The government has no principle unless its self-survival is affected. The government is
prepared to use retrospectivity to find out in total what has occurred but it is not prepared
to make the details of those investigations public. A measure which is retrospective, except
under the most extraordinary circumstances, has to be rejected by Parliament. That is not
to say that this Bill will be rejected in these circumstances because, obviously, the move is
supported on the strength of the word of the Minister. Why we are accepting his word, I
do not know, but we do so because we, too, believe the BLF is a public menace.
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The Order by the Governor in Council gives incredible powers to the custodian. It
allows him to seize assets and to conduct full investigations. It is a most unusual
arrangement in that it actually gives directions to the pohce. Normally, one would have
imagined the police would have taken directions from the government or the Minister.
That is not so in this case; this is a special measure giving special powers to the Victoria
Police Force in this matter.
One must ask why the relationship between the government and the Victoria Police has
fallen apart so badly that a direction by the Governor in Council is necessary.
Is it because the police have no confidence in the government? Is it because the police
are sick and tired of being used as a weapon by the government to achieve the government's
political aims when the police are concerned about law and order and the protection of
citizens and property?
Is it because the police are tired of situations such as the Nunawading Province incidentin which no prosecutions were lodged-or the Continental Airlines Inc. investigation? Is
it because the police have no confidence in the government that the government has had
to direct them by Order of the Governor in Council? This sets an unusual precedent!
The order also deals with the custodian's ability to realise and dispose of assets but
provides no guidelines whatever for the disposal of assets that are realised by the custodian,
DrSharp.
The Opposition has total faith in Dr Sharp but these are not small bickies. There is a
potential, according to the Minister, of $6 million in funds, some of which have been to
Libya and Belgium. Some funds have also been part of the Australian Labor Party's slush
funds-I have no doubt that the ALP has benefited from those funds!
What will result if anything should happen to the custodian? Certainly he will be
delegating responsibility for the conduct of the investigation over the next weeks, months
and years but, if anything should happen to him in terms of his final authority, the
government would obviously rush back to the Governor in Council to appoint someone
else-if it can find someone who could do the work!
What will result if the government cannot find such a person or if there is a delay? There
will then be an awful situation of no custodian and no safeguards for the funds that have
been identified to be held in trust for those members of the Builders Labourers Federation
who may be honourable members of our society.
I am not concerned about Norm Gallagher and others at the head of the organisation
but, if there is only one honest BLF member, Parliament should ensure that his or her
interests are protected. The Bill does not provide protection. In fact, it has been hastily
prepared and I am sure the full ramifications of the Bill have not yet been properly
ascertained.
The proposed legislation also repeals the sunset provision in the Act. Why is the
government repealing the sunset provision? Is it because it believes this will be an ongoing
decade by decade bout with the BLF because of the incompetence of the Labor Party as
far back as 1981 when the then Leader of the ALP grovelled to Norm Gallagher to get two
votes so that the Parliamentary party could roll its then Leader, the current Minister for
Housing.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr KENNETT-It is interesting to hear the Minister interject. He is the Minister who
gave Mr Norm Gallagher a personal reference when he was before the court. He is the
Minister who is answerable to Norm Gallagher and John Halfpenny. He is the Minister
who is associated with that element of the trade union movement.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the Leader of the Opposition to
come back to the Bill.
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Mr KEN NETT-I am sorry, I was provoked.
The Opposition in accepting the proposed legislation in Parliament today is doing so on
the basis of information supplied by the Minister and it is on that basis that it is prepared
to proceed with the debate. It is easy for the Minister and the Premier to strut around the
State saying, "Here we go again; we are attacking the BLF'. The fact that we are discussing
this measure today is because the Premier-who grovelled to Norm Gallagher-the
Minister for Labour and the government have excessively given in to Norm Gallagher.
Now the government faces the situation that it is not operating from a position of
strength but from a position of great weakness. It is a weak and incompetent government
that comes before Parliament to ask for this Parliament's protection. That is what it is.
The government wants the opposition parties and Parliament to protect the government
from its own incompetence and its own weakness.
There has to be a reporting back of this matter to Parliament. This should be in the
form of either a full public inquiry of the whole of the events surrounding the BLF since
1981 or a special provision in the Bill to ensure that the custodian reports back to
Parliament, not to the Minister.
The report should be made to Parliament because the government cannot be trustedit is doing deals now; it is not interested in tabling reports and in giving Parliament
information. The Opposition is aware from previous examples that if it is a matter of
protecting itself or its members the government will shut the door on good government
and will continue the corruption and cover-up with which it has been associated in its
activities during the Nunawading Province by-election and former BLF matters.
The ~overnment stands condemned today for its weakness and for its failure. Today the
grovellIng of the Premier to Norm Gallagher is only starting to come home to roost. I have
no doubt that this will not be the end or the matter but that it will be just the start of the
end.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party supports
the Bill, for obvious reasons. A very embarrassing and serious situation has developed in
Victoria. The National Party regrets that for practical reasons the debate on the Bill has to
proceed forthwith; it would have been a great help to me and to other honourable members
to have been given more time to prepare our contributions to the House.
I appreciate and congratulate the government on appointing Dr lan Sharp as the
custodian. He has the necessary experience and he is a man of integrity who I am sure will
carry out his task honourably.
I make the point, and I hope the government takes note of it, that this House expects to
be kept informed of what Dr Sharp does. There have been other associated matters where
the House has not been kept informed and the government has treated this House with
contempt from time to time. Ministers have had reports and have sat on them.
On this occasion, the matter being dealt with concerns alleged criminal offences and we
expect that the Minister-for whom I have a high regard-will keep the House informed
as to exactly what Dr Sharp learns.
In my opinion this incident will be of greater embarrassment to the government than
any other incident that has occurred over the past five and a half years. Many members of
the government both in this place and in the other place will have reservations about the
measure. I know that the government is not looking forward to introducing the Bill into
the other place because there will be members there who will not want to debate it or for
it to become law today, but that is the government's responsibility and, no doubt, it will
have to get over that as best it can.
It seems ironical to me that, to all intents and purposes, this is a private member's Bill.
It has been introduced for a particular purpose. We have members of an organisation with
assets worth $6 million and, if they should not be paying for it, I do not know who should
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be. The Minister for Labour says that all the money will go back to the members.
Government expenditure in this case should be paid for by the Builders Labourers
Federation.
There have obviously been misdemeanours-to put it mildly-by officers of the
federation which have occasioned immense expense to the government and to the people
of Victoria. Union funds should be used to meet those expenses.
Another fact highlighted by this Bill is that no tax is paid on the income of union
investments. With the $6 million of Builders Labourers Federation funds earning probably
15 per cent or thereabouts, it is not difficult to realise that union assets are increasingsubject to considerable expenses-at the rate of $1 million a year. I find it hard to
understand why union funds are not subject to taxation, when political parties-who
handle their affairs in a businesslike way-must pay tax, the same as any other individual
or company.
The matter that comes to mind now is why the government has not acted over the past
two years. If the government derec0gnised-as it says-the union two years ago, why did
it not appoint Dr Sharp then, and, secondly, as it did not appoint Dr Sharp, why did it not
have a public servant monitor the funds of the Builders Labourers Federation?
The Minister for Labour contacted the banks some twelve months ago and issued
certain warnings or very strong advice to the banks-that it should monitor carefully the
BLF funds which were being moved about. However, twelve months have gone by and
the Builders Labourers Federation has made its own arrangements in that time.
The government has criticised the opposition parties for taking a particular interest in
regulations over recent weeks. The opposition parties are sick of the government not
proclaiming parts of certain legislation. They are tired of the manner in which some
regulations have been proclaimed.
In this instance we find the extraordinary situation that the Minister responsible did not
proclaim two provisions in the 1985 legislation at the relevant time. Then, within a year,
he discovered that if he did not proclaim those provisions the whole legislation would be
null and void. He proclaimed those two provisions and made them applicable in the year
2000! Of all the nonsense I have heard in this place, that would be the greatest. Little did
the Minister realise that his action in making the legislation applicable in the year 2000
would become the subject of debate in this place. I know he is embarrassed. He did it to
get himself out of a hole. Speaker after speaker will say, "That was not one of your most
brilliant moves; you made a great idiot of yourself in proclaiming the legislation to take
effect in the year 2000".
We all make press statements from time to time. In 1981 the Premier, who was then
Leader of the Opposition, made the following press statement about the Builders Labourers
Federation:
The general secretary of the BLF, Norm Gallagher, represented the building industry group of the ACTU
executive. "I fully expect him to accept the obligations of individual unions to the national union movement,"
Mr Cain said.
"By associating itself closely with the Federal government again, the State government was again attempting
to divert attention from its own abysmal industrial policies," Mr Cain said.
Mr Cain said that the ALP had always believed that deregistration of unions was a "pointless and highly
expensive exercise".

If the government has not deregistered the BLF, I do not know what deregistration means.
The ~overnment introduced and had passed a Bill, and while it does not refer to
deregIstration, it refers to derecognition. The government has confiscated all of the union's
funds and yet it has said through its Leader that it is a dreadful thing and pointless to
deregister. It is pointless, but the government has done it. Mr Cain went on in 1981 to say:
Deregistration of any union does nothing but create increased instability in the industrial relations arena. It
can only mean that Victoria's appalling economic record will become even worse.
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But the Premier has done it; he has deregistered the union. The government has not only
deregistered the union, it has also confiscated the union's funds.
The Premier went on to say:
It is also pointless because when a union such as the BLF was deregistered in the 1970s it contmued to operate
as an industrial organisation.

The federation did not continue to operate as an industrial organisation but as a source of
a major slush fund for Norm Gallagher and his friends. They have $6 million which are
the funds of past and present members of the Builders Labourers Federation.
Two points are worth raising at this time. I remind the government that if it had gone
ahead with the Builders Labourers Federation deregistration proceedings instituted by the
Thompson government, we would not be debating this Bill today. Moreover, if this
government had enforced all the provisions of the BLF (De-recognition) Bill in 1985, we
would not be debating this Bill today.
The government has let millions of dollars of members' funds slip through its fingers
because of its lack of resolve on this matter. Why did the government not take positive
action to control the funds of the federation in 1985? There is a very simple reason why it
did not do that-because of the factional divisions within the Labor Party.
The government could go so far, but as a compromise it could not touch the funds. A
balance sheet should have been prepared at that time and the money should have been
invested in approved investments. The government should have monitored the financial
activities of the federation between 1985 and now. Because of pressure from outsiders this
was not done.
It so happens that ALP preselections are proceeding and will be finalised, hopefully,
between now and some time in December. What we are debating today will affect the
preselections of some ALP members who sit in either this place or in the Legislative
Council. It will happen because the left wing of the ALP will not take this action very
kindly. A lot of bitterness will occur in the ALP because of what the government has been
forced to do today. The government did not want to take the action it did, but it had to
because fraud has been committed by Norm Gallagher and some of his associates.

To think that the ~overnment had to wait until a man went on a hunger strike and then
went to Libya and dIscovered that the union officials had been ripping off their members!
He had to go to Libya as he could not find it out here. He had to go to Colonel Gaddafi to
find out that there was union corruption in Victoria! When he discovered it, he went
public and signed a statutory declaration. That man is to be corn mended because he has
put his safety on the line. I commend him for what he has done and for his great courage
in standing up and being counted.
If the government had shown similar courage and resolve in 1985, we would not be
debating this disgraceful state of affairs. The Quicker this legislation is passed in this place
and in another place and receives Royal assent and becomes operative, the better.
What must happen-and I have grave reservations that it will-is that this House must
be kept informed daily on progress. I ask the Minister for Labour, who will speak later in
this debate, to give a clear undertaking that there will be no cover-up, that there will be
clear and honest reporting to this place as to what has happened to the funds of the
Builders Labourers Federation, what success Dr Sharp is having, and what is the legal
opinion as to what should happen to these assets.
That is a very important point. Only a handful of BLF members are left. Will the assets
go to those members, to past members or to some great charity? Hope springs eternal
when I mention charity when talking about the BLF!
This is a serious state of affairs, and for the Minister for Labour to say that this union is
an exception in Victoria is laughable. This union is the worst example that exists; it is the
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prime example. When this union is cleaned up, there are a few other unions that the
Parliament had better examine closely.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-Tuesday, 13 October 1987, will end up being a red-letter day
in the life of the Minister for Labour in this State. I am almost persuaded to call for a
minute's silence for the Minister, because his performance in the presentation of the
proposed legislation in this House today and his performance over a number of years is
an absolute disgrace.
In fact, I offer the Minister my handkerchief to wipe the egg off his face. If he had acted
responsibly and had been supported by his Premier years ago, the problems that now exist
in this place and in Victoria would not be with us. I refer to the fact that the government
failed to take up the initiative of previous Liberal governments at State and Federal level
with respect to the deregistration proceedings, which were well and truly in vogue under
the Thompson government.
As has already been pointed out by other speakers, the Premier has indicated on more
than one occasion that he believed no point would be served in the dere~stration of the
Builders Labourers Federation. When the original Bill was eventually Introduced into
Parliament, the Opposition pointed out that all the clauses needed proclamation. We
made the point time and again, in debate after debate, that all the clauses of the Bill should
be proclaimed immediately; that if the BLF were to be brought to heel in this State for the
benefit of all decent Victorians and, indeed, of the union's own members-among whom
there were and still are many decent people-unless the union was brought to order and
its funds confiscated, there would be no way in which the BLF would, in fact, be dead.
Clause 7 of the original measure contained a power to restrict the use of funds or
property, which is now being amended and added to. I suppose the sorts of questions that
the people of Victoria are entitled to ask are: why was not the existing clause used; why
has the government failed again to take advantage of that legislation; and, why did the
government wait until the eleventh hour, when it was pushed publicly by the Opposition,
to take in hand the sunset provision of the Bill and proclaim three sectIons that had not
been proclaimed?
They were three important sections, as we now find, because the Minister with egg on
his face now wishes to proclaim section 7, with some additions. Why does he want the
additions? Perhaps that is worth considering. The Minister needs those additions because
no action took place; because the government did not confiscate the funds of the BLF, and
it turned its back on decent members of that organisation. There are decent members of
the Builders Labourers Federation just as there are many decent unionists in Victoria.
The Opposition totally supports the action now proposed by the government. Its one
point of disappointment, as I have indicated, is that the government has got it wrong on a
couple of occasions and now, somewhat belatedly, after individuals have been hurt and
the funds apparently have been knocked off or redistributed, as it were, the government
wants to take action. The horse has bolted. One can only be extremely concerned about
the processes that have taken place.
It is not as though the government has not had some warning because, on a number of
occasions, I have raised these matters in Parliament and in the public arena.
Honourable members are aware of the criticisms and the concern expressed by Mr
Justice Ludeke about this union and its continuing activities in respect of the sites at 222
and 333 Exhibition Street. Honourable members are aware that Commissioner Palmer
heard a case that related to a concrete pour. That is a further example of the problems that
existed. At that time, responsible people in the community, including the State Opposition,
were calling again for the derecognition provisions that were proclaimed at that stage to
be implemented by the government.
We now know why the government did not act at that time; it was presumably checking
into the misappropriation of the funds of ordinary, decent unionists. That is what occurred.
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Other people's money that was contributed to a cause that they believed to be worth while
were accessed, apparently by Mr Norman Gallagher.
I join with the Leader of the National Party in paying specific tribute to the gentleman
who went on his hunger strike and who has now produced the statutory declaration. I
wonder how many other people have directed these sorts of matters to the attention of the
government. Is the government acting on one statutory declaration or more? That
gentleman has put at risk his personal safety and that of his family, if we are to believe the
sorts of activities that have received a lot of pUblicity over a long period relating to the
Builders Labourers Federation.
Another point that needs to be made and restated again relates to the government's
double standards. The double standards are getting stuck right into the Builders Labourers
Federation. The Opposition does not pull away from that: that is an appropriate measure.
However, the way the government has backed off from the friends of the family in
Nunawading and the way it has allowed Mr Peter Marsh to get away with making certain
comments about the WorkCare legislation are of concern.
The Opposition wants to know whether this amendment is the last we will see of the
legislation. Will there need to be yet another amendment? We have found, when the
government introduces Bills with indecent haste-as is the case again today, where the
Opposition has been given very little opportunity of reviewing it-that it is often wrong. I
look no further than the WorkCare legislation to illustrate my point. That Act was brought
back into Parliament once to fix up section 129; further amendments were proposed to
amend that section again, which represented a third go at that section; and when the
Minister brought the measure into the House, it was corrected yet again-that was the
fourth go.
How many goes does the government have to have at legislation to get it right? Should
there not be an opportunity for Parliament to consider measures with greater certainty
and propriety? If that occurred, we would not be facing the sort of nonsense we are
tolerating at present.
The Minister for Labour and the Premier travelled throughout the State and indicated
that the government would bring "Norm and the boys" to heel; that it would seize the
union's funds and would not allow anybody to waste assets or allow anything whatsoever
to get away. However, it is now discovered that, not $20000 or $30000, but potentially
millions of dollars have been spirited away, presumably by Mr Norman Gallagher.
I have no idea whether other members of the union have been involved in the same sort
of activity. The allegations that have been made in Parliament today clearly direct attention
to Norman Gallagher, but one just wonders what else is involved In this affair.
Honourable members should not forget that approximately one year ago the government
introduced the Industrial Relations (Amendment) Bill to amend the Industrial Relations
Act. Clause III of that Bill dealt specifically with the rights, obligations, duties and
responsibilities of trade union officials when acting for and on behalf of their membership.
On that occasion honourable members referred to that provision as the BLF clause
because it attempted to legitimise all of the activities of Norm Gallagher and the Builders
Labourers Federation that the BLF (De-recognition) Act was supposed to stamp out.
Honourable members have since discovered that it did not stamp out a thing.
The Builders Labourers Federation is perfectly capable of carrying out its guerilla
campaign, as demonstrated at 333 and 222 Exhibition Street. The federation has been
involved in misappropriating funds and criminal activities, while the Minister for Labour
has been sitting quietly, with egg mounting on his face as days go by.
The Opposition is concerned about the way in which these illegal activities have taken
place. It has come to my attention that the Department of Labour has been undertaking
some adventuresome and interesting activities relating to the forthcoming election to be
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conducted by the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia. One wonders how
much of that is designed to collect back tax and to make certain people look good in the
forthcoming election.
I am also aware of activities in this area by some officers of the Department of Labour.
It is interesting that Mr Ian Lee, a former organiser of the Federated Engine Drivers and
Firemen's Association of Australasia cum Department of Labour building crane inspector,
was recently promoted to the position of industrial liaison officer. I recognise that the
Minister is embarrassed about the salary received by this gentleman which is well in excess
of that paid to other building crane inspectors.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Has this anything to do with the Bill?

Mr GUDE-Yes, Mr Deputy Speaker, it has a lot to do with the Bill and the activities
of the Builders Labourers Federation. Three people, Mr Ian Lee, Mr Ray Winstanley and
Mr Leigh Harry, who have been actively engaged in this area, have attempted to ensure
that there is goodwill within the ranks of the Building Workers Industrial Union. I hope
their activities have been worthwhile and in the interests of all Victorians. I hope the
Minister will be able to explain how he spent $150000 of taxpayers' money in salaries and
emoluments to people to become involved in this area.
I ask the question, which I encourage the Minister to answer when he responds: were
these the people who drew some of these matters to the attention of the Minister? How
did the Minister come across this information? Was the only advice he had the statutory
declaration that he earlier made available to the House? What issues led to the Minister
coming to the conclusion that he has?
I again make the point that the Opposition supports the action taken by the government.
It supports the government in dealing with the Builders Labourers Federation once and
for all. However, the Opposition is disappointed that honourable members have to return
repeatedly to this House and deal with this issue. It is like Peyton Place: it is a neverending serial. When will the Minister finally see the end of this exercise?
I turn now to the Executive Council order of this morning to examine some of the
actions that can be taken by the custodian. I join with other honourable members in
offering my support to Dr Ian Sharp. I have known Dr Sharp for some time through his
involvement in the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission and the industrial
field. I hold him in high regard, and I have no doubt that a wise choice has been made. Dr
Sharp is certain to act in the correct manner.
The Opposition is concerned that the government has been involved in many coverups. That must end. The information that will be provided to Dr Sharp's review must be
made public.
The Leader of the Opposition stated earlier that the Opposition will be considering its
position while the Bill is between here and the other place. It will decide whether to accept
a further statement that the Minister should make in more definitive terms. The Minister
should guarantee that the information emanating from Dr Sharp's inquiry will be made
public.
If the Opposition is to rely on that, it will want an absolute assurance by the Minister
that a progressive report to Parliament will be made. It will want an assurance that all of
the information emanating from the Builders Labourers Federation inquiry will be made
public. It will want an assurance, for and on behalf of members of the federation, that
information will be made available so that they know precisely what has happened to their
money.
I note that the Bill provides the custodian with absolute discretion. I am not certain
what that means. Clause 4 of the Order in Council states:
The Custodian may payor direct any person to pay from the funds or property of BLF such sum as appear to
him in his absolute discretion to be desirable to be made for the carrying out of the ordinary and proper affairs of
BLF and for the benefit of its members.
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The Opposition has no difficulty with that if it means the custodian will ensure that the
organisation is run in a proper and responsible fashion. Paragraph 6 of the Order in
Council empowers the custodian to require persons to:
(c) attend before the Custodian or his delegate and answer (on oath ifso required) any question concerning or
relating to or connected with the funds or property of BLF.

Again I do not have any difficulty with that, but I would be more comfortable if the inquiry
were conducted in open court so that all Victorians could hear what was being said and
done. I am concerned that only part of the story might be told.
I can well understand the embarrassment of the Minister and the government. I would
be embarrassed if I were a member of this government. Victorians cannot trust this
administration to bring out all the facts and to make them available to the public. The
only way that will occur is if a free, frank, open and public inquiry is held.
I am reminded of what occurred concerning the Hinders Street railway redevelopment
and the way that was covered up by the government. The Nunawading Province how-tovote card scam was another cover-up. One is tempted to ask: how many cover-ups have
occurred under the Cain government?
The Opposition is concerned that the Bill does not give Victorians that sort of assurance.
We are all entitled to that because never in the history of this country has a trade union
acted more irresponsibly; never before has a trade union official come under such public
criticism.
One must question why Mr Norm Gallagher and Mr John Cummins have been able to
slip through the fingers of the law. Is it partly because of the revolving door procedures in
Victorian courts; is that why they have been able to slip in and out of various courts?
These men have broken the law time after time. One wonders how many times Norm
Gallagher and his friends have misappropriated the funds of other people.
The second-reading speech of the Minister reads like a horror novel. It is almost too
diabolical to believe, but it is there in black and white.
One of the other worries about the Order in Council concerns paragraph 9. Once again,
I seek an assurance from the Minister in this respect. Paragraph 9 states:
SUbject to any further Order in Council and so long as this Order or any extension thereof is in force the
Custodian shall remain in possession, custody and control of the property and funds of the BLF for the purposes
of carrying out the ordinary and proper affairs of the BLF pursuant to Clauses 3 and 4 ofthis order.

Paragraph 7 states:
The Custodian shall forthwith take possession, custody and control ofthe funds and property ofBLF.

It has the power to disburse those funds. If the disbursement of the funds is carried out in
a way that means handing the funds back to the members of the BLF alone, the Opposition
has no quarrel with it.
However, ifit means that the funds can be allocated for other reasons, for example, to
the Building Unions Superannuation Trust Pty Ltd or the Construction Industry Long
Service Leave Board, the Opposition would be concerned. I shall not go over the
performance of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board again. I have dealt
with that organisation before. It is one of the most incompetent quasi autonomous nongovernment organisations or quangoes in the State. If those funds are to be placed anywhere
other than for the use and purpose of members of the BLF, the Opposition will be very
concerned. The Opposition seeks an assurance from the Minister that there is no intention
that those funds will go anywhere other than to the BLF.
I have already made the point about the need to report to Parliament. I make the
observation that one of the reasons this situation has arisen is that the registration
provisions that apply in Victoria to unions and employer organisations alike are clearly
not sufficient. If they were, we would not be faced with this situation.
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I am concerned to note that the Trade Unions Act 1958 provides, for example, for
registration of interests from unions. This applies to employer organisations as well.
Certain prescriptions are contained in the legislation. The reality is that most organisations
have not sought that registration. It is a voluntary arrangement.
The Industrial Relations Act also makes reference to the provision of recognition. That
is why the Bill before the House makes an amendment to the BLF (De-recognition) Act
and not the deregistration Act. That is fair enough.
The provisions in the current Act need strengthening. I implore the Minister to have his
senior staff review the Act and strengthen the role and responsibility of the industrial
registrar. There should be proper accountability in respect of the function of trade unions
and employer organisations in this State.
I can think of a past case of funds of an employer organisation being misappropriated.
It is not a matter that necessarily occurs only with trade unions. One must make such
safeguards when one realises that people have a capacity to misappropriate funds as, for
example, in the case of the activities of Mr Gallagher with the BLF which, as the Leader
of the National Party pointed out, were made public by the government.
Some time ago the government referred to a sum of$I·5 million and warned the banks
about the matter. While all that has been going on, the government has done nothing to
strengthen the Act. The government has done nothing to ensure that unions have proper
accountability. One has to ask the question: if this happened with the BLF, what happens
with the Australian Railways Union, the painters' and dockers' union and other unions
that have control of funds? When was the last time anyone from the Department of Labour
visited those unions? Why does the industrial registrar not have the power to call for
proper audited accounts to ensure that the functions of the unions are carried out decently
and responsibly?
There is a need for the registrar to ensure that the constitution and rules, including
amendments thereto, of industrial organisations conform with and be accepted according
to democratic principles, including complete and ultimate control by their members.
Because of the need to introduce the Bill, there is ample evidence that either the rules of
the federation and the provisions within the State Industrial Relations Act have not been
met or there has been sloppy administration on the part of the Minister and his department.
They are renowned for their sloppy performances. To see examples of this one has to look
no further than the situation with cranes, lifts and hoists, and the way in which certificates
of competency have been ripped out of the department and people have made profits.
One does not have to look further than the irresponsibility of the Minister who allows
unsafe building activities to take place in the central business district. Is that the same
sloppiness that allowed the BLF to get away with this?
The Opposition supports the thrust of the proposed legislation, and regrets that it has
taken five years to get around to what could have been achieved in 1982. In many ways
the Opposition resents the fact that the time of Parliament has to be taken up with such a
Bill when there are other important Bills on the Notice Paper. The introduction of the Bill
should not have been necessary; however, it was necessary because of the mistakes and
carelessness of the past. The Opposition wishes the Bill a speedy passage. It encourages
the Minister to regularly and consistently make public the details that result from the Bill.
The Opposition makes a commitment to ensure that, so far as it is able, members of the
BLF-and, for that matter, the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia-are fully
aware and up to date with what takes place; that is, provided the Opposition is given
access to that information.
The Opposition asks that, while the Bill is between here and another place, the
government, as the Opposition will be doing, considers the prospect of a full, open and
public inquiry.
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Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The Bill is the culmination of a series of mismanagements
and cover-ups. Obviously the matter is sensitive for members of the government. One has
only to glance around the corridors of Parliament today to see the various factions of the
government party lobbying for and against the measure. Honourable members have
witnessed a walkout from the Chamber by some radical left-wing members of the
government party.
There must be some heated meetings going on at present because only five members of
the sovernment party are in the Chamber. That is disappointing because the House is
dealIng with an issue crucial to the people of Victoria, especially since it introduces an
employee group that represents their interests on working conditions and wages.
It is disappointing to see members of an organisation that in the past has represented
many thousands of employees reach the stage where they behaved little better than common
criminals. The Minister advised the House today that it is possible that $6 million has
been misappropriated. That, in itself, is a serious matter. It is important that Parliament
act swiftly to ensure that it does not happen. Parliament must ensure that it does not
happen again with this or any other group of unionists in the State.

Why has the government acted so quickly? The problems with the Builders Labourers
Federation have been going on for several years, well before the passage of the BLF
(De-recognition) Act in 1985. Many suggestions were made-later proved substantially
correct-that there was misappropriation offunds occurring within that union and doubts
about the way leading office bearers were handling those funds. It was partly for those
reasons that the government took action to derecognise the union. However, since then
the government has procrastinated and pussy-footed about.
The 1985 Act provided the government with certain powers. I direct the attention of the
House in particular to sections 4 and 5 of the principal Act. The Minister for Labour
ensured that those sections did not come into effect until 1 January 2000. Why should
these sections be deferred for fifteen years? It makes a farce of Parliament.
What is the urgency in dealing with this proposed legislation. The Minister for Labour
has said that there is a possibility that some or all of $6 million could be transferred to
overseas accounts or elsewhere. Is the government genuinely concerned that the funds
may be used by the remnants of the Builders Labourers Federation to take over the
Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia in elections being conducted at the
moment? I am sure that members of the right wing and centre unity groups within the
Victorian Trades Hall Council are putting pressure on the Minister for Labour, who is
from the centre unity faction, to ensure that the funds that the BLF have at its disposal
will not be used for the purpose of pining a foothold within the Building Workers
Industrial Union of Australia. That has Implications within the government, the Australian
Labor Party administration and the functionaries of the party.
If the current office holders of the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia
maintain control of the union they will deliver their delegates at the Australian Labor
Party conference and at preselection meetings to the faction to which the Minister belongs.
If the Minister allowed those funds to assist the socialist left faction, headed by Norm
Gallagher, to gain control of the union, the government would be in exactly the same
position as occurred seven years ago. The Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia
would be controlled by the former leaders of the Builders Labourers Federation, dominated
by the left wing of the Labor Party. That is why members of the left wing of the Labor
Party are so hostile to the Minister.
Honourable members would be interested to know about the exchange at lunchtime
between the Honourable George Crawford in another place and the Minister for Labour.
I am sure the honourable member was not saying, "Congratulations Steve, I will give you
my full support". The honourable member's blood pressure was up. The Honourable
George Crawford in another place and other members of the socialist left, such as the
honourable member for Springvale, are concerned because they hoped those $6 million
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would be helping their left-wing colleagues gain control of the Building Workers Industrial
Union of Australia.
The Minister, through the Bill, proposes to seize the money. The custodian will be Dr
lan Sharp. If the money eventually goes to someone it will be after the elections for office
bearers of the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia.
Honourable members, by inteIjection, have reminded me about the honourable member
for Broadmeadows. The honourable member may need some funds to beat off a challenge
by the Attorney-General, who is trying to put a knife into the honourable member's back.
Honourable members know how desperate members of the socialist left faction are to get
their hands on some of that $6 million to prevent colleagues being stabbed in the back.
Springtime for the Australian Labor Party is all about stabbing your mate in the back;just
as the Premier did to the Minister for Housing when the Minister was the Leader of the
Opposition. The Minister for Housing was stabbed in the back before the elections. That
is the way the Labor Party enjoys springtime, and it is well and truly springtime now.
The Minister for Labour, who has dragged himself from the gutters of Arbroath into
Parliament, knows all about gutter fighting. The Minister knows how to put the boot in.
He has been part of that scene more than any other Labor Party member of Parliament.
He knows about the manoeuvres for preselection for seats in Parliament.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Benalla
has been taking a long time to debate the clauses in the Bill. The honourable member has
the House in such disorder that honourable members cannot hear what he is saying.
Mr McNAMARA-Honourable members are concerned where these funds will end
up. Are they going to end up in the pocket of Joe Sibberas to assist his campaign against
the Minister for Transport? Obviously the Minister for Labour is concerned where the
money will go.
The Minister has said that the custodian, Dr lan Sharp, has impeccable
recommendations. I note that Dr Sharp was an appointee of the Whitlam government
from 1972 to 1975, when he served as secretary of the Federal Department of Labour and
Immigration. I suppose that is a recommendation according to the Minister, but the House
wants to ensure that when Dr Sharp takes on this role, with extremely wide powers, he
will provide Parliament with reports on a regular basis, perhaps even on a weekly basis. It
would be even better if the hearings conducted by Or Sharp were public so that people
who gave evidence could be reported widely in the daily newspapers. It is important that
the public are aware of what is happening in this murky slimy gutter into which some
sections of the trade union movement have slid.
The National Party is concerned because the money belongs to the employees of Victoria
who have entrusted funds in good faith to people who are supposed to look after their
interests. It is horrific for people who are entrusted with these funds to use this money for
their own purposes. That is why it is so important to investigate these matters. The
principle has been established that inquiries can investigate the handling of union funds
and union administration. It may be possible to establish a Parliamentary committee to
investigate all trade unions.
Honourable members know the difficulties that have surfaced with the Builders Labourers
Federation which is trying to take over the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia.
That could be the first investigation for the committee. Honourable members know the
history of the Federated Ship Painters and Dockers' Union of Australia. Numerous
investigations could be conducted. Why should unions be exempt from examination?
Public companies are not exempt. The Corporate Affairs Victona office has stringent
regulations about the reporting procedure of public corporations. Corporations have to
make annual financial statements, detail the directors of the companies and indicate where
funds have gone.
It is important that we carry that principle further. I thank the Minister for Labour who
has estabhshed and enshrined that principle. It will be an important principle in the future.
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Any conservative government will take up this principle to ensure that we have regular
financial and administrative reporting procedures for trade unions in the State.
The Leader of the National Party commented that he was astounded that unions did
not pay tax. I am certainly astounded. That is an area that must be investigated. From
what other government and semi-government authority charges are unions exempt? That
should be brought out into the open. A number of transactions are mentioned in the BLF
(De-recognition) Act. Do the normal stamp duties and other charges apply? If not, why
not?
The time Parliament is spending on this debate is costly. The drafting of the Bill and
the employment of Dr lan Sharp as the custodian is a costly procedure, also. It would be
appropriate that the amount for these costs should be deducted from those moneys under
the control of the custodian. All reasonable people in the State would accept that.
The National Party is concerned that the BLF situation be quickly remedied.
I commend the personal courage of Mr Luis Garcia who brought a number of matters
to our attention and I hope the Minister will ensure that Mr Garcia has the best protection
the police can offer.
Mr Garcia is not the No. 1 pin-up boy of the BLF at the moment. There would be other
things the BLF would like to do to him, and we should ensure that a man who has put
himself at personal risk will receive the full protection of the State.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The Opposition supports the Bill. In saying that, I make
two points: firstly, we support the Bill on the ground that the BLF has placed itself beyond
the pale of industrial legislation, of the criminal law and, indeed, even civilised behaviour,
not only in this State but also throughout Australia.
Secondly, Bills of this kind present a diligent Opposition with a certain tension in seeing
that justice is done in terms of not only the BLF and its rogue officials being brought to
account and made accountable to the Parliament and the people of Victoria, but also
being made accountable to their honest hardworking members, such as they are. The BLF
should be brought to account in those ways and Parliament should behave in accordance
with the best traditions of the Westminster system of government.
The Bill contains a number of extraordinary provisions. I shall come back to those a
little later because they are the most recent in a long series of extraordinary measures that
have been brought before Parliament by the simple incompetence of the government, the
Minister for Labour and the Minister Assisting the Minister for Labour.
Like other honourable members of the House, I cannot trust the government on its past
track record. As a matter of fundamental accountability through Parliament to the people
of Victoria, I seek from the Minister an assurance that he will regularly report to Parliament
on the conduct of the inquiries and the actions taken by Dr Sharp; that he will report the
findings of any investigations that Dr Sharp conducts; report Dr Sharp's actions and
results; report the amounts and the location and value of BLF property that is recovered
or that it is known to have and not recovered, report to Parliament about dealings with
BLF funds and property by Mr Gallagher and his henchmen, whether those actions are
legal or illegal, and report on all action taken by the custodian and the results of those
actions.
If Parliament does not have those reports, it would simply not perform its constitutional
function of oversighting the actions of the government and providing accountability to
the people of Victoria.
Thirdly, the Minister has made serious allegations against named individuals. He has
made allegations of what appear to be criminal actions by at least Norm Gallagher. If Mr
Gallagher has committed criminal acts, has misappropriated funds, embezzled moneys
'and applied them for his own purposes illegally, why has he not been charged? Why are
further legal provisions necessary and why has the matter not been brought to the notice
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of the Director of Public Prosecutions for investigation and the laying of charges? Why
does Mr Gallagher walk the streets today richer than he was before the union was
deregistered? It is because the government has not put in train actions to make him
accountable for the criminal acts the Minister has alleged against him today.
I do not for one moment doubt the Minister's words that, yet again, Mr Gallagher has
been guilty of criminal acts. My twenty years' experience, mostly in the building industry,
has led me to readily accept that the Minister is stating the truth when he indicates that
Mr Gallagher has performed dishonest and criminal acts.
I have seen criminal acts performed on building sites by BLF officials intimidating not
only the poor unfortunates who are responsible for having the building erected and who
represent the companies who employ builders labourers, but also other workers who are
not members of the BLF. They have been physically intimidated in my presence. I am
sure the Minister would not deny that the intimidation of these members by the BLF goes
on.
I have been present when officials of the BLF have physically intimidated BLF members
into taking action that, in my view, they would not otherwise have taken. In some cases
there was evidence in the deregistration proceedings before the Federal Court of similar
action of coercing members of the BLF into breaking the law and inflicting criminal
damage on employers and other people by damaging property. In some cases employees
were required to participate in those actions against their own will.
Why are we in this position today? This is not a union that has just emerged as a rogue
elephant on the Australian industrial and commercial scene; It is a union that was
deregistered in 1974 for similar actions to those that are now alleged against it. This is a
union that, when the government was elected in 1982, had a substantial body of evidence
against it that was proven and on record, accepted and beyond challenge in proceedings
then under way in the Federal Court.
Under the previous Liberal government, the State of Victoria had been a party to those
proceedings and took an active, enthusiastic and effective part in producing and proving
evidence that would inevitably lead to the deregistration of the BLF across Australia. This
was done under provisions which apply to all unions registered in Australia and which
were capable of dealing with all of the issues that might arise upon deregistration, including
control and the disposition of the union's funds.
That was in train when the government came to office, and, as the Leader of the
Opposition said, as a result of a shabby political deal to protect the image of the Labor
Party, then in opposition, a deal was done involving, on the government's part, the
withdrawal from those proceedings.
The quid pro quo was to prevent any damage to the image of the ALP. The idea was
that the union would lay off the Victorian government in the Latrobe Valley and elsewhere
in Victoria so that there would not be raised before the people of Victoria the spectre of a
Labor Party united with a union movement that set about undermining the economic and
political interests of Victoria and even the basic freedoms of Victorians, and that deal was
carried through.
When the present government came to office, one of its first actions was to withdraw
from these proceedings. That withdrawal was followed by a withdrawal by the Federal
government and by other Labor governments upon their election, in elections thereafter.
This ultimately and inevitably led to the result that the proceedings were discontinued.
The employers lacked confidence that the political will would be there to carry through
effective action against the BLF even if its deregistration were secured by order of the
Federal Court.
This led, inevitably, to the continuation of the actions of the BLF. Having regained its
registration fraudulently by undertakings that it did not honour, and, in my view, had no
intention of honouring at any stage, the union set about carrying out a series of guerilla
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acts, criminal activities, outright sabotage, intimidation and other actions the like of which
few other unions in Australian history have engaged in.
As I said earlier, the union is worse by degree than most other unions, but it was worse
by a long way than any other union that I had to deal with. Inevitably the union continued
on that course, and in 1985 extraordinary measures were taken. Not proceedings under
the rule of law ~ the Conciliation and Arbitration Act, setting out the normal procedures
for deregistration of the union. In both the Federal and Victorian Parliaments special
legislation was introduced, made necessary only by the prior incompetence and dishonesty
of the Cain Labor government and other Labor governments, in backing down in an effort
that was already in train to call the BLF to account when the Cain government came to
office.
As has happened today, a Bill was introduced under extraordinary circumstances with
no proper notice having been given and with no reasonable opportunity provided for
anybody to consult with anyone outside about what the unintended consequences mi~t
be. There was no reasonable opportunity for Parliament to debate the Bill, and no effectIve
opportunity for amendments to be effectively produced to make it more efficacious. The
Bill was wheeled into place and rushed through Parliament in a matter of hours. It was
necessitated by an inadequate and incompetent action brought about by the previous
incompetence of the government, but the story does not end there.
The government then discovered that its haste had manifested itself in further
incompetence-that provisions had been put into the Bill that, when it was enacted, would
have caused it to fall to the ground. In July 1986 it would have been of no further effect
had the government not proclaimed sections 4, 5 and 7.
The government proclaimed section 7 and has used it and amended it today, but it did
not effectively proclaim sections 4 and 5. What it did was to overcome the sunset provision
by not technically proclaiming those provisions but purporting to proclaim them so that
they would actually come into legal effect only in the year 2000.
As the Leader of the National Party said, nothing could better illustrate the incompetence
of the government. There was laughter ringing around this place, around the building
industry and in legal circles and right through the Victorian community about the
incompetence of a Minister and a government which had to proclaim two sections to
operate from the year 2000 to avoid having its own legislation, by another section of the
Act, automatically brought to an end.
Therefore, an unprecedented and extraordinary move was adopted to deal with the
second stage of the incompetence of the government. Then followed the third signal of the
government being driven to unprecedented and quite extraordinary action to patch up its
earlier incompetent actions.
It is an extraordinary Bill, first, because of the course ofitsrassage through Parliament.
Yet again honourable members have seen the suspension 0 the ordinary procedures of
the House and a Bill brought in by the government with the intention of it being passed
with minimal debate, with no rea! opportunity of scrutiny by Parliament and with no real
opportunity of analysis of its effect.
It is to be rushed through Parliament in a matter of hours. Not even all of the substantive
provisions of the proposed legislation are contained in the Bill. Indeed, the major
substantive provisions are in an Order in Council which, we are advised by the Minister,
was made earlier today. The Order in Council appoints a custodian and vests possession,
custody and control of certain property in that custodian. Presumably the custodian has
been given a copy of this order and he has purported to act under it before the legislation
authorising it has passed through Parliament, and that is an extraordinary course of action.

If, for some reason, the legislation does not pass or is subsequently found to be invalid,
it may be that the custodian has acted illegally today. If it is in conflict with Federal law
and is, therefore, invalid and void ab initio it may be that Dr Sharp unwittingly has been
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out there breaking the law today. He may have stolen property belonging to the Builders
Labourers Federation-property belonging to an innocent third party-and I will come
back to that matter later.
The incompetence of the government is such that this substantive provision has been
included not in the Bill but in an Order in Council, and in order to cover that up the
government has had to include in the Bill a provision which reads:
... is hereby declared to be and to always have been as valid as if enacted herein.

So it purports, in effect, to incorporate an order into the Bill by reference. The interesting
thing about that is that the order has not been made generally available to Parliament. It
has not been made generally available to individual members, which means that Parliament
and, no doubt, virtually the whole of the government's backbench are being asked to vote
on the Bill that incorporates by reference, in effect, substantive provisions that they have
not seen, and honourable members are not aware of the effect of them.
I should like to go through some of them because they are quite extraordinary. Paragraph
1 simply vests possession, control and custody in the custodian, whom we now know to
be Dr Sharp. Paragraph 2 is not confined to the BLF, its officials or its members; it applies
to any person and it prohibits any person from dealing with property of the BLF. In effect,
it freezes the funds and property of the BLF. The extraordinary provision in the last
sentence is that if anybody does deal with the custodian and makes a payment, or disposes
of or creates an encumbrance or charge, at the unfettered discretion of the custodian that
charge or encumbrance may be void.
That means that if a finance company unwittingly lends money to the BLF in return for
obtaining a charge for real estate or for some other property of the BLF, it may be in a
position of having lent money, delivered and placed it in the custody of the BLF, after
which it, therefore, falls into the hands of the custodian. The money would then be treated
as property of the BLF, but the encumbrance may be void, so the security of the finance
company or bank may be void as against the custodian, and presumably, from the way
the provision reads, as against the rest of the world, including the BLF.
The bank or finance company may be unable to secure the enforcement of its charge or
encumbrance a~ainst the BLF or custodian. The rights of an innocent third party acting in
good faith and In the ordinary course of business may be trammelled by the provision.
Paragraph 3 gives an absolute discretion to the custodian in recognising the interests of
any third party; that may affect the interests of a completely bona fide and innocent third
party.
Paragraph 4 appoints the custodian to act as an administrator and to conduct the
ordinary affairs of the BLF. It is contemplated that the BLF will continue as an industrial
organisation, albeit not registered, with Dr Sharp carrying on its activities by paying
officials, costs and accounts and paying for its vehicles and everything necessary for it to
continue to act as a union. The industrial objectives of the government will not be
achieved, but the union's operations will be facilitated by Dr Sharp.
Paragraph 5 requires all persons in possession of funds or property to advise the
custodian, and to deliver them to the custodian. How are they to know of that obligation?
Will the Minister publish notices? Will he somehow communicate to the world that
everyone is under a duty by force of the Order of the Governor in Council, as authorised
by the Victorian Parliament, to make disclosures to the c'lstodian? There is no qualification
on that duty once it is authorised as having been advist:d or required. It is simply a bald
obli~ation to make known that property is held. It may be that completely innocent third
partIes will be put at risk, and will have committed the offence, the penalty for which is up
to $10 000 in fines; they will have committed an offenc ';, for which draconian penalties
apply, entirely unaware of their obligations.
What if those people have rights over the property, by contract or some other
arrangement, such as a mortgage or security? They might be entitled to retain that property
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and the BLF might not be entitled to it. There is no exemption to protect the interests of
people in that position. They are obliged to deliver what, in effect, may be their property,
or the security for their property, into the hands of the custodian, in abrogation of any
rights possessed by force oflaw, contract or whatever.
A bailee is under an obligation to a third party to deal with property that the custodian
claims may be in breach of those duties by complying with this order, which affords him
no protection. The Opposition is not complaining about the action against the BLF. It is
simply pointing out that there are innocent bystanders who, to the tune of$6 million, may
have their interests adversely affected by the precipitate and ill-considered action of the
Minister.
Paragraph 6 of the Order in Council ~ives wide powers of investigation; it is not limited
to BLF members or officials. Every Vlctorian is liable to be called before the custodian
and required to give answers to determine whether he or she might thus be incriminated
in criminal conduct. Their rights are being interfered with, and penalties of up to $10 000
are being held over their heads, to ensure compliance.
The Minister was kind enough to provide two colleagues and myself with a copy of the
order; however, it appears that, ifit were signed by members of the Executive Council and
the Governor in this form, it would contain an error as paragraph 6 (c)-the operative
provision-appears after, not before, the final operative provision. Subparagraphs (a) and
(b) appear before the final operative provision, whereas subparagraph (c) dangles on its
own, with its effect uncertain, at the top of page 3. I invite the Minister to explain why that
is not an error and what is the effect of subparagraph (c), sitting as it does in this instrument.
Paragraph 7 obliges the custodian to exercise the power given under paragraph 1 and
actually to take possession, custody and control of funds and property of the BLF. Given
that other paragraphs are not limited to the property and funds of the BLF, some difficult
questions oflaw are involved in the interaction between paragraph 7 and other provisions
of this order.
Paragraph 8 gives the most extraordinary powers to the custodian not only to enter
premises owned by the BLF but also to enter and take possession, custody and control of
all premises which are, or appear to be, in the possession of or occupied by the BLF by
itself or by any of its officers, servants or agents. If the BLF is renting an office building
from the State of Victoria or from a property developer or company, the custodian is not
only required to enter and seize the books and property belonging to the BLF but actually
to take possession of premises, perhaps to seize the building belonging to some innocent
third party and to seize and limit all documents and records not only owned by the BLF
but also relating to property of the BLF. Those documents may belong to an innocent
third party but they are to be expropriated by the custodian under this order.
Paragraph 9 contemplates a further Order in Council, giving further draconian powers
to the custodian. The Minister expressly contemplated such an order in his second-reading
speech.
Paragraph 10 gives directions to the Chief Commissioner of Police to provide police
and provides those police with the power to take possession and to do all things necessary
to put the custodian in possession of property. These are interesting provisions because
they contemplate the custodian and the police taking action that would not otherwise be
lawful. The provisions would be unnecessary if the police already had the power to enter
premises and to do the things that the provision contemplates.
The paragraph gives new, sweeping powers to the Chief Commissioner of Police and to
members of the Police Force to do things that would otherwise be illegal. Those actions
could involve breaking and entering the premises of completely innocent third parties,
whose only sin is to have let premises to the BLF under a normal commercial arrangement,
or to have maintained some record-keeping function for the BLF under a normal
commercial arrangement. It may be that the record keeping or the services performed for
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the BLF are a minute proportion of the business of that entity, yet the police now have the
right under the order to smash down the doors and forcibly take whatever property the
custodian regards as covered by this order.
A penalty of $10 000 applies against any person-not just BLF officials-hindering or
obstructing the custodian or any of the police in the exercise of the wide and indiscriminate
powers under the order.
Paragraph 12 involves reporting; there are extremely wide discretions entrusted to the
custodian, and inadequate reporting functions.
A review of this order establishes that it is without precedent. The Opposition hazards
a guess that it would be without precedent in the Western World. I suggest that the
Minister and the government have not thought through the impact of these provisions
and the potential impact of them on innocent third parties. This position is brought about
because of the incompetence of the government in the past. The Bill demonstrates that the
incompetence is being continued today.
Lord knows what Dr Sharp has done this morning and what his legal rights were in
doing that! Lord knows what damage he has done to the property and business of innocent
third parties who are in no way connected with the BLF except for some normal,
commercial dealings! It is a shameful piece of proposed legislation because it ought to be
unnecessary to introduce it.
The BLF ought not to have been given the opportunity of taking the actions about
which the Minister proclaims. The trammelling of the rights of other people would not be
necessary if the government had continued the action that was in train in 1981 or behaved
competently at any point since then.
The second last point is that the Bill is of doubtful validity. The whole process of
registration of the BLF, its deregistration and its status after deregistration is the subject
of special legislation passed by Federal Parliament dealing with the deregistration of the
BLF.
The Victorian government does not conduct an industrial registration scheme; it relies
upon the Federal registration scheme. To be fair, I indicate that the Minister for Labour
has received legal advice to the contrary; but it may well be that, on fuller investigation,
the Bill is ultra vires of the Victorian Parliament in that it deals with subject matter
covered by Federal legislation. If so, it may be that Dr Sharp has been led into illegal
actions.
I shall now point to some of the problems involved in the course upon which the
Minister has embarked. Some interstate branches of the BLF are registered under State
legislation and are separate corporate bodies. They may be vested with some of the
property located in Victoria and that property may not belong to Norm Gallagher, the
former Federally registered BLF or anybody in Victoria. It may be that that property has
been expropriated by virtue of actions taken today under the Order in Council.
We may safely assume with builders labourers camped on the steps of Parliament House
that the federation now has in train steps to move as much of its property and funds as it
can out of the jurisdiction of Victoria and into other States where the Bill does not and
cannot run. The precipitate action of the Minister may very well have alerted the union
and prevented more effective action being taken in other States and in the Federal
jurisdiction.
This is a sorry and disgraceful exercise in the inept dealings with a rogue union, which
should long since have ceased to have any practical or legal significance in this country. It
is unfortunate that, the government having failed before to take effective action, the
Opposition is left with no option other than to reluctantly support these measures as yet
another step in the sorry train of this government's inability to deal with the BLF.
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Mr HANN (Rodney)-The National Party supports the Bill, but the point has been
made by both the Leader of the National Party and the honourable member for Benalla
that there should never have been a need for it. If the government had acted to control the
assets of the union when it introduced legislation to derecognise the BLF, we would not
be in this sorry situation where the leadership of the union has had the ability to transfer
large amounts of funds. Some funds may have been transferred overseas, and the Minister
for Labour does not know how much money may be involved. Significant amounts have
been deposited in accounts with fictitious names and addresses.
One of the major reasons why the government has introduced the Bill is the campaign
by Mr Gallagher and members of the BLF to take control of the Building Workers
Industrial Union of Australia. There is little doubt that the government has suddenly
realised that the federation is using its large financial resources to mount that campaign.
Recently, there has been a lot of publicity on that issue. If the government had acted
responsibly when it introduced the original legislation and had not bowed to union
pressure, it could have effectively prevented these dishonest practices from taking place.
It is interesting that, at the time the legislation was proclaimed in July 1986, the
Secretary of the Trades Hall Council, Mr Marsh, indicated that the council was strongly
opposed to the move to freeze the federation's assets. He argued that it appeared to
contradict statements made by the Minister for Labour. It appears that the government
had assured the trade union movement that it did not intend to freeze the assets of the
federation. It has now been forced to do so.
The federation controls approximately $6 million in assets, and that highlights the need
for governments of this nation to take a closer interest in what is going on within trade
unions in Australia. In his second-reading speech, the Minister made the point that
unionists in Australia have confidence in every union except one-the Builders Labourers
Federation.
The National Party believes investigations should be conducted into the activities of
other renegade unions and what they do with their assets. A good argument can be made
for audited statements of trade unions to be tabled in Parliament.
The Minister's second-reading speech refers to the way in which property has been
transferred and shelf companies have been established. Apparently, many of those practices
should have been drawn to the attention of the government in January this year when an
article in the Australian Financial Review pointed out that the Builders Labourers
Federation had sold property in Sydney worth $3·25 million. At that time queries were
raised about the sale of those substantial assets. Despite that, it has taken until October
for the government to act.
One must ask why the government is rushing through the proposed legislation. There is
little doubt that it is because of the campaign by the BLF to grab control of the Building
Workers Industrial Union of Australia. When the BLF was deregistered, the government
was aware that it held significant assets. It was reported that Mr Gallagher had transferred
$1·5 million from union funds; the figure is now much larger.
I am concerned that the government, which intended ultimately to wipe out the
federation, would allow it to continue to operate and control assets amounting to $6
million. The National Party has not received answers to its many genuine questions.
Another significant aspect of this exercise is that members of the socialist left wing of
the Labor Party have left the Chamber during this debate. There is obviously division
within the Labor Party about the Bill, and that is why the government has been so slow in
introducing it. The National Party is alarmed at the action of the leadership of the BLFMr Gallagher and his senior officials. Fraud appears to be involved and, if that is the case,
police action should be taken against any person who has transferred funds to accounts
with fictitious names and addresses. That is a serious breach of the rules of the federation
and the trade union movement. I seek an assurance from the government that people who
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have been breaking the law in that way will be brought to justice. It is a sad indictment of
the trade union movement that a particular union has taken such action. However, it is
also a reflection on the government.
When the Premier announced the deregistration of the Builders Labourers Federation,
it was a major issue. However, today the Premier has been conspicuous by his absence.
One would have thought that if the Premier really believed in this issue he would have
actively participated in the debate; but he has not seen fit to do that.
The National Party supports the Bill and will seek an assurance that all of the union's
assets have been frozen by the custodian appointed to that task. Members of the National
Party also want to know the amount that was frozen when the Order in Council was
invoked and the police visited the BLF headquarters. What information was Dr lan Sharp
able to gain?
The National Party seeks an assurance from the government that action will be taken,
if possible, to have any funds transferred overseas returned to this country to be properly
and effectively handled on behalf of the Builders Labourers Federation and members of
the union in accordance with the ultimate recommendations ofDr Sharp.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The government has wasted five years of opportunities
to provide a reasonable framework for the resolution of the problem that eXlsts between
the State of Victoria and the Builders Labourers Federation.
The first error the government made on coming to office was its withdrawal from the
deregistration proceedings that were then under way and which would have provided the
beginning of a solution to the problem. Apparently, the government believed Norm
Gallagher and members of the BLF could be gently spoken to and led back to the primrose
path of good industrial relations. But then the story unfolded as the situation deteriorated
and eventually the derecognition Bill was introduced.
Once the BLF was derecognised and pushed out of registered and recognised industrial
organisations, we all knew what the situation was. The principal Act referred to in the Bill
provided certain provisions which were relevant and which have been activated today.
The provisions were hastily constructed. Two years after the Bill was passed, the Governor
in Council at last became concerned about the proceeds and assets of the former BLF
industrial organisation which is now a community group, a voluntary association that is
unincorporated, and decided to do something about the BLF.
Years have been frittered away when careful and reasoned consideration could have
been given to the problem. Through a series of brink manships, emergency legislation has
been rushed into Parliament. The government should have learned that lesson by now.
We can only marvel that it has taken approximately five years for the impact of the
responsibilities of government to begin to have an effect upon the government.
After the BLF was deregistered, the government deliberately left the federation at large
to do exactly what it liked with the money of former members. That is how it seemsapart from an occasional verbal outburst or threat to the banks by the Minister for Labour,
no action has been taken to prevent the very problem about which the Minister for Labour
now complains.
If the money of former BLF members has been misappropriated or misapplied, the
Minister for Labour and the government must directly bear responsibility, because it was
this government and Minister that provided the opportunity for that to happen by failing
to act years ago when they could have foreseen the problems and difficulties. The Minister's
second-reading speech is a masterpiece for leaving out what ought to have been said.
,

.

For instance, honourable members seem to be totally in the dark about the significant
change that is being made. Former members of the BLF are now to have a claim on the
assets of the organisation of which they used to be members. As I put the matter to one of
the advisers to the Minister, when one resigns from the golf course, one does not take one
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of the greens. Apparently former members of the BLF will have a claim, by a combination
of powers including the proposed legislation. By Order of the Governor in Council, and
by the combination of the proclamation and use of formerly proclaimed sections and
further amendments to the principal legislation, a person called a custodian has been
placed in the position of being able to carry out certain functions under legislation previously
passed by Parliament.
The second-reading speech says nothing about the people who have resigned, retired, or
not sought to renew their memberships of the federation during the past two years, being
able to return for their share of whatever money is left. This is a significant matter and one
that ought to have been included in the second-reading speech.
The speech was notable for a couple of other matters. For example, the Minister for
Labour said that he had been "a trade unionist for all my adult life. I have served my
union at State, Federal, and peak council level". It is not unfair to say that one should
expect that the Minister knows what goes on in industrial organisations. Why then did the
Minister not express any surprise when, later in his speech, he said about a Mr Garcia
that:
The BLF then sent him overseas to rally support for their cause.

Obviously Mr Garcia was sent overseas to Libya "to rally support for their cause" .
Does the Minister not believe using the funds to send Mr Garcia to Libya was an
example of misuse of money by the BLF? He did not complain about that! Mr Garcia is
offered to honourable members as the hero; the man, having had the trip to Libya and
returned, is now regarded as one of the key players in the unmasking of events that have
been happening in this organisation, which was previously an industrial organisation.
The Minister also said in his speech, partly quoting Mr Garcia, by saying:
But when he got to Libya he was "surprised to learn from the Libyan people that they had already provided
some financial support to the BLF ...

Again the Minister did not express surprise about the fact that Libyan organisations should
be making gifts of money to industrial organisations in Australia. Other honourable
members may find it a little stran~e and questionable as to why Libya should be providing
funds to industrial organisations In Australia, Fiji, Angola, Guatamala, San Salvador or a
dozen other places! We know Libya does! Yet the Minister does not express any surprise
or disapproval about those gifts.
The Minister said that that is what has happened. Apparently if the BLF established
travel scholarships for all members to go to Libya and rally support for the cause, that is
not a misapplication of union funds. That is the proper thing! We all know that in previous
years the BLF made donations to the Australian Labor Party. I did not hear the Minister
suggesting that political donations were in any way a misuse of the funds of the BLF or
any industrial organisation. Now that he is the custodian and has new powers, I wonder
whether Or Sharp will renew the subscription of the BLF, private organisation, with the
Australian Labor Party! Is that a proper use of BLF funds?
Another classic statement of the Minister was:
The government-the State-will not use or take $1 of these funds.

But it should be added in parenthesis: unless they are donated to the Australian Labor
Party!
The Minister thund~ed in his second-reading speech what he tried to pretend to
honourable members were recently discovered scandals in an organisation, which he
threw out of the trade union movement, yet when the BLFwas thrown out of the industrial
relations movement, the Minister made It an absolute certainty that problems would arise,
because the federation was no longer obliged to file its accounts with the Registrar of the
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission.
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On a previous matter involving the Federated Storemen and Packers Union of Australia
and the Honourable Bill Landeryou in another place, I went to the Registrar of the
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission to investigate the union's accounts.
I discovered that accounts were missing for several years and that the membership list was
in chaos. The whole thing was in shambles!
If the Minister is shocked about the use of shelf companies and unit trusts, he had better
examine the Federated Storemen and Packers Union of Australia because that union's
accounts are riddled with shelf companies, investments in shelf companies and with the
use of unit trusts.
This is not something peculiar to the BLF; it is common with certain factions of the
trade union movement. In other factions of the trade union movement, it is the everyday
occurrence that members are kept in the dark and the funds of the organisation are
channelled to various places.
The Minister expresses shock-maybe it is horror-that some of the money might have
been moved to Belgium. If the funds have been popped into Bel~ium, that is a merciful
thing; Belgium is actually a democratic Western country and it mlght even be possible to
retrieve the money.
I would be more curious if the money were sent to Libya, from where there would be no
hope of it ever coming back. However, the Minister expresses surprise that money would
be sent to Belgium. I wonder whether he would have expressed the same surprise ifhe had
been told that the money had been sent to a liberation movement in Fiji or New Caledonia
or to the African national people in South Africa or to liberation activities in Angola,
Mozambique, El Salvador, Central America or, indeed, any other place in the world.
Would that not be considered a legitimate purpose within certain sections of the trade
union movement?
Will the Minister examine the activities of the Federated Store men and Packers Union
of Australia, the Federated Ship Painters and Dockers' Union of Australia or the Food
Preservers Union of Australia? If members of the Food Preservers Union of Australia
were to read the Minister's second-reading speech they would probably fall over in fits of
laughter. That union would not have sent its funds to Belgium; it would have sent them
through Belgium on to wherever else it wanted them to go.
It has been accepted within trade union circles that this is not legitimate but, if one can
get away with it and if nobody is in a position to ask questions about it, that that is how
one does it. Ifa union wants to slip money to its favourite faction of the ALP, ifit wants
to make a donation to a liberation movement or make money available for study trips, it
does so.
For the Minister to come here and pretend, after s,!ying that all his adult life he has been
in the trade union movement and holding senior office and that this comes as a terrible
surprise to him, is to play us all for suckers. We are not that innocent and I do not believe
the Minister is either.
What powers do this strange combination of the Order in Council and the Bill before
the House give? It appoints Dr Ian Sharp who is, I am assured, an eminent jurist and a
man beyond reproach to be in effect the custodian and the investigator with Star Chamber
powers. His role is to report to the Minister and to make distributions of the funds of a
voluntary organisation, previously an industrial organisation known as the BLF and, I
presume, eventually to liquidate the funds of that organisation in some way.
The government could have acted under section 7 for anything up to two years ago. The
Bill expands the power of making payments to former members of the BLF. However, if
money is to be spent-and the Minister seems not to be disapproving of this-on Libya,
on the Australian Labor Party or on trips to various parts of the world, then Mr Garcia is
being held up as a great hero of the working-class movement. There are many other unions
that are equally sinning with the BLF.
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If Dr Sharp decided, as a result of investigations and after hearing people under oath
and after forcing people to answer questions that may incriminate them, that the police
should make prosecutions, he, as the investigator, custodian, reporter, prosecutor and
liquidator, will then have to decide whether payments should be made towards the legal
costs of anyone charged.

I believe Norm Gallagher is entitled to a free and untrammelled trial in court without
Parliament, Ministers or anyone else coming to the decision that he is guilty before the
case is heard. The Minister's second-reading speech was a scandal in that it presented
Parliament not with information on which Parliament might come to various conclusions
about the Bill, but it sought to damn somebody without him being heard in his own
defence.
That establishes a system by which the funds of the BLF organisation are to be taken
away and held by the custodian who is to investigate and report to the Minister. He will
not report publicly and, unless the Bill is amended either here or in another place, this Bill
will lead to the most private inquiry ever conducted, other than the inquiry conducted by
a well-known accountant, into the Honourable W. A. Landeryou when nothlng was allowed
to become public except for the Premier's decision that he would remove Mr Landeryou
from the Ministry.
What is being exposed in the Minister's second-reading speech is the corrupt underbelly
of the industrial organisations that support the government. The government will not
allow the dirty linen within the Labor movement-and I use the broad term which the
government uses on occasions-to be washed or, ifit is to be washed, not to be washed in
public.
In the end, no-one will know anything but the broadest figures of the extent of the
misappropriation or the misuse of money. No-one will know the targets at which the
money was set or the purposes for which it was used. It may be that the investigator will
report to the Minister and the Minister may oblige Parliament and the press with a few
titbits, such as that the investigator estimates that $2·5 million was misappropriated but
the government has been unable to recover any more than $250 000. That is the sort of
nice statement that the government will make.
Parliament will not be told where the odd $2·5 million went because that would invite
ordinary trade union members to start asking questions about their own organisations.
That is the one democratic participation that the government cannot stand. Indeed, the
trade union movement cannot stand it either and I suspect that the same applies to many
of the employer organisations.
The person who stands up and asks how much anyone gave to the Australian Labor
Party, or to the Liberal Party or to the National Party will receive anything but the truth.
Honourable members know that these organisations make donations and make use of
funds. This is never reported to the membership and membership approval is rarely, if
ever, sought.
The Minister makes outrageous charges when he says that Mr Gallagher is using false
names. He states in his second-reading speech that Locarno is in fact Gallagher, but he
gives nothing to support that allegation. What he does is to ensure that Mr Gallagher will
not receive a fair and impartial trial because he has already been tried and condemned by
the Minister in the House.
The Minister did not need to say what he did in the House to obtain the support of the
Opposition and the National Party for the Bill. That was a gratuitous offering from a
Minister who apparently did not have sufficient good advice from the Attorney-General
to steer him away from making condemnatory statements involving specific people who
might, as a result of investigation, be charged in the future with offences and might, as a
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result of those charges, have to face trial. What is apparent as an absolute certainty is that
Norm Gallagher will not receive a fair and impartial trial.
Indeed, in a more general sense the Builders Labourers Federation officials cannot have
fair and impartial trials. The only people who needed to hear the blackguarding of the
Minister's second-reading speech were the backbench members of the government.
There was no need to gain the support of the National Party or the Liberal Party for the
Bill by denouncing Gallagher or the BLF officials but that support was important from its
own side for its internal purposes.
The government faces a disgraceful situation; Parliament has been used and abused to
secure government members' support for the proposed legislation at the expense of a free
and fair trial and the opportunity to raise a defence for the people who have been referred
to in the Minister's second-readmg speech whereby information has been made available
to the House, to the public and beyond through the media.
The government has frittered away five years which could have been better used to
sensibly sort out the mess and, indeed, to develop rules for other industrial organisations
that are deregistered, derecognised or have ceased to have industrial function or to find
out the proper way of wrapping up the remaining assets of an organisation that is no
longer active in the industrial relations field.
Legislation could have been discussed with the Commonwealth and other States and
agreement could have been reached but that was not initiated until the night before when
a roneoed Bill was drafted to be introduced into the House. It has been rushed through in
the course of a day just as the previous Bill was drafted and rushed through to derecognise
the BLF.
Just as the previous Bill had its faults, so too has this Bill been found to have faults.
However, its major fault is its lack of principle because if under the International Labour
Organization convention it is necessary to have judicial supervision-the Minister refers
to that in his second-reading notes-there is no way one can regard the functions of Or
Sharp as being judicial because they are about as judicial as those of Judge Jeffries, the
hanging judge of the United Kingdom just after the Monmouth rebellion. He is to be
custodian, a collector of assets, the investigator to have Star Chamber powers to be able to
swear people on oath to incriminate themselves, to have the right to report secretly to the
Minister and the government and to be able to arrange for the distribution of funds with
absolute discretion.
The Bill provides for the Order in Council to be part of the proposed le~slation. The
custodian has absolute discretion to deal with the ordinary and proper affaIrs of the BLF
for the benefit of its members. What is not mentioned is, "including former members",
because one must go back to the definition to clarify that.
The Bill enacts an Order in Council that lacks principle, that lacks proper examination,
that lacks proper justification and which has been introduced as a political measure.
The second-reading debate is a political trial, which has already occurred in the
government party room this morning because the government has the majority in the
House and apparently this morning at the party meeting, by majority, Norm Gallagher
and the BLF were found guilty.
The proposed legislation carries out the sentence and that sentence is the confiscation
of all the funds by the custodian because he is under no obligation to justify his actions
and no guidelines are provided that he must spend the money for the benefit of existing
BLF members or what proportion ought to be devoted to former BLF members. He has
absolute discretion and absolute power.
Absolute power corrupts in the flickering of an eye even the most honest and most
superb jurists and the most superb of characters because it is hard to remain balanced,
judicial and to keep the proper considerations in mind when one knows that the government
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wants the job done and its political enemies humbled with their assets confiscated and the
money applied to purposes not yet disclosed by the order or the proposed legislation in
the Minister's second-reading speech.
We have yet to ascertain what money will be distributed and where. It is possible with
one more Order in Council, after the proposed legislation has been passed, to direct that
the balance of the proceeds be applied to the Australian Labor Party. That is possible. It
would be legal and I doubt whether one could mount a proper legal challenge against that
action.
This is meant to be a democracy in which those people who join together in organisations
have the right to self government of their organisations. In this case, Parliament is
performing a hanging job on an organisation which previously was drummed out of the
industrial relations movement. We decided that was the first penalty and, when it was
discovered that that was not sufficient to satisfy the lust of the government for humbling
the organisation, we are now to sanctimoniously legislate to confiscate the funds by giving
them to a custodian who has absolute discretion on how those funds are to be applied.
The International Labour Organization will doubtless have another go at examining the
Bill, and if this is what a model should be I recommend it to the Libyans, because it
appears to be a perfect Libyan model with a custodian appointed to handle the assets of
the former industrial organisation, a custodian who has the right to place people under
oath and prosecute them with a penalty of $10 000 if they do not answer questions for fear
of incriminating themselves. It gives the custodian absolute discretion should he feel
obliged to pay all the assets of the organisation to the ALP. It appears a perfect Libyan
solution. Perhaps Mr Gallagher should have taken the study tour to Libya instead of Mr
Garcia!
The government has wasted its time. It could have come up with a principled, considered
and balanced approach that could be applied to the Australian Bank Officers Association,
the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, employers or employees. It does not matter.
Basic principles could have been established and the proposed legislation could then have
been passed instead of moving from crisis to crisis, but the government has decided to
conduct a crusade of retribution on its political enemies-its former friends in opposition
and in the early years when it was in the first flush of government.
The BLF made life difficult for the former Liberal government-when Labor was in
opposition. It was music to the ALP's ears but when it was in government suddenly the
honeymoon was over and the darlings of the Opposition Labor Party became the horrors
of government. We find that, like all family disputes, this has all the elements of
vindictiveness. Of course, the major squabble is not about the kids but about money. That
is a perfect illustration of what the Bill is about. What will happen to the money that ought
to be in the control of the BLF?
It is not about what happened to the money that has been misappropriated or
misapplied-that has gone! If it went by Belgium to New Caledonia, it is bullets and guns
by ·now; it is beyond recall, but should we try to entrap those BLF officials who have been
forced to answer questions which may incriminate them. As a result, there will be another
round of trials conducted in anything but a fair and impartial atmosphere because the
persons concerned have been tried and found guilty by the government party in Parliament
and by the Minister.

What we are seeing is a Parliamentary process which is merely the final carrying out of
the confiscation of the assets of the BLF without principle, without proper justification
and without proper information for the Parliament and the people of Victoria.
Ifwe really want to get to the truth of the matter, we ought to have a public inquiry into
the situation and a proper report to Parliament, and if there is evidence sufficient for
charges to be made we ought to have fair and impartial trials of those people charged, not
the hanging legislation that this Minister has initiated in Parliament.
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Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-This afternoon Parliament has been reduced to an
all-time low, especially earlier in the House during question time as a result of the behaviour
of some BLF people who came into the House and conducted themselves most disgracefully
and again outside the Chamber when members of the Labor Party were in the vestibule,
assisting the BLF members who were ranged against officials of this Parliament. I reiterate
that the Parliament of Victoria has reached an all-time low.
I wonder how much unity there is in the Labor Party now! This question of unity is all
the time being thrown at the Liberal Party but we will see at some stage tonight how much
unity there is in the Labor Party on this issue. Certain members of Parliament have been
in the Chamber proclaiming what a wicked organisation the BLF is while other ALP
members of Parliament have been outside the Chamber in the vestibule making a spectacle
of themselves by acting against the police. It is, I cannot reiterate too often, an all-time
low for Parliament.
This issue has been extraordinary in its timing. The Liberal Party was told at
approximately 11 a.m. that the Bill was to be introduced urgently today yet the BLF knew.
Members of the BLF were at Parliament House. When were they tipped off that this would
occur and the Minister would take this action against them? There was talk about the
matter being confidential. What sort of confidence is it that the Labor Party will tip off the
BLF about the matter? At some stage I want to see just how much unity there is in the
Labor Party, especially the socialist left.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member to get
on with the Bill. Although the second-reading speech was broad, the Bill is not that broad.
Mr E. R. SMITH-I wonder whether there is unity and whether the Labor Party is
prepared to vote as a unified party on this Bill, a Bill that it feels so strongly about, and
whether the left wing will support its Labor Party colleagues on this unprecedented Bill.
There are many questions still unanswered and I am sure that in the next few days these
questions will be answered. My last words on the issue will be that tonight one will see just
how unified the Labor Party is and whether it is fair dinkum in the totality of the party on
what the government is trying to do in this Bill.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-I thank honourable members for their support of
the Bill. The Leader of the Opposition raised several issues. He was concerned about why
the police regulations needed to be included in the Order in Council. As I understand it, it
was necessary to provide police support for the custodian because although the custodian
of the BLF would have the right to take possession of what was then his own property, a
property he had the right to take possession of, he would not have the right to do that with
any degree of force unless the police regulations were amended accordingly. That is why it
has been done this way.
The other matter was what happens if the custodian were to meet with an accident or
pass away. In fact, I do not expect Dr lan Sharp to be custodian for so long that his
longevity would be in question, and I do not think it is a question that ought to be dealt
with in ordinary circumstances.
The Leader of the National Party and other honourable members raised the need for
the House to be regularly informed of the activities of the custodian, and I readily agree. I
undertake categorically to report to the House as the custodian reports to me and fully and
without equivocation. Clearly, I will provide as much information to the House as I canindeed, it is in my interests to provide that information as much as it is in the interests of
the House for that to be the case.
I give that categorical assurance. No-one in this place has reason to disbelieve me in
that regard. I give my assurance. I will report fully without fear or favour to the House on
the activities of the custodian and his findings as he reports them to me.
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Several honourable members asked why the government did not do this two years ago
or even five years ago. The reality is that at that time the government did not have the
knowledge or the evidence of misappropriation. Two years ago the government did not
have the evidence that it has now.
The honourable member for Brighton raised issues of what would happen in regard to
any criminal acts carried out by Norm Gallagher or by anyone else. If the custodian
discovers that criminal offences have transpired, it is his duty to inform the police
accordingly, just as it is the duty of anyone else, and I would expect the normal processes
of the law to take their course in the case of the BLF. On past experience, it could be a
long course in the sense that if anyone were to be charged today with an offence it would
be a long and tortuous process before the process of the law reached that conclusion.
The honourable member for Rodney raised an issue that he believed the government
had given an undertaking to the Trades Hall Council that the government would not use
this section of the proposed Act. That is not actually the case. What the government has
done consistently is to say that it would not make an order under this section unless there
was reason to believe BLF funds were being used improperly.
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is that the motion be agreed to.
Mr Maclellan-No!
The SPEAKER-Order! Does the honourable member for Berwick wish to address the
Chair?
Mr Maclellan-No.

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
77
Noes
2
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mr Austin
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrColeman
MrCrabb
MrCrozier
MrCulpin
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Ernst
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
Mr Fogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
MrGude
MrHann
Mr Harrowfield
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jasper

75
NOES
Tellers:
Mr Maclellan
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
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Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKennett
MrKirkwood
MrLeigh
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMcGrath
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NOES

(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Norris
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrPope
MrRamsay
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MsSibree
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSmith
(Po/warth)

MrSpyker
MrStirling
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWallace
MrWalsh
MrWeideman
Dr Wells
MrWhiting
MrWilkes
MrWilliams
Mrs Wilson

Tellers:
Mr Cunningham
MrShell

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

Mr KENNEIT (Leader of the Opposition)-We have now arrived at the situation
where we have had the second-reading debate and the Opposition wants to address itself
to some of the clauses in this Bill. Given that we have had very little time to examine the
provisions of the Bill and that we may be moving handwritten amendments that we have
given to the Clerks to have typed up, I wonder whether it might not be more appropriate
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to adjourn the debate on the Bill until after dinner. There are difficulties in addressing the
matters before the Committee as honourable members do not have a typed copy of the
amendments we shall be moving. Those copies will be available later.
If that does not occur, honourable members will find themselves in the absurd situation
of discussing at length the clauses of the Bill until the appropriate material is brought into
the Chamber in a readable form.
I address you, Mr Chairman, on an administrative procedure and suggest it would be in
the Parliament's interest, given that the Bill has just been introduced, that the debate be
adjourned until after dinner so that honourable members may examine the clauses in
detail, discuss them with their parties and examine the amendments in printed form.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I shall try to
provide an answer for the Leader of the Opposition as expeditiously as I can. When
directing the matter to the attention of the other parties, the government clearly had the
option of treating the measure as an urgent Bill and setting a time limit for debate. The
government had an understanding with the other parties that the matter would be dealt
with expeditiously, and I believe that should be honoured.
I understand that the prerogative is with the Leader of the Opposition, but it certainly
was my understanding that the debate would be completed before the dinner break.
The Minister for Labour has agreed to discuss the amendments with the Leader of the
Opposition or his nominee while the Bill is between here and another place, and it would
be appropriate to do so during the dinner break. The Leader of the Opposition has not
provided details of the amendments he proposes. Nevertheless, they can be considered
while the Bill is between Houses this evening, during the dinner break.
The government is well aware of the numbers situation in the Legislative Council;
therefore, I am making not a hollow comment, but a serious offer in accordance with the
spirit of the discussions held with the other parties, and I hope the offer will be accepted.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Obviously, less than 30 minutes of debate
remains before the dinner break. The Opposition is trying to avoid the need for the
measure to be brought back to the Lower House. I am sure you, Mr Chairman, in your
wisdom, will accept the Opposition's amendment and, therefore, the Bill will be passed by
the Upper House and not brought back into this Chamber; there will be no interchange.
If the debate on the measure is adjourned until after dinner, honourable members will
be able to consider my proposed amendment in more detail and will be better able to deal
with the measure.
In speaking with the Deputy Premier, I agreed to a speedy passage of the measure, and
that agreement has been honoured in the way the Opposition has behaved and the length
and the number of contributions made. I certainly did not agree that the Bill would be
passed before dinner, but I anticipate that it will not take too long to pass the measure .
.For the purpose of easing the passage of the Bill, I have suggested that the debate be
adjourned until after dinner.
Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr KENNETT-The Opposition's amendment relates to clause 6, but Opposition
members wish to speak on one or two other clauses also.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I inform the Leader of the Opposition that
this is a matter in which the Chair has no discretion. It is in the hands of the Committee.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I should like to make a couple
of points clear. The undertaking that I gave to the Deputy Premier was that he would have
the cooperation of my party in having the measure passed. The word "dinner" was never
mentioned; nor was the length or the number of contributions. I indicated to him that he
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would have the National Party's cooperation, which he has had. We have not wasted a
minute during this debate.
What the Leader of the Opposition has said is true. If the Opposition has amendments
that will be carried in another place, it is far more sensible for those amendments to be
discussed during the dinner break between the government and the opposition parties so
that the points are tidied up before being transmitted to another place and the Bill is
passed tonight. If he does not watch out, the Minister for Labour will not succeed in
having the Bill passed tonight.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I know the Bill has the unanimous support of the left wing of
the government forces: left-wing members of the government made that quite obvious!
They go out and talk to members of the Builders Labourers Federation and then come
into this Chamber to vote for the measure! At least, National Party members support it
from their hearts and will not have a bar of the BLF. If there are amendments to be moved
by the Opposition, I suggest that they should be sorted out during the dinner break and
addressed immediately at 8 p.m.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 2 and 3.
Clause 4
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-In speaking on clause 4, I point
out that my comments also apply to clause 5. Clause 4 repeals sections 4 and 5 of the
principal Act.
In recent weeks the Opposition and the National Party have made much of the
proclaiming of sections of legislation and what they believe to be misuse of regulations by
the government. We have received considerable abuse and derogatory comments from
the government about the proclamation oflegislation.
In this case, it has become obvious by sheer accident that the Minister for Labour has,
in effect, repealed sections 4 and 5 by regulation, whereas he should have brought the
legislation back before Parliament. By not making those sections operative to the year
2000 he has, in effect, repealed those two sections without reference to Parliament.
It is not very honourable behaviour by the Minister. I had intended to say, "the
honourable the Minister"; I did not mean to make a pun of it, but those are the applicable
words.
The Minister's action shows that, to remove a couple of sections, it is not necessary for
him to have the courtesy ofbringin~ the matter back to Parliament. That would have been
embarrassing, so the Minister deCIded not to proclaim them until the year 2000. This
government has much to answer for, and it just shows that opposition members were
justified in questioning the government over the past four or five weeks.
The government intended to discuss regulations later this week. Its members are now
trying to talk some sense about the fairness of what it is doing. All our suspicions and
concerns have been highlighted by the government's failure to proclaim sections 4 and 5
of the BLF (De-recognition) Act 1985. In effect, the government repealed two sections of
the Act by regulation, and it is now proposing to repeal them officially in the amending
Bill.
Naturally enough, the Opposition and the National Party support the proposal to repeal
those sections but, in effect, that was done about a year ago; if the government had not
done that, the sunset clause would have made the whole of the legislation invalid.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-The proposed repeal of the two sections of the Act
is rather neater and more direct than any other procedure. Nevertheless, it is not uncommon
for matters not to be rushed into the Chamber for amendment every time something
comes up.
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Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr CRABB-I certainly have no recollection of doing anything of that nature. I do not
recollect ever having a Bill that is anything like this. However, it is not unusual for matters
that need legislative change to be stacked up and brought into the Chamber when an
opportunity arises.
Mr Gude-It depends on how many mistakes you make!
Mr CRABB-That may be right. The important point is that sections 4 and 5 of the
principal Act are redundant; they are of no interest to anyone and should be repealed, and
that is what the clause does.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 5.
Clause 6
Progress was reported.

COURTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
For Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts), Mr Fordham (Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources), moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the County Court
Act 1958, the Evidence Act 1958, the Juries Act 1967, the Planning Appeals (Amendment)
Act 1987 and the Administrative Appeals Tribunal Act 1984 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

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

Magistrates Courts are the busiest courts in this State. More than 90 per cent of all legal
proceedings take place in Magistrates Courts. Since coming to office in 1982, the government
has continually emphasised the need for reform in the court system and judicial
administration with a key aspect of its reforms being to upgrade the status of, and to
modernise, Magistrates Courts.
Key initiatives include the significant expansion of the court's civil jurisdiction, the
development of new dispute resolution procedures, such as arbitration and prehearing
conferences, streamlined penalty enforcement procedures, an emphasis on appointing as
magistrates both male and female barristers and solicitors of standing, considerable
expenditure upon computer technology, improvement and regionalisation of court facilities
and the creation of an independent magistracy separate from the Public Service. We now
ha·ve in Victoria a Magistrates Court system which is second to none in Australia. This
Bill provides the framework to take that court into the next decade and beyond.
The Bill is the result of many months' work by a committee comprising members of the
legal profession, representatives of the magistracy and officers of the Attorney-General's
Department. Throughout its preparation there has been extensive consultation with persons
likely to be affected by the Bill, and some weeks ago the Attorney-General released a
discussion draft for public comment.
I am pleased to report that the Bill has strong support from the legal profession,
magistrates, clerks of courts, the police and the community at large. The Bill will create a
new Magistrates Court of Victoria which will have procedures that are straight forward,
practical and cost efficient.
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OBJECTS OF THE BILL
The major objects of the Bill are:
1. to establish a new Magistrates Court of Victoria to replace the 105 existing separate
Magistrates Courts;
2. to increase the civil jurisdiction of the court;
3. to deal separately with all matters pertaining to the criminal and civil jurisdictions
of the court;
4. to present the law dealing with the constitution, jurisdiction and procedure of the
Magistrates Court in plain and simple English;
5. to enhance the status of the court by the inclusion of provisions dealing with the
establishment of the court and the appointment of its officers which mirror provisions
in the Supreme Court Act and the County Court Act;
6. to increase the range of indictable offences which may be determined summarily;
7. to streamline procedures with a view to greater efficiency and cost savings; and
8. to endorse the proposed Magistrates Court Civil Procedure Rules 1987, approved by
a majority of the magistrates on 30 September 1987.
STRUCTURE OF THE BILL
The main body of the Bill deals with the establishment of the Magistrates Court of
Victoria, the appointment of magistrates and officers of the court,jurisdiction of the court,
appeals and rehearings, significant matters of criminal procedure, the appointment and
duties of justices of the peace and bail justices and important rules of practice. Discrete
areas of criminal procedure such as the rules to be followed in summary criminal hearings,
committal proceedings, the alternative procedure and the enforcement of infringement
penalties are set out in separate schedules.
Other matters which can be appropriately separated such as the salaries and allowances
of magistrates, the list of indictable offences which may be heard and determined
summarily, and transitional provisions are also dealt with in separate schedules.
A significant feature of the Bill is the strict division between criminal and civil proceedinp
in the court. The procedures to be followed in criminal proceedings are set out in the maIn
body of the Bill and the schedules. The forms to be used in criminal proceedings will be
set out in the regulations. The forms will be greatly simplified and drafted in plain English.
All matters of civil procedure are set out in the proposed Magistrates Court Civil
Procedure Rules 1987. The forms for use in civil proceedings are also set out in those
rules.
PLAIN ENGLISH
The structure of the Bill is modem and simple. It is designed to be an easy working
document for magistrates, police, the legal profession and the public. The outdated language
of the Magistrates Courts Act 1971 and the Magistrates' (Summary Proceedings) Act 1975
has been replaced with plain English and, wherever possible, familiar terms used in the
higher courts have been employed.
COMPUTERISA TION
A feature of the Bill is that it has been drafted in terms which do not commit the system
in the long term to base itself on exchanges of paper documentation.
As computerisation is extended to cover all aspects of the administrative operation of
the Magistrates Court, it will be possible to satisfy the requirements of this legislation
through the use of electronic "documents" as distinct from paper documents. A five-year
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plan has been developed for the Magistrates Court system. Implementation of this plan
has commenced and more than $30 million has been provided for it.
BENEFITS TO POLICE ADMINISTRATION
A major feature of the Bill as it affects the conduct of criminal proceedings is the number
of steps that have been taken to simplify the conduct of criminal prosecutions.
I direct the attention of honourable members to the following areas, in particular: onthe-spot-summonses; hand-up briefs in undefended criminal prosecutions; service of
summonses by ordinary post; phasing out of the alternative procedure; and, new documentwitnessing requirements.
The Victoria Police Force has warmly welcomed the changes made by the proposed
legislation. On a day-to-day basis most police involvement with the court system is at
Magistrates Court level. Police have responsibility for prosecuting most matters that are
dealt with in Magistrates Courts.
The new on-the-spot summons permits police to issue a summons in relation to offences
at the time of their original contact with the defendant. It is not necessary for the police to
go before a justice to have the summons issued, nor to wait until a later date to have it
served. This change will lead to considerable economies in the use of police resources.
At present almost 20 per cent of all summary prosecutions are not actively defended.
Nonetheless it has been necessary for the police prosecutor to have available at court the
relevant police informant and all witnesses. In combination with the mention court system
that has already been introduced it will be now possible in cases where the defendant fails
to attend court for the police prosecutor to simply present to the court a hand-up brief
containing an outline of the evidence in the matter. If the court is satisfied that the
defendant has already been served with that hand-up brief, the court can proceed to deal
with the matter on the basis of the information in the hand-up brief. Because it is possible
under the mention system to identify the cases in which a plea of guilty is to be entered,
the cases in which a defendant may not attend can be provisionally identified. As a result
of the introduction of the hand-up brief system considerable economies in the use of police
time and the time of associated witnesses will be obtained. The police have estimated that
the introduction of this system will result in savings of$500 000 a year.
The provision allowing police to effect service by post by means of the ordinary mail
rather than by registered mail list will, it is estimated, lead to savings by the police.
The phasing out of the current alternative procedure method of dealin~ with a range of
offences, especially traffic offences, will occur by the end of 1988. The Intention is that
these prosecutions be handled by means of the more efficient computerised PERIN system
or by use of the hand-up brief procedure. Again, this will lead to substantial police savings.
The provision in the Act extending the range of indictable offences that can be heard
summarily will also lead to fewer minor cases being sent to trial. This change will enable
prosecutions to be brought in the Magistrates Courts in relation to relatively minor
instances of the commission of indictable offences.
Finally the police in future will not be required to swear affidavits in front of justices or
make declarations in front of specified classes of people. Under the new Act a police officer
may swear an affidavit in front of a sergeant or officer-in-charge of the police station. A
declaration may be made in front of any person over eighteen years of age.
I turn now to specific provisions in the Bill.
THE MAGISTRATES COURT OF VICTORIA
Clause 4 establishes a new court to be known as the Magistrates Court of Victoria. The
establishment of a single court to replace the numerous Magistrates Courts throughout
Victoria will lead to much greater administrative efficiency and is in keeping with the
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pattern elsewhere in the court system-the County Court, the Supreme Court, the Federal
Court, and the High Court are examples of unified courts.
To permit easier and speedy access to the court, especially when exercising its equitable
jurisdiction, clause 5 permits the court to sit and act at any time and place as well as
providing that the court is to be held at such places as are directed. To deal with unforeseen
absences by members of the ma~istracy or short-term backlogs in the court lists, clause 9
permits the Governor in Councll to appoint acting magistrates who may be required by
the Attorney-General to undertake the duties of a magistrate for a specified period. These
provisions mirror the long-established and successful English practice of the appointment
of recorders to act as temporary judicial officers.
Clause 16 is a broad grant of power to the magistrates to make rules, predominantly for
civil proceedings in the court. The Magistrates Court Civil Procedure Rules 1987, approved
by a majority of the magistrates on 30 September 1987, will be recognised and $iven effect
by the Bill when enacted. Copies of the proposed new rules have been tabled WIth the Bill.
CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS
Clause 25 clearly and simply sets out the court's criminal jurisdiction. The procedure
for commencing a criminal proceeding is contained in clause 26. The term "information"
is replaced by the commonly used and more readily understandable term "charge".
Clause 30 provides for the new on-the-spot summonses outlined earlier in the secondreading speech.
The successful mention system, which has operated on an administrative basis, is given
statutory recognition in clause 33 and later clauses in this Part. Clauses 39 and 40 are
significant human rights provisions which formally acknowledge the right of defendants
in serious criminal rroceedings to obtain legal advice and to have the proceeding conducted
in the presence 0 a competent interpreter if the defendant does not have sufficient
knowledge of the English language to understand the proceedings.
Clause 52 deals with the phasing out of the alternative procedure and its replacement
by the PERIN system to which I alluded earlier in the speech. Clause 52 provides that the
alternative procedure, presently found in Part VHA of the Magistrates' (Summary
Proceedings) Act 1975, is to remain in existence until 1 January 1989. Thereafter, it is
proposed that the majority of matters dealt with by way of the alternative procedure will
be capable of being dealt with under Schedule 7, which sets out the procedure for
enforcement of infringement penalties, known as PERIN. The PERIN system has been a
successful and efficient method of dealing with minor offences and it contains a number
of safeguards which permit a person who disputes an infringement notice to have the
matter dealt with in the traditional fashion as a summary hearing before the court.
The list of offences which may be heard and determined summarily, if both the court
and the defendant consent, is set out in Schedule 4. The list, which has been expanded,
has the support of both the police and the legal profession. The procedure to be followed
when it is sought to have an indictable offence determined summarily has been altered to
permit both the informant and the defendant to apply for a summary hearing either before
any evidence is heard or during or immediately after the prosecution evidence. To permit
the court to make an informed decision whether to grant a summary hearing the court
may seek from the prosecutor an outline of the evidence which he or she proposes to lead
and details of any other matters which the court considers relevant.
In recognition of long-established practice, preliminary examinations are referred to as
"committal proceedings". While committals will be regarded as proceeding in the court,
clause 56 (3) has been included to make it clear that these proceedings are to continue to
be regarded as being Ministerial rather than of a judicial nature.
Division 3 of Part 4 sets out the law in relation to warrants. The existing warrants have
been renamed, and the Bill contains a clear statement of the circumstances in which a

1436

ASSEMBLY

13 October 1987

Magistrates' Court Bill

particular warrant may be used and the authority conferred by that warrant. To maintain
proper records of the issue of warrants, clause 57 (7) provides that a warrant must be
executed by the use of a copy to be known as the "execution copy". The "execution copy"
must be returned to the court once the warrant has been executed. In this way it will be
possible to keep track of those warrants which have been executed.
Clause 73 deals with warrants to seize property, currently known as "warrants of distress".
A magistrate will be permitted to order that a warrant to seize property may authorise the
seizure and sale of land. This is an important power which will clearly be exercised only
when the amount sought to be recovered under the warrant is significant and efforts to
seize personal property have been unsuccessful.
Division 4 of Part 4 deals with appeals to the County Court in criminal proceedings. An
appeal will lie to the County Court from a "sentencing order" made by the Magistrates
Court. An appeal to the County Court from the Magistrates Court will be a rehearing.
Accordingly, on the hearing of an appeal, the County Court must first set aside the order
of the Magistrates Court before making any order which could have been or was made by
the Magistrates Court. Decisions made by the County Court on appeal will then be
enforced as orders of the County Court. The procedure to be followed in appeals to the
County Court is set out in Schedule 6.
Clause 92, which deals with appeals to the Supreme Court from the Magistrates Court,
greatly simplifies the current appeal provisions. The existing order to review procedure
will be replaced by appeals to the Supreme Court on a question of law from a final order
of the Magistrates Court. Police appeals to the Supreme Court will be conducted by the
Director of Public Prosecutions.
CIVIL PROCEEDINGS
The civil jurisdiction of the court is set out in clause 100. The jurisdictional limit of the
court, in matters other than personal injury claims, will be raised to $40 000. Clause 100
(1) (b) contains a clear statement of the court's jurisdiction to grant equitable relief.
Division 2 of Part 5 deals with the successful arbitration procedure introduced earlier this
year.
Clause 102 provides that all proceedings for property damage arising out of the driving
of a motor vehicle are to be referred to arbitration. Arbitration is a quick and cost efficient
means of dealing with these proceedings.
These reforms, in particular the raising of the jurisdictional limit to $40 000, will lead
to the more efficient conduct and disposal of civil litigation in the Victorian court system.
As recently as six years ago, the Magistrates Courts played a minor role in dealin~ with the
community's civil litigation. The reallocation of a significant element of civil litIgation to
the Magistrates Courts in recent years had led to a lowering of professional costs incurred
by litigants and to much speedier rates of disposal. The increase in the limit proposed by
the Bill, from $20 000 to $40 000, in all matters except personal injury cases where the
$5000 limit is to remain, will be to the benefit of litigants. The Magistrates Court system
will not be swamped with new business as a result of this change.
Computerisation will free up staff support resources for magistrates as further court
facilities are brought on line. The Attorney-General's Department estimates that in 1987
there will be approximately 1500 civil actions issued in the County Court where the
amount claimed will be $40 000 or less. The main effect of the increase in jurisdiction will
be to transfer that case load to the Magistrates Court system. The system is well equipped
to cope with this additional workload.
Clause 108 permits a party to a civil proceeding to apply to either the Supreme Court or
the County Court for an order that the proceeding be transferred to that court. The
Supreme and County courts are given broad discretion to determine whether proceedings
should be transferred from the Magistrates Court. As in criminal proceedings, the existing
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procedure of an order to review in the Supreme Court has been replaced by an appeal to
the Supreme Court on a question of law from a final order of the Magistrates Court.
Division 5 of Part 5 sets out the means by which an order of the court in a civil
proceeding may be enforced. The proceedings to be followed in these enforcement steps
are set out in the Magistrates Court Civil Procedure Rules.
JUSTICES OF THE PEACE
In view of the changes in our legal system it is appropriate that the functions presently
performed by justices of the peace should be taken over by properly trained officers. Court
process will no longer be issued by justices of the peace, with this duty falling to registrars
and magistrates. The existing bail functions of justices of the peace will be performed by
bail justices who are to be appointed by the Attorney-General. Certain registrars and
deputy registrars of the court will become bail justices by virtue of office and the AttomeyGeneral will appoint other suitable persons to perform this function in an honourary
capacity. Existing justices of the peace under the age of 65 years will retain office and will
in the short-term continue to perform functions under Commonwealth law.
The office of commissioner for taking affidavits is abolished and section 107 of the
Evidence Act is amended to permit a statutory declaration to be signed in the presence of
any person who has attained the age of eighteen years. The law relating to the witnessing
of affidavits is also amended to delete justices of the peace from the persons who may
witness affidavits and to add members or former members of Parliament and police
officers of or above the rank of sergeant or the officer in charge of a police station to that
list. These amendments will streamline the procedures which must be followed in the
witnessing oflegal documents without derogating from the significance of those documents.
As affidavits are used only in legal proceedings, members of the public will continue to
have ready access to solicitors, court officials and senior police officers who may witness
these documents.
SIGNIFICANT PROCEDURAL MATTERS
Part 7 of the Bill deals with important matters of procedure which are applicable, unless
otherwise stated, to both civil and criminal proceedings in the court. Clause 125 sets out a
significant and basic proposition that proceedings in the court are to be conducted in open
court unless otherwise directed. Clause 126, which is modelled on sections 18 and 19 of
the Supreme Court Act 1986, permits the court to be closed and an order to be made
prohibiting the publication of proceedings in a limited range of circumstances.
Clause 130 marks a return to the traditional common law rule that in criminal
proceedings the legal burden of proof must, in all matters, rest with the prosecution.
Section 168 of the Magistrates' (Summary Proceedings) Act 1975 was strongly criticised
in a report of the Legal and Constitutional Committee because it placed a legal burden of
proof on the defendant. Clause 130 will shift the legal burden back to the prosecution once
the defendant has presented or indicated evidence in the proceeding which supports any
exception, exemption, proviso, excuse or qualification contained within the offence.
CONCLUSION
The Magistrates' Courts Act 1971 and the Magistrates' (Summary Proceedings) Act
1975 have long been in need of review. This Bill removes the archaic, obsolete and
incomprehensible provisions which litter both of those Acts. Many of the provisions of
those Acts have remained unaltered since the nineteenth century and are remnants of an
era when Magistrates Courts were constituted by people who were not legally trained. This
Bill marks the end of that era and is a significant part of the government's program of
modernisation of and increased efficiency in our courts.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan), the debate was adjourned.
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Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The second-reading notes on the Bill comprise eleven
pages and the Bill contains 150 clauses and eight schedules and has 96 pages.
The adjournment of the debate until 27 October allows insufficient time for members
of the Opposition to circulate the Bill, which provides for fundamental changes in court
procedure.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing) (By leave)-I give an unequivocal undertaking to
extend the period of adjournment if the Opposition is not ready to proceed.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.
The sitting was suspended at 6.34 p.m. until 8.7 p.m.

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

The Bill consolidates the law relating to the process of subdividing land, buildings and
airspace. It will reform subdivision legislation by creating a more straightforward yet more
flexible approval process. It encapsulates all the administration processes, from approval
in principle to registration and issue of titles.
The Bill uses the approval provisions of the Planning and Environment Act and planning
schemes to set the standards and establish the opportunities for different types of
subdivision.
This is the most advanced subdivision legislation in Australia and will be a model for
other States.
Features of the Bill include: plain English drafting; the repeal of the cluster titles and
strata title Acts and subdivision provisions of the Local Government Act; increased
certainty through clear processes; a single form of title in all cases of subdivision; describing
all division of land, buildings and airspace as subdivision; greater cost effectiveness by
permitting greater flexibility in decision making by developers; and the requirement for
land to be brought under the Transfer of Land Act before it can be subdivided.
Subdivision legislation has been under review for a number of years. This began with
the establishment of the subdivision of land task force in 1981, which pubhshed its
comprehensive report in September 1983. The report was circulated for comments and a
total of 113 submissions were received up until June 1984. A draft Bill was circulated in
July this year and more than 100 submissions on the Bill were received and taken into
account. The Bill before the House reflects this thorough review and the consultation
process.
FLEXIBILITY OF THE NEW APPROACH
Subdivision covers any division of land, buildings or airspace into two or more parts
and includes resubdivision. These parts are then called lots, reserves or common property.
Regulations will be used to cover many administrative aspects, particularly those involving
standards of plans, fees, time limits and body corporate rules. Suggested fee scales and
time limits were set out in the explanatory material circulated with the draft Bill.
The Bill thus provides opportunities for developers to combine the different types of
subdivision. For example, a single subdivision plan could include "conventional" lots,
the subdivision of buildings, the creation of cluster-type lots and the creation of public
open space as part of the one proposal. Such an application could, in anyone of its parts,
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include common property and be subject to the management of a body corporate. The
application could also allow for staged development.
Such a subdivision currently requires applications under the Local Government Act,
Strata Titles Act and Cluster Titles Act. In many cases, approval under the Town and
Country Planning Act would be required.
THE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT ACT AND
PLANNING SCHEMES
Any type of subdivision can be approved through the Planning and Environment Act
processes, using the referral authority system to cover statutory authority requirements in
permit conditions, or through provisions in planning schemes.
Planning schemes will be able to contain standards including lot sizes, siting controls,
servicing and road construction standards and public open space contributions such as
those in the recently circulated draft residential development provisions. Where a permit
is not required, an endorsed plan will ensure that the subdivision complies with
requirements of the scheme. Responsible authorities will be required to forward any plan
of subdivision to a referral authority listed in the scheme. Referral authorities will include
irrigation, water and sewerage authorities, the State Electricity Commission, the Gas and
Fuel Corporation and other servicing agencies.
Where a proposal to subdivide meets planning requirements, the applicant will obtain
the consent of the referral authorities before the council certifies the plan of subdivision.
CERTIFICA TION PROCESSES UNDER THE SUBDIVISION BILL
The Bill envisages that the various certification processes will be dealt with
administratively, by council-nominated officers under delegation.
Having gained planning approval for a subdivision from the council, the owner can
proceed to preparation of the formal, certified plan and detailed engineering plans.
Any plan submitted for certification will be required to be in accordance with the plan
approved with the permit, if a permit was required, and in accordance with planning and
referral authority requirements. Variations and minor alterations are permitted.
Certification will not take place until the contribution for open space has been made.
No works may commence until the plan has been certified.
The owner must submit engineering plans to the council or a referral authority in
relation to any requirement made by the council or authority under the planning approval
for works in the subdivision. The council or referral authority must approve those plans
within the prescribed time.
A certified plan of subdivision has a five-year life, which also applies to the planning
permit for the subdivision. Minor alterations can be made during this time. Section 68 (1)
of the Planning and Environment Act is being consequentially amended. If a plan is not
registered within five years the plan cannot be registered unless it is recertified by the
council. A subdivision is commenced when a plan is certified and completed when the
plan is registered. A permit may specify a commencement date and, if certification does
not occur by that date, the permit lapses. Normal extension provisions apply.
An owner may appeal to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal against the refusal or
failure of a council to approve a plan of subdivision, consolidation or easement, approve
engineering plans, issue a statement of compliance or approve amendments to a certified
plan.
The owner will be required to comply with all conditions in the planning permit or
planning scheme and complete required works before the council issues a statement to the
registrar that the subdivision has been completed. The form of the statement will be
prescribed in regulations.
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REGISTRA TION OF PLANS
Part 4 of the Bill deals with registration, the final stage of subdivision approval.
Only a certified plan may be lodged with the Titles Office. Otherwise, conditions under
which a plan may be lodged are similar to those which currently operate, but they are
expressed in clearer language.
OPEN SPACE IN SUBDIVISIONS
The arrangements for provision of open space are an adaptation of the present Local
Government Act provisions. Planning schemes may vary the percentage of open space
that is to be provided in a subdivision, and a combination of cash and land may be
contributed to allow a flexible approach to planning open space. A definition of public
open space is provided.
Provision is made for the automatic vesting of public open space in municipalities,
thereby overcoming the troublesome transfer arrangements that currently apply. A title
for this land will be issued to the municipality.
BODIES CORPORATE
Part 5 of the Bill requires a body corporate to be created where common property is
proposed in a subdivision. A subdivision may have more than one body corporate, having
effect over different parts of the subdivision under different conditions. The provisions
allow the winding up of bodies corporate, including cases where all the common property
is sold, acquired or dispersed to the lot owners. It will also be possible to have a body
corporate without common property in the subdivision to enable it to control management
or future use of the subdivision.
The Sale of Land Act is to be amended to ensure that purchasers are made aware of
insurance requirements and that an insurance policy is in force, in accordance with the
regulations. The Magistrates Courts are to have greater involvement in the resolution of
disputes between owners.
Where a subdivision contains common property and it is proposed that the subdivision
be developed in stages, the permit or approved plan must show the full extent of the
subdivision and the schedule of lot entitlement and liability must cover all lots. The
entitlements can be modified as the stages are completed.
OTHER PROVISIONS
Where land is to be compulsorily acquired, the acquiring authority will submit a plan of
subdivision for certification by the council in accordance with the relevant planning
scheme requirements to define the remaining land.
Provisions for the creation and removal of easements will greatly clarify the process. An
application to the council for certification of a plan is all that is required to enable creation
or removal. Modifications are proposed to the Transfer of Land Act to reflect this new
approach. Planning schemes can direct creation or removal of easements and covenants.
This will solve many difficulties with the present variety of approaches set out under the
Transfer of Land Act and other legislation which are lengthy and involved, where
unanimous agreement is not possible.
The process of subdivision assessment and approval has become most complex. This
Bill sets out in plain English a simplified approach to subdivision. It outlines an approval
process which is both clear and flexible: changes which have been sought over many years.
The proposed legislation has wide support in the development industry, in local government
and among servicing authorities. It will be the envy of other States.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition), the debate was adjourned.
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It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

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

LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE (PROFESSIONAL INDEMNITY)
BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion ofMr MATHEWS (Minister
for the Arts), was read a first time.

BLF (DE-RECOGNITION) (AMENDMENT) BILL
The House went into Committee for the further consideration of this Bill.
Discussion was resumed of Clause 6.
The clause was agreed to.
New Clause
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I move:
'A. After section 7 of the Principal Act insertReports to Parliament
"7 A. (I) If an Order is made under section 7 (I) appointing a person (in this section called a "custodian")
with responsibility for the restriction or distribution of the use of funds or property, the custodian must on each
30 November, 28 February, 31 May and 31 August give the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly and the President
of the Legislative Council a report in accordance with this section.
(2) The Speaker and the President must cause to be given to each Member of the Legislative Assembly or
Legislative Council, as the case requires, a copy of each report under this section.
(3) A report under this section shall, upon its receipt by the Speaker or the President, be deemed to have been
published by order or under the authority ofthe Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council, as the case may be.
(4) A report under this section must include the following:
A description of each item of property in the possession, custody and control of the custodian, the value of
each such item and the location of each such item;
(a)

(b) Any facts ascertained by the custodian or any other person and in the knowledge of the custodian as to
dealings with funds or other property of BLF by Norman Leslie Gallagher or any official, agent, trustee or
member of BLF;
(c) Particulars of any action taken by the custodian to recover BLF funds or property or in relation to BLF
funds or property and the result of any such action;

(d) A statement of any views of the custodian as to the ownership of any funds or property in the possession,
custody and control of the custodian;
(e) A statement as to whether, in the view of the custodian, any criminal action has or may have taken place
in relation to any funds or property of BLF;

(/) Particulars of any information known to the custodian as to the whereabouts of any funds or property of
BLF not in the possession, custody and control of the custodian;
(g) Particulars of any claim known to the custodian made by any person other than BLF to ownership of the
funds or property in the possession, custody and control of the custodian;
(h)

Any other matters on which the custodian considers it appropriate to report.'.

Before the dinner adjournment, the Opposition expressed concern that the Bill had been
rushed into Parliament and that the Opposition was not privy to the information that led
to the government introducing the Bill in the first place, and that it had to take for granted
Session 1987-49
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and accept that what is contained in the Minister's second-reading speech is fact. Given
that we have no information, we do just that.
The government has been totally incompetent in the way it has handled the BLF
situation since 1982. Given the fact that the government has repeatedly come back to
Parliament asking for more and more legislative powers to take action against the BLF,
there should be a public inquiry into the affairs of the BLF as they affect the federation, its
associates and members of the government.
Given that the government is unlikely, for reasons best known to itself, once and for all
to put the dealings of the BLF in the public arena so that the public can understand why
the government has acted so weakly over many years on this issue, the Opposition moves
the amendment now before the Committee.
The amendment does several things, but the major thrust of it is that there will be
accountability to Parliament by the custodian who has been appointed, so that members
of Parliament can fully understand and appreciate the allegations and claims made by the
Minister for Labour in his second-reading speech. In other words, Parliament is being
asked to accept in good faith the comments of the Minister; and to be quite honest, based
on experiences with the BLF, we have no alternative but to accept the comments of the
Minister.
However, the Opposition is being asked to put in place what is a quite unusual precedent,
where a group has had its assets seized prior to any appropriate legislation beIng passed
and in such a way that there is no guarantee that all of the assets seized are, in fact,
legitimately assets of the organisation being challenged through the Bill.
It sets some real precedents. There is no appeal provision so the Opposition has had to
ask itself how can we best have accountabilIty to Parliament that will not at any stage be
tampered with by politicians, in order that we can assess the validity of the action being
taken? I hope it IS not proved to be the case that the Minister and the government have
made an error in whole or in part. If they have, as they have in the past when dealing with
this matter, the onus falls squarely on the shoulders of the Premier and the Minister for
Labour.
Assuming everything they have done is correct, there should be no concern about the
government accepting the provisions of the Opposition moved through this amendment.
It merely seeks accountability on a regular baSIS back to Parliament.
I wish to go through the amendment part by part.
Mr Crabb-There's no need to do that.
Mr KENNETT-I know there is no need to do it from the government's point of view,
but the government is asking for the Opposition's assistance and the Opposition is trying
to assist the government and to do the right thing so that Parliament can assess the action
of the government to help it avoid the Ministerial intrigue which surrounded such issues
as the N unawading Province by-election and the Continental Airlines affair.
After section 7 of the principal Act, the Opposition proposes to insert:
Reports to Parliament
"7 A. (l) If an Order is made under section 7 (l) appointing a person (in this section called a "custodian")
with responsibility for the restriction or distribution of the use of funds or property, the custodian must on each
30 November, 28 February, 31 May and 31 August give the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly and the President
of the Legislative Council a report in accordance with this section.

The Opposition is saying that reprdless of whether Parliament is sittin~, there will be a
regular accounting by the custodIan to Parliament, free of any political Interference, and
the first accounting will be on 30 November-approximately six or eight weeks from now.
If the amendment is carried, a report will be delivered to the President and to the
Speaker and copies of it will then be distributed to all members of Parliament so that they
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can understand what has been claimed, what has been seized and who owns the material.
Parliament is owed that sort of information. The amendment continues:
(2) The Speaker and the President must cause to be given to each Member of the Legislative Assembly or
Legislative Council, as the case requires, a copy of each report under this section.

Again, given that Parliament may not be sitting-and I certainly do not think it will be
sitting on 30 November-within a week or so after that, each honourable member will
have delivered to his or her electorate office a list of the assets then in the control or under
the surveyor investigation of the custodian.
Thirdly, and this is important, the amendment provides:
(3) A report under this section shall, upon its receipt by the Speaker or the President, be deemed to have been
published by order or under the authority of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council, as the case may be.

This will mean that on receipt by those individuals, the reports will be deemed by an order
given to the officers by Parliament tonight to be privileged documents.
I understand the Minister will argue that there is no guarantee that that is the case, but
on the advice of the Clerk of the Assembly and those who drew these amendments
together, by deeming and thereby ordering the reports to be published, we are automatically
giving privilege to those reports. If Parliament cannot give it, no-one can give it, and the
effect of the amendment is to give the reports privilege.
When the Committee votes on the amendment, it should be clearly recognised in the
statute books that by giving that direction and voting in that way, we are ordering the
reports to be printed, and ordering that the printed reports have privilege of Parliament
so they may be sent, even though Parliament may not be sitting, to members of Parliament
and to the community with these groups knowing the privileges attached to them.
That is the quite specific intent of the amendment; the only way that intent can be
challenged is through the courts of this land. That is why I repeat that, when the Committee
votes on the amendment, it should do so fully in the knowledge that it is voting for those
reports to have privilege.
Proposed section 7A (4) states that the report must include the following:
(a) A description of each item of property in the possession, custody and control of the custodian, the value of
each such item and the location of each such item;

(b) Any facts ascertained by the custodian or any person and in the knowledge of the custodian as to dealings
with funds or other property of BLF by Norman Leslie Gallagher or any official, agent, trustee or member of
BLF;
(c) Particulars of any action taken by the custodian to recover BLF funds or property or in relation to BLF
funds or property and the result of any such action;

(d) A statement of any views of the custodian as to the ownership of any funds or property in the possession,
custody and control of the custodian;
(e) A statement as to whether, in the view of the custodian, any criminal action has or may have been taken
in relation to any funds or property of BLF;

(f) Particulars of any information known to the custodian as to the whereabouts of any funds or property of
BLF not in the possession, custody and control of the custodian;
(g) Particulars of any claim known to the custodian made by any person other than BLF to ownership of the
funds or property in possession, custody and control of the custodian;
(h) Any other matters on which the custodian considers it appropriate to report.

That provision is deliberately detailed and wide so that Parliament fully understands the
reasons why the Minister has taken the action, and why the Opposition has agreed to
support him on the allegations, statements and claims that he made earlier today.
The proposed new clause is in no way extreme. Parliament is ultimately accountable to
the people and the Opposition knows of no other organisation that has been dealt with by
Parliament in this way. That is not to say it is not warranted; it may very well be
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warranted, but the Opposition cannot make -that decision now. What the Opposition can
ask and can ensure is that Parliament be kept informed of the investigations by the
custodian and that members of Parliament be kept informed without having the Minister
or the government in any way interfere with the custodian in the preparation of his report,
because the custodian has been charged with an almighty responsibility.
The Opposition wishes him well with his deliberations but there is no doubt that, like
other senior people-Mr Fitzgerald in Queensland, Mr Frank Costigan and Mr Justice
Stewart-people have been singled out by governments to undertake tasks involving
horrendous responsibilities and sacrifice, as well as risk to themselves and their families.
Therefore, it is important that those individuals be able to report to Parliament in an
unfettered way that in real terms establishes their authority. The proposed new clause
ensures not only that the custodian has the support of Parliament, but also that he has
independence of Parliament, regardless of the political deliberations that have led to the
setting up of this trustee arrangement, so that he is able to report back to Parliament in an
unfettered way and on a regular basis.
Earlier today, the Minister for Labour, or the Premier, in answer to a question, indicated
that none of the moneys obtained through today's seizure will be spent on running the
operations of the investigation. That is important. The Opposition wishes to go a step
further.

If the custodian is to complete the job that we all expect of him, he will need a large
amount of resources in terms of individuals to whom he can delegate responsibility to
assist in the collation of the information and in the pursuit of assets both in Australia and,
potentially, around the world, according to the Minister, as well as the ultimate preparation
of reports.
After tonight the custodian is behoven to Parliament to ensure that the reports are
delivered to Parliament on time so that members can clearly assess the details and
ownership of the seized assets and the way in which the custodian is pursuing the assets
that are now not in his control.
In moving the amendment the Opposition is not trying in any way to embarrass the
government or to delay the passage of the proposed legislation. It is to ensure that there is
accountability to Parliament and on this occasion Parliament is being asked, perhaps for
justifiable reasons that honourable members must take on board in good faith, to support
extraordinary proposed legislation.
The Opposition takes on board those reasons in good faith but it believes the Minister
is also bound in good faith to ensure that Parliament's role is recognised in a way that has
the provisions of the amendment put into place. Ultimately Parliament must be made
fully aware of the ramifications of the proposed legislation that the Opposition is being
asked to pass tonight, and ultimately will pass tonight.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party supports
the proposed new clause. I congratulate the Leader of the Opposition and other members
involved in drafting the amendment. It is an interesting proposed new clause that has two
effects. Firstly, it takes the pressure off the Minister for Labour in reporting to Parliament
because he will now be handing on what he receives from the custodian and the investigator;
it will be far less embarrassing for him, with the extremists in his own party, because he
will not have to interpret what he receives bufwill immediately hand on what is given to
him.
It does not matter how rough or embarrassing the report may be, as the Minister is now
an innocent party. He will pass it on with a delightful smile and probably will enjoy doing
that to the embarrassment of some of his colleagues on the back benches both here and in
another place.
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Secondly, there will be a much wider inquiry than would have been conducted had the
proposed new clause not been inserted. When the investigation commences and the
custodian discovers certain matters he may need to carry out his investigations on a more
wide-ranging basis than would have been appropriate had he not been required to present
such a detailed report. As a result of the proposed new clause there could well be a much
wider-ranging inquiry into the affairs of Mr Gallagher and the BLF than would have been
the case had this amendment not been proposed.
Let us not forget the extremely serious accusations made by the Minister for Labour in
his second-reading speech. They were surprising and devastating accusations because of
their serious nature, and were made, as has been said by other honourable members,
without any proof at this stage. The Minister for Labour must have the proof and must be
completely satisfied because otherwise he would not have made such serious accusations.
The National Party has no doubt that the details of those accusations will be proved and
the far-reaching implications will be evident to Parliament at an early date.
The first report is due at the end of November; all honourable members will be most
interested to see it because it is anticipated that the report will cover matters outside the
BLF, and could be most embarrassing to many people outside the BLF organisation.
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-I support the comments made by the Leader of the
Opposition. In particular, I wish to refer to paragraph (h) of the proposed new clause,
which provides that a report under this section must include:
Any other matters on which the custodian considers it appropriate to report.

In his second-reading speech, the Minister referred to a statement by Mr Luis Garcia, who
referred to his visit to Libya. When the Minister referred to that visit he said that the
Builders Labourers Federation had sent Mr Garcia overseas to rally support for its cause.
The Minister also said that, when Mr Garcia arrived in Libya, he was surprised to learn
that the Libyan people had already provided some financial support for the union.
It is important that the new clause be included in the Bill because the Victorian public
should know what support the Libyans are giving to people in our community. It goes
without sayin~ that when a country such as Libya, which is well known for terrorism and
other acts agaInst legitimately elected governments, gives financial support to anyone in
another community, that country expects a quid pro quo. It expects that at some point it
will get something in return for the money it has provided, regardless of whether it is to
the BLF or another organisation in the community.
The proposed new clause, which allows for the custodian to report on "any other
matters", is extremely important because it makes it possible for the Victorian community
to gain some understanding of the links between the BLF and Libya.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-The government accepts the insertion of the
proposed new clause. There are some advantages in the custodian reporting direct to
Parliament. It was previously my view that much of his activities would take place during
the recess of Parliament and, therefore, that such a measure was not practicable. However,
the proposed new clause has been drafted in such a way that that will not matter. The
proposed new clause is useful to the custodian, Or Sharp, to the government, to Parliament
and to the community of Victoria.
The new clause was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House with an amendment, and passed through its remaining
stages.

TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL
The debate (adjourned from August 20) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The Bill does not have all the high drama of the previous
measure before Parliament, but it is, nonetheless, important for two reasons: firstly, it is a
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measure affecting three major parts of the State tax base and implements Budget proposals
in relation to those taxes; and, secondly, it involves a fundamental issue of the rights of
Parliament and, in particular, the relationship between the two Houses.
One could define politics in the modern era as a search for the means to protect ordinary
people from the arbitrary exercise of the power of a ruler. From the European age of
enlightenment, the principle of checks and balances on the power of the ruler and the
elected government became part of the political theory in which the Australian political
tradition finds it roots.
The division of powers between the executive, the legislature and the judiciary is one
manifestation of that principle of checks and balances. Another was the constitution of
bicameral parliaments-the idea that there should be a House of Parliament in which the
government is formed and another House to act as a House of review to keep a check on
the government and the excesses of the use of power by the majority.
The Victorian Constitution, in common with many other Constitutions written and
developed during the past two centuries, contains the manifestation of that principle.
There is a strict distinction between the legislature and the executive, which is accountable
to Parliament; and the judiciary is a separate body, independent of the other two arms of
government. Likewise, Victoria has a bicameral Parliament. It is clearly intended in
Victoria's Constitution that the Legislative Council should constitute a check on the
exercise of power by the democratically elected government in the Lower House.
This Bill threatens that check on the power of government. The Bill combines two
classes of provisions and it combines amendments to three separate taxing Acts. Firstly,
there are the Budget tax measures and the so-called anti-avoidance measures, and, secondly,
there are amendments to three taxing Acts: the Stamps Act, the Pay-roll Tax Act and the
Land Tax Act.
The Bill is not acceptable in its composite form. The Liberal Party will not necessarily
be prepared to accept future Bills of this kind. Last year, in a slightly different context,
three taxing measures were included in one Bill. This Bill is a gigantic leap forward in a
qualitative sense for the erosion of the proper role of the Upper House as a check and
balance on the power of the government in the Lower House.
I put the Treasurer on notice that the Liberal Party will not be prepared to accept in this
Parliament-and I refer not just to this House-the future presentation of Bills that breach
this important constitutional convention. This Bill breaches the convention that taxing
measures are presented to Parliament separately. There are good reasons for that
convention, and I shall refer to them in a moment.
I simply put it that, according to that convention, the Bill should not be presented as
one Bill amending three taxing Acts. The practice of this Parliament in the past has been
to present each such measure in a separate Bill.
There was some trammelling of that last year, and the Bill represents a fundamental
attack on that convention. There is nothing novel about the convention, and there are
good and cogent reasons for maintaining it. Indeed, the principle is expressly enshrined in
the Australian Constitution. I refer to section 55 of the Australian Constitution, which
states:
Laws imposing taxation shall deal only with the imposition oftaxation, and any provision therein dealing with
any other matter shall be of no effect.
Laws imposing taxation, except laws imposing duties of customs or of excise, shall deal with one subject of
taxation only; but laws imposing duties of customs shall deal with duties of customs only, and laws imposing
duties of excise shall deal with duties of excise only.

The middle section of that provision is clear beyond any argument or contradiction. It
provides that laws imposing taxation shall deal only with one subject of taxation.
Unquestionably the Bill deals with subjects of taxation, but it deals with three separate

Taxation Acts Amendment Bill

13 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1447

subjects of taxation. Therefore, in its present form, it would be inadmissible and void in
the Commonwealth Parliament.
The convention debates, importantly, shed light on the basis on which that provision is
included in the Australian Constitution. A debate occurred between Edmund Barton and
George Reid on 14 April 1897, which was reported in the convention debates at pages 577
to 578. Mr Barton, later Sir Edmund Barton, is reported on page 577 as havin~ said, when
speaking about a draft of what is now section 55 of the Commonwealth Constitution:
This set of sections has for its object the same object as had those of 1891. A law is unconstitutional if it deals,
as a Tax Bill, with more than one subject of taxation unless it is a Customs Bill, or with any question except the
imposition of taxation and the necessary machinery therefor.

I interpose to point out that he was not speaking about the Australian Constitution,
because this convention was about the formulation of the Australian Constitution; he was
speaking in general terms about the constitutional conventions of Parliaments founded
on the British model. He was speaking of that environment, and the Victorian Parliament,
of course, is in that environment. A law dealing with more than one subject of taxation in
a single Bill is simply not acceptable. Mr George Reid, as he then was, took up that point
and later, on the same page, is reported as having said:
I look upon these provisions, not as inserted for the protection of the taxpayers, but as provisions inserted to
define the relations between the two Houses, and it is a matter entirely between the two Houses ...
It is not likely that the Senate would allow anything of the kind to happen, and I have a very strong opinion
that if a Bill contained say a land tax and also the machinery necessary for collecting that tax it would be a clear
violation of this provision.

Mr Barton: Oh, no.
Mr REID: I venture to say so, because I remember the way in which these taxes are imposed in the mothercountry and in most of the colonies. The tax is put in one short Bill and the machinery clauses in another Bill.

That is an important point because he is saying that even where the same tax is concerned,
the convention is for the provisions imposing the tax and the provisions governing the
collection of the tax to be proposed in separate Bills. Mr Barton further stated:
Not because of provisions of this sort.

Then follows an important statement by Mr Reid:
No, because they do not exist, of course, but for another good reason, namely, that whilst under our Constitutions
the Upper House is not allowed freedom in modifying taxes it should be allowed the most perfect freedom in
dealing with the machinery necessary for collecting those taxes. If the two were put together the Upper House
would be very much embarrassed in exercising a discretion upon the machinery clauses. I think this is so serious
a matter in the light put on it by Mr Barton that we ought to copy the term in the margin of the clause.

He then went on to move an amendment to make clear the intention. The important
reason for quoting that material is that it explains why, as a matter of constitutional law
and, as a matter of political philosophy, the convention came into being.
Where we had bicameral Parliaments, constitutions frequently limited the power of the
Upper House to preserve the primacy of the power of the government over financial
management. The Upper House was limited in this way: it was faced with a simple
choice-it could reject or accept taxing Bills, but it could not amend them. For that
reason, to preserve its power and to prevent its being faced with an unpalatable choice by
having bracketed together an extremely unpalatable measure and a popular measure, and,
therefore, effectively depriving the Upper House of its proper, legitimate role of monitoring
and acting as a check and balance in the exercise of the power of the government in the
Lower House, it could be faced with, to use the words of The Godfather, an offer it could
not refuse. It would have to accept the unpalatable because it was tied with something
attractive.
To prevent that situation being forced upon the Upper House, the convention that tax
measures should not be bracketed together came into being. At the point of the formulation
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of the Commonwealth Constitution, it had sufficient recognition for it to be regarded by
the founding fathers of the Constitution as a fundamental provision of British justice.
I refer now to the convention debates in Melbourne in 1898. They contain an extremely
clear statement of the principle that underlies the convention. I shall quote from the first
column of page 2030 to reinforce the previous quotations. There Mr Reid, as he then was,
stated:
Now, I come to the object of this provision, that a Bill imposing taxation should only propose one form of
taxation, leaving the customs out. What was the intention of that? To protect the public? Nothing of the kind;
because if both Houses were agreed upon the two parts which might appear in one Bill it would not matter,
because their representatives in both Houses were ready to pass the tax; and it would be immaterial, if both
Houses agree to pass the two subjects of taxation, whether it is expressed in one Act or two. Therefore, we come
to the fact that the expression of these subjects in separate Acts was to protect the Senate, to enable the Senate to
exercise its judgment freely, and to deal with large measures of taxation on their merits; so that ifit approved of
one subject of taxation, it should have the liberty of approving of it without being compelled to approve of
another form oftaxation which it disliked. So that the object of this provision was entirely in the interests of the
Senate, to enable the Senate to exercise its wisdom and discretion unfettered by any difficulty.

With respect to Mr Reid, I put it higher than that. It is not simply to protect the Senate,
but to protect good government and to protect the power of the public exercised through
its capacity to elect a House of review to act as a check and balance on the government in
the Lower House.
The basis of that argument is that the Upper House power should be lifted to accepting
or rejecting taxing Bills, but that it should not have the power to amend them. That is a
principle that applies in the State of Victoria. To further amplify the matter I refer to the
leading text on the Australian Constitution by Quick and Garran, The Annotated
Constitution of the Australian Commonwealth, which deals with that matter in its 1901
edition. At page 678, the learned authors say this:
The section, however, goes on to enact that laws imposing taxation shall, with the exception of those relating
to customs and excise, deal with one subject of taxation only. It is necessary to explain the object of this
limitation. By the second paragraph of sec. 53, the Senate is deprived of the power to amend tax Bills, but it may
constitutionally reject them. In order to maintain its right to veto, in detail, each specific tax to which it objects,
without thereby involving the rejection of other taxes of which it approves, the Constitution prohibits the
combination of taxation proposals; it requires each proposed tax to be submitted by the House of Representatives
to the Senate, in a separate Bill. This procedure being followed, the Senate can exercise its discretion with respect
to each tax, without being coerced to pass a tax to which it objects, in order to carry a tax which it desires.

Mr Ross-Edwards-Why has this government put it in the one Bill?
Mr STOCKDALE-Because the government ignores constitutional convention and
seeks to frustrate the Upper House. It endeavours to prevent any challenge, check or
balance on its absolute power. Nothing illustrates this more clearly than the ultimate
desire of the government to abolish the Upper House and this is also illustrated in another
Bill, which seeks to emasculate the powers of the Upper House.
Exactly the same principle was stated in another leading text, the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Australia, the annotated fourth edition by R. D. Lamb, that was
published in 1986. Discussion of this matter can be found on page 445 of that book where
the principle is stated on exactly the same grounds. The scheme of the Victorian
Constitution clearly reflects the bases of the principle.
Firstly, we have a bicameral Parliament, notwithstanding the aspirations of the ALP to
destroy the safeguards enjoyed with a bicameral Parliament. Wiser counsels have prevailed
in the past and hitherto in the present. This government is, fortunately, subject to a check
and balance by the safeguard role of the Upper House. Section 62 of the Victorian
Constitution Act provides that appropriation Bills and taxing Bills shall originate only in
the Assembly. Such Bills may be rejected but they may not be altered by the Council. I
note that section 64 (2) enables the Council to suggest amendments but that does not alter
the principle involved; it is a limited right. This right can be exercised on only three
opportunities. The Council simply does not have the right to insist upon its amendments
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and ultimately it must either reject or pass the Bill in the light of whether the government
is prepared to accept the suggested amendments. The absolute power still rests with the
Lower House while the powers of the Upper House are limited in exactly the same way
contemplated in the speeches made during the convention debates. The appropriation Bill
must be limited to appropriation.
Despite the absence ofa provision analogous to section 55 of the Australian Constitution,
it is clear that the legislative powers of the Upper House are limited in the same way as
the powers of Upper Houses on the British constitutional model, to which the founding
fathers referred, and as are the powers of the Senate.
Unlike the Australian Labor Party, the Liberal Party attaches great importance to the
safeguard role of the Legislative Council. The sweeping endorsement of the safeguard
campaign mounted by the Liberal Party in the recent Nunawading Province re-election
and the Central Highlands Province by-election suggests that the Victorian people strongly
share that view. In both elections they voted to preserve the safeguard position held by
the Upper House. That safeguard role has never been more important than under the Cain
Labor government, which has shown itself as a government prepared to use its majority
power to control the Upper House.
That was clearly illustrated recently when the government had a temporary majority in
the Upper House following the need for the N unawading Province re-election. The House
will recall that at that time the government exercised no restraint as one might expect
from a credible government proud of the Constitution and its convention. The government
did have a temporary majority of the Upper House by an accident of history. At that time
it chose to ram through legislation that gave unacceptable and undemocratic rights to
trade union officials through the Occupational Health and Safety Act. The government
also foisted on the Victorian people the greatest disaster in living memory-WorkCare,
the sinkhole through which the finances of Victoria are disappearing.
The government chose that time to ram through proposed legislation. Mr Acting Speaker,
you would recall sitting on the government back bench when the government accepted no
argument, no reasoned amendment, and no other amendments to that Bill. The government
voted down every piece of opposition. It refused to accept or even consider any constructive
criticism. The government simply abused its temporary majority position, which it gained
by an accident of history, to use untrammelled, the power entrusted to it by the people of
Victoria who elected the Labor Party to government.
Whenever the opportunity arises, one can expect the government to trample on the
constitutional convention of this Parliament and State. I am pleased the Treasurer is in
the House to take note of my speech because I put him on notice that this form of proposed
legislation fundamentally conflicts with an important constitutional convention. It is not
acceptable to the Liberal Party, which cannot guarantee that future Bills, even Budget
Bills, will be debated or passed in their present form.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Why don't you say they won't be passed in their present form?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Brighton
will ignore interjections.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Acting Speaker, I am pleased the Leader of the National Party
made his interjection because I can issue him an invitation-The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton will ignore
the interjection and will address the Chair.
Mr STOCKDALE-Through you, Mr Acting Speaker, I cannot speak for all the nongovernment members in the Upper House, I can speak only on behalf of members of the
Liberal Party. I put the Treasurer on notice that the Bill is not acceptable to the Liberal
Party.
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If the Leader of the National Party were indicatin~ by his interjection that this form of
proposed legislation is also not acceptable to the NatlOnal Party and that his members will
join with members of the Liberal Party to p'revent this happening again, then I say on
behalf of the opposition parties that Bills wlll not be debated in this form. I can tell the
Treasurer more than I had undertaken to tell him; that Bills in this form will not be passed
by this Parliament.

The opposition parties are united in that the constitutional convention should be
observed in order to protect the legitimate safeguard role of the Legislative Council, which
role is enshrined in our Constitution and endorsed in recent votes by the people of
Victoria. Currently the Liberal Party is investigating ways to protect the legitimate powers
of the Council. I warn the Treasurer to take heed of what the Opposition is saying today
because Budget Bills in the proposed form will not prevent the Opposition from defending
this important constitutional convention. The Treasurer will have no-one but himself to
blame if Bills in this form are presented in future and are defeated or not debated because
they are amalgamations of taxing measures.
I turn now to the substantive issues raised by the Bill. Two classes of provisions are
dealt with in the Bill: one implements Budget changes to three major State taxes; and the
second contains what the Treasurer has described as anti-avoidance measures and other
miscellaneous provisions. The latter should not be bracketed with the former under the
constitutional convention, to which I alluded earlier in my speech.
The Cain government is Australia~s highest taxing State government. It has maintained
a savage increase in State taxes and charges throu$h six Budgets. Those savage high taxes
have not only undermined the productive capaclty of Victorian business but afso they
have savagely depressed the living standards of Victorian families. The high taxes have
been responsible for massive injustice by undermining the living standards o(the Victorian
families that can least afford the high imposts of the Cain government.
The Liberal Party unquestionably supports the tax relief measures contained in the Bill
that reflect the 1987-88 State Budget. But there are two contextual issues to those measures:
firstly, they are unjust in that they do not go far enough and they are discriminatory against
those the government regards not as its supporters. Secondly, they need to be put in proper
context against the background of what the government has done and is doing to increase
the revenue yield from taxes.
I seek leave of the House to have incorporated in HansardTable 1 showing the taxation
record of the Cain Labor government. The Speaker has seen the table.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table I
CAIN GOVERNMENT TAXA nON RECORD
1981-82 to 1987-88 ($M)

Tax Receipts
Stamp duty

1981-82
($M)

1987-88
($M)

364·8

937·9

Land tax

115·9

192·2

Payroll tax

795·1

1331·6

State Taxation (as defined in Budget Papers)

1945·9

3639·9

Total State Taxation (including statutory authority taxes etc.)

2056·9

4179·8

Sources: Budget Papers 1982-83 to 1987-88

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows in money terms the tax receipts of stamp duty,
land tax and payroll tax in each of the years 1981-82, the last year of the Liberal
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government-the good old days in Victoria-and in 1987-88-the current Budget year.
It shows huge increases in dollar terms in tax yield with a near trebling of the stamp duty,
the almost doubling ofland tax receipts and the almost doubling of payroll tax receipts.
It also shows-on the government's definition of State taxes-that State taxes have
increased from $1946 million in round terms to $3640 million this year. Of course that
excluded a number of major items of State taxation, in particular the taxes which the
government levies through the statutory authorities. If those are included, State taxation
has grown since the present government came to office from $2057 million to $4180
million. Of course those figures are less significant th.in the percentage movement. I seek
leave to incorporate in Hansard Table 2 which shows the taxation record of the Cain
Labor government -in percentage terms.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table 2
CAIN GOVERNMENT TAXATION RECORD
1981-82 to 1987-88 (% increase)

Percentage Increase
Tax

1981-82 to 1987-88
Nominal

Real

+157·1

+61·8

Land tax

+65·8

+4·4

Payroll tax

+67·5
+87·1

+5·4

+103·2

+27·9

Stamp duty

State Taxation (as defined in Budget Papers)
Total State Taxation (including statutory authority taxes, etc.)
Consumer Price Index

+17·7
+58·9

Sources: Budget Papers 1982-83 to 1987-88
ABS Cat. No. 6401.0-Consumer Price Index

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows the massive increase in nominal terms and real
terms in State taxation. Firstly, in nominal terms stamp duty has increased by 157 per
cent; land tax has increased by 66 per cent and payroll tax has increased by 68 per cent.
Even on the government's definition, State taxation has increased by 87 per cent and in
this year if we include all the taxes including statutory authority taxes, the government
has achieved a most incredible performance over six Budgets so that by the end of this
year State taxation receipts will have more than doubled under the Cain Labor government.
Victorians will be paying twice as much in taxes as they were when the Liberal Party was
in government.
The real increase in stamp duty is 62 per cent; for land tax the real increase is 4 per cent;
for payroll tax the real increase is 5 per cent; for State taxes the real increase is 18 per cent
and, for all State taxes, the incredible increase in real terms is 28 per cent over the six
Budgets. Against an inflation rate of 59 per cent, State taxes have doubled in the
government's period in office.
Of course, they have been huge increases in taxes which bear particularly on business,
in particular with stamp duties, the abolition of which was recommended by previous
inquiries. That is a direct repudiation of the Government's propaganda about its economic
strategy, of Melbourne being the financial capital of Australia.
Almost in every respect not only have there been massive growths in the rate of taxation
receipts but Victorian levies are the highest stamp duties on many classes of transactions
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of those around Australia. Even after the changes payroll tax receipts would have increased
in real terms substantially over the period the government has been in office.
The deleterious effects of high State taxes, especially the taxes which bear on business,
in summary are: firstly, the direct burden erodes profitability and erodes family disposable
income; secondly, it reduces returns on investment and discourages investment in Victoria;
thirdly, it drives some business interstate-for example, when the government moved to
abolish stamp duty on debenture issues in the wholesale market, the revenue fell by
$100 000. That reflected the fact that virtually nobody conducted that class of business in
Victoria because of the high rates of duty that the government levied upon it.
Fortunately the government saw the light and that is one instance in which it removed
that duty in order to attract business back to Victoria and to remove the competitive
disadvantage. As I shall show later, Victoria still suffers massive competitive disadvantage
in the areas encompassed by the Bill.
Fourthly, payroll tax is a tax on employment and discourages it. Although there might
have been an argument in the past about that, the government has obviously abandoned
it because implicit in payroll tax changes in the Bill is the acceptance of the Opposition's
argument that payroll tax is a tax on employment and is an impediment to employment
growth in Victoria. In particular, the export incentive scheme clearly illustrates the linkage
between economic growth, employment growth and the level of taxation. The government
has accepted the Opposition's argument. Unfortunately it has not gone far enough to
provide real tax relief.
Fifthly, excessive taxation transfers resources to the public sector and it reduces the
overall efficiency of the Victorian economy because resources are generally used less
efficiently in the public sector. Sixthly, it adds to the cost of resources of which Victoria
has a natural advantage, particularly the high taxes on the State Electricity Commission of
Victoria and the Gas and Fuel Corporation which conflicts with the government's
comparative advantage theory stated in its economic strategy. The government is
undermining the comparative advantage that Victoria has in its abundant supplies of lowcost energy products as our prices are moving up relative to much of the area of the world
with which we compete in business. Indeed, electricity prices in most Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development countries are falling in nominal terms but
meanwhile in Victoria those charges are indexed to one of the highest inflation rates in the
Western World.
This represents the social arrogance of the government which knows better than do the
people themselves of how the fruits of their labours should be spent.
The Treasurer believes he is entitled to take the resources because of his superior
wisdom, which is better than that of the people whose sweat and effort earns that money;
he knows how it should be spent, even he would claim against their own views that he
knows better than do they of what is good for them, notwithstanding their dissent. This
reduces household income and it has savagely eroded living standards.
Taxation should be a major priority for the government; it should be a major priority
to which the public sector management should be directed; it should be one of the major
goals, along with debt reduction, to preserve the viability of the Victorian economy and to
restore the viability of the finances of the public sector which the government has destroyed.
The Budget and the Bill show that taxation relief is not a major priority for the Cain
government. I shall come back to that later. I shall comment briefly on a number of
specific matters on payroll tax. The Bill involves four types of changes; firstly, the alteration
of the scale, secondly, the introduction of an export incentive scheme; thirdly, the
introduction ofa uniform 6 per cent rate of payroll tax and, fourthly, initiatives in relation
to the Victorian Education Foundation, details of which appear in Budget Paper No. 4,
pages 11 to 13.
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At face value the new scale marginally reduces payroll tax imposts at each point in the
scale but it introduces a new uniform rate through the scale at 6 per cent in place of the
previous two step scale of 5 per cent and then 6 per cent above $1·3 million.
The Budget Papers and the tables in the Budget Papers, particularly Budget Paper No.
4, make the comparisons on a standstill basis-that is, they assume that we can compare
what a business paid in payroll tax last year under the old scale with what it will pay this
year under this new scale without taking into account any increases in its wages roll. But
wages can be expected to increase; in some cases, employment will increase and other
benefits will increase. Hence, the wages bill can be expected to rise for most firms in
1987-88.
Employers with wages rolls of between $300000 and $1·3 million will now pay 6 per
cent on each additional $1 of wages paid out rather than the previous 5 per cent, and that
is a 20 per cent increase in the cost of that additional $1 of wages in payroll tax. They will
face a 20 per cent increase in the marginal rate of taxation on new employees, on wage
increases and on any other increase in their wage roll figure.
That is a massive disincentive and a massive increase in the existing disincentive for
additional employment and a substantial increase in the disincentive of employers taking
on new labour. It is an additional cost on business even in circumstances out of their
control, such as national wage increases.
This provision makes universal among payroll taxpayers what was originally a temporary
and limited impost. This 6 per cent levy was not intended to be the standard rate of payroll
tax and even in other socialist States like Western Australia it is no longer the standard
rate. The rate there is steadily in the process of being reduced but this government is not
reducing the rate in Victoria. The logic implicit in its payroll tax incentive schemes and in
the rhetoric of the Treasurer's Budget speech that payroll taxation is an evil form of
taxation is not taken into account.
The government has increased the marginal rate so that it has the greatest possible
disincentive effect on employment. It bears heaviest on the new employee. It adds most
to the cost of the additional employee who might otherwise have had ajob. It is at variance
with the government's own reasoning implicit in the Budget speech. This measure will be
a disincentive to employment, particularly in the coming year.
The economic strategy, as it is called, targets export growth as a means to economic
health and especially growth in employment. The exporters' payroll tax incentive scheme
is claimed to serve those objectives.
The Liberal Party supports this measure so far as it goes but implicit in it is the view
that payroll tax deductions will promote export effort, exports and employment. The
Labor Party has simply accepted the Liberal Party's argument but, unfortunately, it has
done so with limited effect. Payroll tax receipts in Victoria will still increase by 5·3 per
cent in 1987-88 even after every one of the changes proposed in the Bill and in the Budget
speech.
The so-called relief equates only 3·3 per cent of projected 1987-88 receipts during
1987-88. That is the value of it: 3·3 per cent tax relief, a mere drop in the ocean.
The 6 per cent rate has been made universal with the consequent increase in the
marginal rate for many employers of new dollars in their wage roll. The Budget estimates
for employment growth for 1987-88 and the 4 per cent average through the year for wages
growth implicit in the Budget estimates suggests that the value or tax relief stated in
Budget Paper No. 4 from these payroll tax measures could be substantially overstated,
that the total payroll tax receipts in fact would not but for these measures have been so far
ahead as to justify the Treasurer's claims. It appears to me that payroll tax receipts might
have been only $30 million higher than they are projected to be in the Budget if none of
these measures had been introduced. Yet again the Treasurer is gilding the lily and
claiming more than he is entitled as to tax relief.
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I shall refer to the export incentives scheme in summary. It is extremely complex.
Access to the concessions will not be easy for the majority of Victorian exporters. The
calculations and record keeping involved will be time-consuming and complex. It is
obvious that there will be a large administrative cost associated with obtaining the benefits.
The limitation in relation to trade with South Africa is completely illogical, and I shall
return to that later in detail.
Mr Ross-Edwards-What about New Caledonia, Chile and countries like those?
Mr STOCKDALE-I shall take up the point made by the Leader of the National Party.
The fact is that the government is prepared to provide payroll tax concessions to promote
people sending guns to Lebanon but it is not prepared to give payroll tax concessions to
people who export food and medicines to South Africa. If the end result, as obviously
intended, is to inhibit trade to South Africa, it may be that babies-even black babieswill die in South Africa this year because exporters prefer to direct their exports to where
benefit can be obtained rather than to export medicine and food to South Africa. It is an
inhumanitarian measure. The Victorian Branch of the Australian Hotels Association has
raised the important effect of the tourist dollar of overseas visitors staying at international
hotels in Victoria. It is completely analogous to export services. I record to his credit that
the Treasurer has undertaken to re-examine this issue to determine whether a means can
be found to provide recognition of what is analogous to export effort of hoteliers and
tourist package promoters in attracting overseas visitors to Australia. I welcome that and
would wish to offer the assistance of the Liberal Party to facilitate that consideration.

I refer to the amendments to stamp duty on land transactions. Again, the Liberal Party
welcomes the introduction of genuine incremental rates compared with the previous
provisions of very longstanding where once thresholds were passed the higher rate applied
to the whole value. It clearly has the anomalous results to which the Treasurer drew
attention in the Budget Papers and in his second-reading speech that merely for one extra
dollar on certain points of the scale the duty might increase by as much as $800.
That was less significant under the Liberal government because the rates of tax were
lower. It was made more inequitable by the Cain government to the point where one
might say the nuts were squeaking because of the savage increases in the rates of stamp
duty that the present government introduced early in its term.
In 1987-88 the restructure will provide a reduction-and I emphasise a reductionfrom the forward estimates, not a reduction in absolute terms, of only $6·5 million. That
is such a small amount that one would think it probably has been achieved almost by
accident and that the Treasurer did the sums and found out that far from being revenue
neutral he could actually claim to have provided tax relief. It is a drop in the ocean of the
more than $900 million of stamp duties that are collected, a substantial proportion of
which are stamp duties on land transactions. It probably represents less than 1 per cent of
the stamp duty receipts from land transactions.
This measure is a typical, cynical Cain Labor socialist exercise and I am glad that, by
interjection, the honourable member for Bendigo West has been helpful in confirming the
fact that the Cain government is a socialist government. It is typical of this cynical
government that the measure is directed at politics and not equity. I seek leave to
incorporate in Hansard Table 3 which the Speaker has accepted. It is a comparison of the
new and old scales.
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Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table 3
VICTORIAN STAMP DUTY ON LAND TRANSFERS: COMPARISON OF OLD AND NEW SCALES

Property Price

20000
40000
60000
80000
100000
105000
110 000
115000
120000
125000
130000
135000
140000
145000
150000
160000
165000
170000
175000
180000
185000
190000
195000
200 000
210 000
220000
230000
240000
250000
260000
270000
280000
290000
300 000
350000

O/dSca/e

NewSca/e

390.00
780.00
1320.00
1 760.00
2200.00
3150.00
3300.00
3450.00
3600.00
3750.00
4550.00
4725.00
4900.00
5075.00
5250.00
6000.00
6187.50

280
760
1240
1720
2200
2500
2800
3100
3400
3700
4000
4300
4600
4900
5200
5800
6100
6400
6700
7000
7300
7600
7900
8200
8500
9400
10000
10600
11200
11800
12400
13000
13600
14200
17200

6375.00
6562.50
6750.00
6937.50
7 125.00
7312.50
7500.00
8925.00
9350.00
9775.00
10 200.00
10625.00
11050.00
11475.00
11900.00
12325.00
12750.00
16625.00

Percentage
Variation

-28·2
-2·5
-6
-2·2
-20-6
-20-6
-10-1
-5·5
-1·3
-12
-9·0
-6·12
-3·4
-0-9
-3·3
-}·4
·3
2·1
3·7
5·2
6·6
8·0
9·3
-1·4
·5
2·3
3·9
5·4
6·8
8·0
9·2
10-3
11·3
3·45
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New Scale

Percentage
Variation

6·3

400 000

19000.00

20200

450000

21 375.00

23200

8·5

500 000

23750.00

26200

10·3

550000

26125.00

29200

11·7

600000

28500.00

32200

12·9

650000

34 125.00

35200

3·4

700 000

36750.00

38200

3·9

750000

39375.00

41200

4·6

800 000

42000.00

44000

4·8

850000

44625.00

46750

4·8

900 000

47250.00

49500

4·8

950000

49875.00

52250

4·8

1000000

52500.00

55000

4·8

Sources: Stamps Act and 1987-88 Budget Papers.

Mr STOCKDALE-The greatest benefit in percentage terms, as this table shows, is on
amounts from $100 000 to $145 000. It is interesting to note that that is so if we look at
the percentage change. When one examines the money amounts involved, one can see
they are trifling reforms.

In those areas where the big percentage increase occurs, the money amount is so small
as to be almost insignificant to somebody who purchases a property at those values. Stamp
duty increases substantially the funds a home buyer needs-especially a young home
buyer-from his own sources. For example, a young couple with a deposit of$IO 000 on
an amount of$80 000 actually faces a stamp duty bill of$1720 on the new scale.
That means that the stamp duty alone increases the amount the young home buyers
have to find from their own resources by 17 per cent. It is a massive impost on the deposit.
It increases the deposit gap very substantially in percentage terms. Particularly when one
takes account of the fact that conveyancing charges and other costs would probably add
10 to 15 per cent in that sort of purchase; those oncosts, of which stamp duty is the biggest
element, are a substantial addition to the amounts that a young couple would need to
generate, would need to save from their own resources if they are borrowing the enormous
amount of 90 per cent. What can that young couple look forward to from the Treasurer?
The relief that they get is $40. Many home buyers in areas where there are young couples
who are not rich by any measure get $40 from this Bill-$40 tax relief! It almost begs
belief that the Treasurer has the gall to come into the Parliament.
Last year, the government abolished the first home buyers exemption from stamp duty
so that young couples are severely disadvantaged. They have been hit on the one hand by
$1720 in last year's Budget and this year the Treasurer is giving them back $40. That is
less than $1 a week. I should not be at all surprised if the Treasurer were to get cheques for
$40 in the mail because people will think that if the government is so desperate for revenue
they will forgo that pittance.
Except at the level of$210 000, for the rest of the scale the stamp duty is increased, not
reduced. From $170 000 to about $1 million there is an increase in stamp duty. Above $1
million, the rates of duty remain unchanged.
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Victoria compares very unfavourably with the other States, even after the implementation
of these changes to our land transaction stamp duty. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard
Table 4 which compares the rates of stamp duty at selected levels between Victoria and
other mainland States.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table 4
ST AMP DUTY ON LAND TRANSFERS-MAINLAND STATES ($)

Victoria
Property Price

Old Scale

New Scale

Qld

NSW

SA

WA

50000

1100

1000

975

765

1080

875

100 000

2200

2200

2350

1990

2830

1900

150000

5250

5200

3975

3740

4830

3525
5 150

200 000

7500

8200

5600

5490

6830

250000

10 625

11200

7225

7240

8830

6775

300000

12750

14200

8975

8990

10830

8775

500 000

23750

26200

15975

17990

18830

16775

26990
40490

26830

25275

38830

38025

700 000

36750

38200

23475

1000000

52500

55000

34725

Souces: Relevant stamp duties legislation.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows that at $50 000, even on the new scale, Victoria is
the second highest taxing State, only behind South Australia. On the old scale, of course,
we were the highest, and those were the rates established by this Labor government. At
$100 000, Victoria ranks third. That is clearly an anomaly the Treasurer has not addressed.
Perhaps we can look forward to that in the next Budget-that the Treasurer will put
Victoria's nose in front and so Victoria will become the highest taxing government at
every level and his record can be preserved, even at this level ofminutia.
If one looks at the figures from $150 000 to $1 million and above, Victoria is the highest
taxing State. The table shows that in almost every case Victoria is not only the highest but
also the highest by a long way. Victorians who buy houses are being slugged more than the
residents of any other State. It is not just a matter of comparing these absolute rates,
because there is one other factor which further disadvantages Victorians, probably against
every State other than New South Wales. Perhaps with the recent boom in values in
Victoria and the more sluggish growth in New South Wales, it is even as against New
South Wales.
Victorian land values are clearly much higher than in any other State, with the possible
exception of New South Wales. They are probably line ball with New South Wales after
the movements in recent years. Victorians are not just paying a higher rate of duty but in
order to buy the same sort of house with the same sort of environment and in the same
sort of locality, they are paying a great deal more for it than somebody buying an equivalent
property in South Australia, Western Australia, or Queensland. So to get the same standard
of accommodation Victorians have to pay two factors compounding: one, a higher rate of
duty and, two, on a much higher property value. That aggravates the higher scale.
Victoria is the highest taxing State of all from $150 000 and it is the highest rate of all at
the upper levels. This gives Victoria a particular disadvantage in attracting businesses
which involve land transfers.
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We have the Treasurer's usual sleight of hand in the claims he makes for these changes.
I refer to Budget Paper No. 1 at pages 3 and 13, Budget Paper No. 4 at page 14 and at page
5 of the second-reading speech. He concedes that the rates are unchanged, as he says, at
the top of the scale. That means that all transactions above $1 million in value pay the
same and get no tax relief. That of course affects much of the commercial and industrial
market.
The Treasurer emphasises average rates being lower on the new scale. It is a claim he
makes repeatedly in the Budget Papers. Table 2.6 at page 15 of Budget Paper No. 4 shows
that this is simply not the case. The data he presents disproves his case and shows that at
many points of the scale the average rate is higher and not lower.
At page 14 of Budget Paper No. 4 the Treasurer makes a claim which simply is not true.
I invite him to set the record straight in his reply to this debate, to tell the truth, and to
correct the Budget Papers. He says:
At most points in the scale duty will be lower than at present.

Table 3 simply proves that that is not true; it is a lie. Even ignoring transactions over $1
million, where the Treasurer says there is no change-and he has it right for once-for 80
per cent of values below $1 million the duty is more and not less.
He is not just wrong by 5 per cent, not just wrong by 10 per cent; he is wrong by 30 per
cent. Ifwe look at it correctly, he is wrong by 60 per cent-he has overstated the percentage
margin by 60 per cent. I invite the Treasurer to correct that, to face up to the fact that there
is an error, and to set it right, since he bleats about what he calls other people's errors.
It is rather interesting that these reforms-as the Treasurer calls them-are so bad, so
inadequate, that they cannot even live up to an honest description. We have to have a
false description to make them look better than they are. It is too late for the bulk of the
people of Victoria. The Budget speech has had its propaganda, including newspaper and
television coverage. It was not challenged because we had to go behind what he said. We
ought to know by now that we cannot accept what the Treasurer says at face value. I invite
him today, for the sake of Parliament, to put the speech right and say that the claim is
wrong and that he withdraws it.

What are the conclusions about this measure'! Firstly, it provides some relief to some
home buyers-although not as many as the Treasurer would have us believe. Secondly, it
is virtually revenue neutral.
Thirdly, it positively disadvantages many, especially home buyers liable to the highest
amounts of stamp duty. Therefore, those who face the biggest money impact from stamp
duty on land transactions are the very people who receive no tax relief and who have faced
massive increases in percentage terms.
Fourthly, the Bill does nothing to remove or ameliorate Victoria's competitive
disadvantage in large-scale projects. Victoria has natural protection to some extent. I am
sure the Treasurer will agree that some of the larger projects can really be undertaken only
in Melbourne or Sydney or, perhaps to a lesser extent, in Brisbane.
Since we can alone support those projects, we have a natural protection. One could not
go and build a $90 million project in Adelaide because there would not be the custom to
fill it up. However, it is still an impediment, notwithstanding that natural protection.
As evidence of that, I cite nothing less than the authoritative statements made by Mr
Jack Chia, a well-known international property developer who, nonetheless, has major
activities in Victoria, albeit he is in the process of scaling them down. Mr Chia has
commented in recent years that stamp duty and land tax in Victoria are an impediment to
attracting large-scale property investment to Victoria, and he meant by that property
investments with a value of more than $1 million.
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I concede-and the Treasurer will no doubt make great play of this, but I want to be
more honest than he has been-that it might not be the time to address this problem.
There are signs of overheating in the commercial and industrial market, and it may be
that we can look forward next year to the Treasurer actually addressing this important
economic strategy objective of removing the competitive disadvantage under which
Victoria has laboured since the present government came to office.
I turn now to land tax. Here we have the Cain Labor government at its cynical worst:
land tax has been made savagely discriminatory and has been consistently manipulated
so that only those whom the government regards as not being its friends face massive land
tax slugs. Over recent years many of those people have faced huge percentage increases
from year to year, far beyond the figures that the government has cited in the tax reform
Bills and the promises it has made to link tax increases to the increase in the consumer
price index.
Many people in Brighton and in other areas of Melbourne have faced increases, in some
cases, of up to 100 per cent a year in their land tax bills. As a result of that, the Liberal
Party has made land tax a significant issue for the next election. It is an unfair,
discriminatory tax; in particular, it is a bad tax when levied on the family home. It
penalises people for thrift; it does not necessarily reflect capacity to pay; it is a very
complex tax not understood by ordinary people; and it is savagely discriminatory.
What happens this year? The Labor Party "reforms" land tax to minimise its impact in
the marginal electorates. An election will be held perhaps in a year's time, and that
accounts for the fact that the government has again manipulated the scale, not to improve
the equity or justice of the land tax system but to minimise its impact in marginal seats.
The government has underestimated the good sense of Victorians. People who do not
pay land tax resent the fact that a large number of Victorians-a large minority, as it
were-are the victims of a savagely discriminatory tax levied by this government, and it
will do the government electoral damage in marginal seats.
The conclusion is that the Bill does not provide significant tax relief, and I seek leave to
incorporate in Hansard Table 5 which compares the tax relief measures in this Bill with
the tax increases that will actually flow from the taxes imposed by the government.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table 5
TAXES SUBJECT TO CHANGE IN 1987-8 BUDGET
A. Tax Burden 1987-88

Receipts ($M)

Tax

1986-87

1987-88

1264·7

1331·6

(a) not elsewhere included

863·8

943·3

(b) insurance

102·7

1l3·0
17·5
192·2
2597·6

Payroll tax
Stamp duty

(c) betting instruments

Land tax
Total
Difference

15·8
195·3
2442·3
+$155·3 m
+6·4 per cent
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B. Revenue initiatives-Value in 1987-88

Tax Measure
Exporters payroll tax concessions
Payroll tax restructure
Victorian Education Foundation concession
Land tax scale changes

Value in
1987-88
($M)
7·0
30·5
7·0
24·0

Stamp duty on land transfers, restructure

6·5

Abolish $10 stamp duty on various agreements

0·9

Increase in rental duty exemption
Total in 1987-88
Percentage of 1987-88 receipts

0·5
76·4
2·9 percent

Source: 1987-88 Budget Papers

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows that, for the taxes concerned in this measure,
receipts will increase by $155 million this year, an increase of 6·4 per cent in nominal
terms. The so-called tax relief measures that the government will introduce total $76
million, or less than 3 per cent of total 1987-88 receipts for these taxes alone. Even after
all the measures in the Budget, receipts are estimated to increase by more than twice the
amount of the so-called tax relief.
Despite the government's rhetoric, this is yet again a tax rip-off Budget; it is not one of
tax relief. What the government gives with one hand it takes with the other; and, indeed,
it gives with one hand and takes twice as much with the other. The table shows that the
increase in tax receipts will be double the amount of so-called tax relief.
I turn now to other provisions of the Bill. Firstly, in the commencement clause, there
are obvious mistakes. The Bill has been thrown together in such indecent haste and with
such poor drafting that it refers to the wrong clauses in a number of provisions of the
commencement clause, and I foreshadow amendments to correct those references to make
sense of them.
Secondly, I refer to clauses 6 and 7. I shall refer to them in a little more detail at a later
stage. Thirdly, clause 18 increases the duty where a charge is secured partly in Victoria
and partly outside Victoria. This whole provision is dubious in principle. It is anomalous.
It could mean that Victoria could collect more duty on the proportion secured in another
State than the government of that other State.
Therefore, the duty would attach to the real estate on the basis that it was in Victoria,
but the residue would also be taxed above the level of the tax in the other State and up to
what it would be if the real estate were located in Victoria. The end result would be that
the Victorian government, given its rapacious rates of tax, might gain more revenue than
the State within which the real estate was located.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-As the Leader of the National Party says, by interjection, it will
not be long before the others mop up the shortfall and ensure that they take the revenue,
not the rapacious Treasurer of Victoria.
In effect, the provision gives Victorian duty rates extraterritorial application, not only
within Victoria but also specifically in relation to land located in another State. It further

Taxation Acts Amendment Bill

13 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1461

aggravates Victoria's disadvantage as a commercial centre, although no doubt, as pointed
out by the Leader of the National Party, that will be of short duration as the other States
correct the anomaly.
Fourthly, clause 19 imposes a charge on security for future advances. I am advised that
there is an anomaly in relation to the interaction of this provision with the Credit Act and
that the Treasurer is aware of this matter and proposes to introduce an amendment to
remove the anomaly. The industry is expecting such an amendment, and the Opposition
awaits it anxiously to ensure that it removes the anomaly.
Fifthly, clause 23 gives quite extraordinary powers to the Comptroller of Stamps to
issue garnishee orders. It is a wide power that is not subject to scrutiny by the court. No
court order is required. The comptroller has power to issue it of her own volition without
accountability to Parliament, the courts or anybody else. There is inadequate protection
for the subject of the order. It appears, on the face of the Bill, that the comptroller does
not have to exempt wages, as is usually the case these days with garnishee orders.
There is no protection of the living expenses of the subject and no account of the
potential effect on the business. It may be that the comptroller, if she exercises her usual
aptitude for advancing of revenue, will require all of the receipts of a business to be paid
to discharge what she regards as a tax liability, leaving the business without the capacity
to pay wages, service its debt, buy stock or anything else.
There is nothing to prevent the Comptroller of Stamps from exercising this power to
take the whole of the wages of, say, the honourable member for Ballarat South. If the
comptroller is of the view that the honourable member owes taxes exceeding the value of
his wages, this clause enables her to take every cent not from the honourable member but
from his employer who owes money to him. The honourable member would not even see
his wages; all of it would go directly to the Comptroller of Stamps.
This is an iniquitous and potentially harsh provision. Given the way the powers of the
Stamp Duties Office have been exercised under the government, anything is believable
about how this unfettered power might be exercised. It is a disgrace that this provision is
in the Bill.
I refer the House to clauses 46 and 56, which amend the Pay-roll Tax Act and the Land
Tax Act. The provisions will make it mandatory for a person to provide an answer to the
commissioner in each case.
The clauses will reinforce a power that already exists. There is already an obligation to
provide answers, but the Bill will make it an offence, with strong criminal penalties
attached, to refuse to provide answers.
The Bill also includes a draconian provision governing self-incrimination. That provision
removes the right of the person to refuse to answer on the ground that his answers may
incriminate him in a criminal offence. In some cases reservations apply to criminal
offences under the section and to perjury. One might reasonably concede that that is a fair
exclusion. However, in other cases there is a power to compel answers, even if the answers
might incriminate the person.
The only reason the Liberal Party will not move to omit these clauses from the Bill at
this stage-it will be subject to negotiation while the Bill is between here and the other
place-is that the provision allows the person to state that, in his view, the answers will
tend to incriminate him. Therefore, except for perjury matters, the answers would be
inadmissible in criminal proceedings. However, in civil proceedings to recover duty or to
apply a penalty, if there were such a case, those answers could be used in evidence against
the person.
I turn now to the amendments the Liberal Party will move in the Committee stage. The
Opposition will move these amendments with some reluctance, given that this is a Budget
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measure. In view of the tacking on of non-Budget provisions, the Opposition believes it is
appropriate to amend the clauses without interfering with the Budget.
The Opposition will move three amendments in this Chamber. The first is for the
omission of clause 6, which extends the circumstances under which chattels attract duty
in association with land.
The second is to omit clause 7, which sets out an absolutely horrific set of conditions
over some fourteen pages of the Bill, and which attaches a new tax to the transfer of
ownership ofland-owning companies under certain circumstances.
The third is to amend proposed section 11 K of the Pay-roll Tax Act to provide a general
power to limit payroll tax incentives for people-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Brighton
is referring only to intent; he is not wishing to move the amendments at this stage?

Mr STOCKDALE-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker, I shall wait until the Committee stage.
Mr Cain interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-The Premier complains about the length of my contribution. Ifhe
were to examine my speech, he would discover that, unlike the Treasurer in his Budget
Speech, I have not repeated one point. The Bill is so onerous and ill conceived that it
requires considerable time to address its defects.
The Opposition will move to omit clause 6, which extends the circumstances under
which chattels attract a dutiable value when land and chattels are sold to persons that the
Bill treats as being related persons.
The measure was originally proposed as an anti-evasion measure on the ground that it
was claimed that solicitors and clients were understating the value of their properties by
overstating the value of chattels sold with those properties. Virtually the same provisions
were introduced by the government in 1985 and 1986, but they were not proceeded with
when they were opposed by the Opposition. The clause is not limited to transactions
artificially structured to avoid duty. It is simply a new tax on business chattels.
I refer the House to the sale of an hotel or motel where the land might be sold to one
entity but, for perfectly good business reasons, chattels such as beds, crockery and kitchen
equipment-all necessary aspects of the hotel or motel business-might be sold to a
different entity. There may be no motivation to avoid duty, nothing artificial about the
transactions-just a normal business measure.

Mr Ross-Edwards-Ifone goes and buys it next door, one does not pay tax.
Mr STOCKDALE-I point out to honourable members that, in this case the value of
the chattels may well be similar to the value of the real estate. As the Leader of the
National Party interjects, if the new owner of the hotel or motel purchases the chattels of
the previous business, he will pay duty on them. However, ifhe says, "No, I shall not buy
them; sell them to someone else not connected with the business and I will buy new
goods", he does not pay duty.
People may be inhibited from buying chattels if they are liable to pay duty on everything
attached to the business. It may be cheaper to purchase new chattels elsewhere than to buy
them from the previous owner. How is the poor bloke who has been conducting his
business, in which he and his family have invested, to sell his chattels? Those chattels go
naturally with the real estate, and it makes good sense to sell them to the new owner or to
the lessee of that owner.
All sorts of financing arrangements become involved when charges are taken over the
land or chattels where property may be vested in the persons who have provided the
finance.
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Mr Ross-Edwards-Or a leasing agreement!
Mr STOCKDALE-A leasing agreement is one example, but there are many others
where properties are vested in the financier. In that case, because the chattels may be
leased by the new owner of the hotel or motel, there may be an arrangement between them
as to the use of the chattels. Those people may be deemed to be related and the duty would
be included, even though the property did not pass to the person who was purchasing the
hotel or motel business. It is exactly the same situation with private hospitals.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-The Treasurer demonstrates the blatant ignorance, typical of a
socialist, of the way businesses are conducted. The Treasurer has received advice from the
Comptroller of Stamps that her revenue is being depleted because-horror of horrors!some business transfers are taking place without stamp duty being paid at real estate rates
on chattels attached to those businesses. The Treasurer assumes that anything that achieves
that result is an artificial tax avoidance device. That is absolute rubbish. The Treasurer is
again demonstrating his ignorance.
Furthermore, if the objective of the Treasurer is to catch all these cases, he ought to be
man enough to admit what he is doing. The Treasurer should say that he wants to
introduce a measure similar to what is being done in some other States; he wants to
introduce a new tax on the sale of chattels of businesses. Let the Treasurer come into this
Chamber and say openly, "We made a mistake; we gave a commitment that we would not
introduce any new taxes during the life of this Parliament, but we will now break that
commitment and introduce a new tax. The government will introduce a tax on chattels
when businesses are transferred to other people. "
That is what the Treasurer is trying to do in this case. He is trying to breach the solemn
promises the government gave to the Victorian people and upon which this shabby
government was elected. Moreover, the proposed amendment creates an anomaly. If the
chattels are sold with the land, duty is payable. If the chattels are sold to someone deemed
to be related or who is actually related, duty is payable. If the chattels are sold to a person
who is unrelated, duty is not payable on the chattels.
I have no doubt that the Treasurer will introduce further amendments to the Bill next
year because companies are selling chattels to unrelated people and "getting away" with
no duty. It will prove that this is another new tax.
I turn now to clause 7. This is not only a new tax-a breach of the promise on which the
government was elected-but it is an absolutely horrific piece of proposed legislation. I
invite you, Mr Acting Speaker, to examine this clause in the Bill. It will take you some
time to read and even if you were a High Courtjud~e you would not understand what the
clause is about. It is rife with nonsense, with misunderstandings on how British law
operates, with anomalies and plain unworkable provisions. It is another new tax.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-The Opposition will reject it. I thank the National Party for its
support. The clause is ill conceived, badly drafted and is vague and uncertain. It is a novel
tax on gaining control of a land-owning company. It again involves undue interference
with legitimate business and has unintended consequences. That is why I have put on
notice a contin~ent motion to refer these two measures to the Legal and Constitutional
Committee for investigation and report.
I deal now with some examples of the situation in which the clause would interfere with
normal business dealings. The Treasurer, if he cares to examine Ha nsard, will see that
these are not artificial contrivances, but are the normal way prudent commercial operators
conduct business. First, as to the definition of "acquire" in proposed section 75 (1), take
the example of X corporation, a corporation to which the subdivision applies. A financier
lends funds to the majority shareholder and as security takes a mortgage over the shares
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in X corporation, owned by the majority shareholder. Under the provisions of the clause,
the financier ~~acquires" or is deemed to acquire a majority interest in X corporation.
Because the financier "acquires" the shares beneficially to protect his mortgage he is
obliged to pay duty at the conveyance rates as if he had bought the land and yet all he has
done is take security by mortgage over shares. That is the first nonsense and that is an
entirely normal transaction where the Treasurer has simply not understood the way
security is taken for loans and other financing arrangements.
The second example involves the definition of "subsidiary" in proposed section 75 (5)
and as extended by proposed section 75 (7). Again if I take X corporation as an example,
a corporation established in New York, not in Victoria, but listed on the New York Stock
Exchange, more than 80 per cent of its assets are comprised of real property. Y corporation
is a trustee of a discretionary trust, the objects of which define the beneficiaries as all
persons in the world other than "Jack" and "Jill". Y corporation, as trustee, leases land in
Victoria, the unencumbered value of which is more than $1 million. A takeover is launched
in the United States and another corporation, Z corporation, takes over X corporation.
The end result of the takeover of that corporation in the United States of America is that
Z corporation becomes liable under clause 7, to pay land tax in Victoria at conveyance
duty rates.
Mr Ross-Edwards-I do not think the Treasurer understands.
Mr STOCKDALE-I do not think he does either, but I shall explain it later. The third
example is of X corporation, which is not entitled to any real property. The aggregate
value of assets is $10 000. Many small businesses would fall into this category. Y
corporation is a trustee of a discretIOnary trust again the beneficiaries defined by exclusion
as being all persons other than "Jack" and "Jill". Y corporation, as a trustee, holds units
in a publicly listed trust. The acquirer of a majority interest in Y corporation will probably
be liable for conveyancing duty on the value of property held by the listed trust. The whole
of the value of the property trust becomes subject to duty payable by X corporation.

The definition of "associated person" in proposed section 75 (2) is incredibly wide and
goes well beyond anybody who would be "associated" with it in the normal usage of the
English langua~e. X corporation is a lessee of land in Victoria with an unencumbered
value of $1 mtllion. The assets consist of real property as to 70 per cent; a loan to Y
corporation as to 15 per cent; and miscellaneous assets as the balance. The spouse of Mr
Z's grandchild holds ten shares in Y corporation's holding company. Mr Z holds 2 per
cent of the shares in X corporation and because they hold shares in two different comv.anies,
the acquisition of the majority interest in X corporation will give rise to a liabtlity to
conveyance duty. That happens because Y corporation is associated with X corporation,
as Y corporation is a corporation in which a relative of a person entitled to shares, X
corporation is entitled to shares. Because Mr Z's grandchild's spouse has shares in one
company, he is deemed to be a relative of Mr Z because he holds shares in another
company. That is not a far fetched example. I have numerous other examples which, in
the Committee stage, I shall put to the Treasurer. Those four examples illustrate that the
Bill has been drafted in ignorance of the normal workings of commercial enterprises in
Victoria.
The first example, in particular, is a gold-plated normal financing arrangement which
would happen every day of the week in this city and that is the monstrous effect it has.
I suggest that none of the people involved in those transactions, nor their legal advisers,
would have any idea of their legal rights and obligations under these provisions, even if
they had time to study them for days on end. The provisions are so vague and uncertain
that they are destructIve of the rule of law. Parties cannot arrange theIr affairs secure in
the knowledge that they know their legal obligation.

I want to deal briefly with the third element, the proposed amendments to section 11 K,
at page 33 of the Bill, dealing with the ideological obsessions of the socialist left of the
Australian Labor Party about South Africa. The provision illustrates the government's
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attempt to kowtow to the socialist left. First, it is not appropriate for a State government
in any case. It is a matter of foreign policy that ought to be left, under the Constitution of
the Australian Commonwealth, to the Federal government.
Second, it is illogical. A benefit to Victoria is being denied by the discouragement of
export business to South Africa.
Third, it is inconsistent and absolutely ludicrous in its implications. As I have said
before, a company that exports food or medicines to South Africa, even for the use of
volunteer agencies to help the oppressed black population, cannot get a payroll tax
concession for that trade. I invite the House to examine who can obtain a concession. Ifa
company sells guns and ammunition to Colonel Rabuka it can get a concession. If a
company sells guns and ammunition or poison or petrol to Lebanon, to be used in that
inflammatory situation to kill more innocent victims, it can get a concession.
Companies can get a payroll tax concession if they sell tanks or trucks to Chile so that
the army of the right-wing government can run those tanks or heavy trucks over the homes
of the oppressed peasants. If a company wants to sell guns to Chile it can get an export
incentive.
If one wished to sell wheat cheaply to Russia, thus freeing up resources for reducing the
oppression of Afghanistan, one could obtain a payroll tax concession for producing the
wheat on Victorian farms. No doubt many people would be happy about that, but that is
not directed at reducing oppression.

The government is happy to subsidise people and to provide the wherewithal for innocent
victims to be shot in Northern Ireland, Chile, Nicaragua, New Caledonia or Fiji, but if
one wanted to sell food and medicine to help the oppressed people in South Africa, no
payroll tax incentive is provided for that purpose.
If the Premier wants to play God, he should face all the issues, not simply make a token
~esture to the socialist left about South Africa and not simply placate the left wing loonies
In the Victorian Branch of the Australian Labor Party. One need only listen to the debate
now proceeding in the Upper House to appreciate the loony left support for the Builders
Labourers Federation. They are presenting their arguments against what the government
is doing.
The Treasurer and the Premier are seeking to play God and are denying benefits to
South Africa. It is not good enough. The simple choice would be to delete the clause from
the Bill. The Liberal Party wants the government to be faced with the consequences of its
actions and proposes to move for the deletion of the reference to trade with South Africa
and to generalise it as trade in prescribed goods and services with any prescribed country.
It will be interesting whether the Legislative Council is prepared to remove the incentive
to supply guns to Northern Ireland, Chile or Nicaragua.

Mr Jolly inteIjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-The Treasurer will be pleased to hear that I will argue this in more
detail during the Committee sta~e. I am not alone in my view. The respected financial
commentator, Terry McCrann, 10 the Herald of 4 September 1987 in most damaging
terms condemned this Bill and urged the government to reconsider what it was doing. He
made the point that the government was interfering with the normal conduct of commercial
transactions in Victoria and was prejudicing the transfer of assets of companies within the
one group for corporate reorganisation and more efficient utilisation of resources. The
Liberal Party and, I gather, the National Party, will not stand by and allow that to happen.
This is a typical Cain government socialist obsession. Although some worthwhile reforms
are being made to major taxes, it is with minimal tax relief, a continuation of the high tax
rip-off masquerading as largesses. Tax increases-not reductions-in many cases and wild
over-reaction to alleged avoidance so as to interfere with the normal operation of industry
and commerce in Victoria.
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Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The Bill relates to three major
taxation measures: the Stamps Act 1958, the Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 and the Land Tax Act
1958. As has been explained by the honourable member for Brighton, it is the first time
that these distinct and separate taxation measures have been included in the same Bill.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-The Treasurer is careless with the truth from time to time.
Land tax was always dealt with under a separate Act when the previous government was
in office. Payroll tax was also covered by a separate Act and, if the previous government
had had a measure dealing with stamp duty, it would have been covered also by a separate
Act.
In the 21 years I have been in this House, I have debated payroll tax and land tax and
they have always been separate issues. That is a fact and it is stupid for the Treasurer to
interject that it is nonsense. He knows he is wrong, but he does not seem to be able to help
himself.
The Treasurer is responsible for the Bill. The honourable member for Brighton, on
behalf of the Opposition, said that if the Treasurer brings in a similar Bill on future
occasions, the Liberal Party will vote against it. I make it clear to the Treasurer that the
National Party will join the Liberal Party and defeat the Bill when it is in another place.
The debate would have been shorter had we got down to the nitty-gritty of debating the
schedules of land tax, payroll tax or stamp duty. That has not been the case because what
we have been presented with is several versions of the proposed legislation which I have
discussed with the Law Institute of Victoria on numerous occasions. Every time the Law
Institute examined the measure, it highlighted the need for amendment. The measure is
not only wrong in principle but also, because it is such a large Bill, the Treasurer is finding
it impossible to get it right.
After all this time, there are mistakes in the Bill. Amendments are still to come, althou~
we have been fiddling with it now for many weeks. I understand the Treasurer WIll
introduce a new batch of amendments at a later stage. I appreciate the gesture made by
the Deputy Premier in agreeing to adjourn the debate on the Bill between the secondreading debate and the Committee stage. That will allow not only honourable members
but also outside people such as the Law Institute of Victoria, the opportunity of examining
those amendments. That is necessary because of the serious principles at stake.
The Treasurer seems to take lightly the threats made by the honourable member for
and me. One does not wish to vote against serious Budget matters. In fact, one
hesltates about voting against any measure. However, the National Party has had enough;
it is not prepared to put up with this nonsense any longer.
At an earlier stage of the debate, I asked a question by way of interjection when the
honourable member for Brighton was speaking. I know that was out of order but I asked,
"Why does the Treasurer do this?"
Bri~ton

Mr Weideman-It is called arrogance.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-It is arrogance and it is contempt of another place. It is
ironical that the next item of business on the Notice Paper-it would be out of order for
me to mention that matter-concerns the make-up and relevance of another place. This
House has shown a perfect example of contempt for that other place.
The Legislative Council has Ministers of the Crown among its members. They have the
right to debate proposed legislation and to amend it, although not proposed legislation
relating to financial matters. All other measures can be amended by the Legislative Council.
For some reason, the government and the Treasurer have complete contempt for the
Legislative Council. I find that hard to understand. The law of this State gives the Legislative
Council an authority and that should be recognised.
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Mr E. R. Smith-The Premier wants to abolish it.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-Of course he does. The question is that such arrogance will
not be accepted and the measure will not be debated until the Treasurer wakes up to
himself and frames proposed legislation differently.
The effect of the framing of the Bill is that the government is inviting a second round of
Budget speeches. The honourable member for Brighton has taken up the challenge and
has responded, as I would expect him to do. I pay him a compliment. Although he spoke
at length, he spoke well. He was most enthusiastic about taking up the challenge.
This debate should be a series of short speeches on particular items. The government is
inviting a debate that could go on for days.
The proposed legislation highlights that the government is a high taxing government. In
five and a half years it has doubled taxes. If the State and business is to prosper, and if the
ordinary person is to be better off, the next government of the State will have to lower
taxes and lower spending. When it comes to lower spending, it will not be easy, but taxes
and spending must be cut.
For years payroll tax was 5 per cent, with a special rate of an extra per cent for big
business with large payrolls. The government, when in opposition, always criticised payroll
tax but 6 per cent is now the norm. Instead of trying to cut payroll tax, it has expanded it.
At seminars and public meetings I have always been honest about payroll tax. It has
become a fundamental part of the State Budget. Without it, the Budget would be a
complete mess. Our efforts should be to gradually reduce the reliance on payroll tax rather
than to increase the basic rate. At present, the rate is increasing.
There is an even greater reliance on payroll tax, and I make mention of the export
incentive. In principle, it is good. It is complex and, from the complaints I have received,
some of the top businesses in Victoria do not understand what it means and they do not
know how to calculate their position and to what extent they will benefit. I cannot answer
their questions. In the Committee stage I hope the Treasurer can answer those questions.
I, like the honourable member for Brighton, cannot understand why South Africa should
be mentioned as a particular country. Why should the benefit be excluded from
manufacturers if they export to South Africa? The government is deciding foreign policy
on behalf of Australia generally. We are gradually losing friends around the world. Ifit is
not South Africa today, it is Fiji, New Caledonia and Chile tomorrow, and so it goes on.
Through history, the United Kingdom has shown us and the world that it trades on
regardless, because governments come and go around the world. The United Kingdom as
a general rule continues trading with the world. The United Kingdom was the only country
that had the strength and commonsense to continue trading with South Africa. The only
sanction worldwide on South Africa was munitions; but what has happened? South Africa
is now about the sixth most important manufacturer of munitions in the world, and we
are being excluded from that benefit.
The most desperate problem in Australia is its balance of payments. We had a credit
balance of payments with South Africa until a few months ago, but now we are doing our
utmost to put ourselves into debit. The government probably knows that it will not get
the proposed legislation through, but it is worthwhile hopping onto the band wagon and if
the Liberal Party and National Party do get it through, it will get the Treasurer and the
Premier off the hook.
Another measure taken by the government is the removal of the decentralisation
incentive regarding payroll tax. I accept that there are weaknesses in that incentive, but as
I travel country Victoria the effect of taking that incentive away is becoming more obvious.
If a company has a country and city plant-and many companies have-when they
wish to expand, unless they do a special deal with the government, they will make that
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expansion in metropolitan Melbourne. That is sad because it does not give balanced
development to the State.
When the government cut the payroll tax incentive to decentralised industry and
earmarked that money to secondary industry in country Victoria--

Mr Sheehan interjected.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-Ballarat South is one of the great sufferers of this change in
government policy. If that money had been earmarked for country Victoria rather than
for Melbourne, I would have supported the principle.
I listened with interest to the honourable member for Brighton when he discussed the
new scale of land transfer fees. Victoria is the highest taxing State in Australia so far as
stamp duty on land transactions is concerned. This increases the ratio between Victoria
and other States and has made the position worse. To say that the government is out to
help the smaller people in buying properties at lesser value is correct, but, overall, there is
an increase and the government is transferring some of that burden from the people who
are buying the properties at lesser value and substantially increasing the stamp duty on
the more valuable properties.
What the backbench of the Labor Party should remember is that it was a Labor
government that took away the stamp duty exemption from the first home buyer, from
the young people who are battling to buy a property or trying to buy their first home. We
have all seen it happen in our families and to our friends; it has made a difference. The
stamp duty exemption was of great help to a number of young people.
The government is giving some back, but it has taken the incentive away. This
government, which is supposed to look after the battler, should be ashamed.
I turn now to land tax. The great weakness of Labor Party policy is that land tax is
imposed on the family home. Any land tax schedule should exempt the matrimonial
home. If one owns a second house or land the matrimonial home should be exempt.
There- is a great tradition in Australia that families are encouraged to own their own
homes. Australia has one of the highest ratios of -home ownership in the world, but we
have a government that taxes people on the matrimonial home.
For many elderly people it is a burden and an unfair burden, because those elderly
people probably occupy a home that is beyond their means. The matrimonial home was
within their means when they were working, but in the course of time the land has become
valuable and, now, in their old age they face a severe land tax burden.
I hope when the change of government comes and the conservative parties are in
government, one of the principles to be followed will be that the matrimonial home will
be free ofland tax. One then sets out from that point to work out a schedule of who should
pay land tax and what rates should be paid.
I was most interested in the explanation by the honourable member for Brighton and
by business people in Melbourne of what happens when duty is imposed on property, the
security for which is land owned outside Victoria. If it is in Victoria, one pays the ruling
rate; the rate in every other State is less than that. Of course, if it is New Zealand or some
other country, Victoria just takes up the difference. It is inconceivable that Victoria should
have a tax based on the fact that New South Wales-or any other State in Australia for
that matter-should have a lesser schedule than we have in Victoria.
Many other clauses have been explained by the honourable member for Brighton and
he has done it well and thoroughly. I do not intend to go over the same ground, but three
clauses are of particular concern. Clause 6 concerns cases where chattels are sold to people
regarded as being associated with one another. Although they may be in different interests,
the chattels attract the same duty as real estate.
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The National Party opposes the clause, but it supports the amendment to be proposed
by the honourable member for Brighton suggesting that the clause should be referred to
the Legal and Constitutional Committee. I am not quite sure where that will get us in the
end, but it will certainly give the provision an airing because, from a business point of
view, it is a most unsatisfactory measure.
Clause 7 is perhaps the most complicated clause of all. It imposes a new tax where the
interest in the land passes from one company to another. Clause 29 amends the Pay-roll
Tax Act, and proposed section 11 K, inserted by clause 31, concerns the payroll tax
concession which is denied to exports going to South Africa. The National Party will vote
against the latter clause. The amendments to those clauses proposed by the Liberal Party
to have them referred to the Legal and Constitutional Committee will be supported.
Before I conclude, I make this point clear to the Treasurer: traditionally, Melbourne has
claimed that it is the financial capital of Australia. It is not an easy position to hold and it
is arguable whether the capital is Melbourne or Sydney, but we are a strong financial centre
and we take great pride in being either the leading financial centre in Australia or the equal
first or even second. The Treasurer must remember that if he continues with some of the
nonsense he has stated and puts additional burdens on business, we will most certainly
lose our treasured position as the financial centre of the country.
The role of government is to encourage and help business and not drag it down. The
danger of what the Treasurer is imposing is greater than what is being imposed on New
South Wales or other States. We do not want to get into a position where it would be
cheaper for people to do business in another State rather than in Victoria.
Stamp duty on land is substantially higher at virtually every level, and those figures are
not contested. It is not only higher than in New South Wales; it is higher than in every
State. Let us not throwaway the tremendous financial advanta~e we have traditionally
held. We must improve our position in Victoria and not give It away. I condemn the
Treasurer for including so many taxation measures. He is departing from a longstanding
and important principle by including these different measures in the same Bill. Obviously
clauses 6 and 7 will be long delayed between here and another place when they are referred
to the Legal and Constitutional Committee.
If the Treasurer had introduced these measures weeks ago as separate measures, some
of them would have been passed now. As it is, it could be the new year before clause 7 is
passed.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton and the
Leader of the National Party on their contributions. They were both excellent in
presentation, albeit different in style. The Bill puts together three major taxes-stamp
duties, payroll taxes and land taxes. I place on record my protest that Parliament is treated
with such contempt; that these taxes are lumped together for the first time in this State
and produced in one Bill. They are separate issues and should be treated in separate Bills.

It has been mentioned before that Victoria is the most highly taxed State in Australia.
That is the truth. A family of four in Victoria pays, on average, $1200 every year more
than a similar family in Queensland. That is a great disincentive for people to live in
Victoria and conduct their business here.
It seems to me that the government has its priorities wrong, and I should like to look at
these taxes one at a time. First, I want to talk about stamp duty. On many occasions
honourable members have seen changes to stamp duty come about through Parliament.
One that comes readily to mind was the Bill debated last year where we actually took away
from the first home buyers of this State, the young families, the stamp duty exemption.
The exemption was introduced by a Liberal government but a Labor socialist government
took it away from the young family struggling for their first home.
During the course of its term in office, the government included chattels among the
stamp duty transfers-something that was not done by the previous Liberal government.
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This was a first in Victoria and many changes have effectively increased the rate of stamp
duty here.
In 1981-82, with a Liberal government in Victoria, stamp duty was a good deal lower.
It has increased by 130 per cent since the Cain government was elected. Stamp duty

collected in the current Budget Estimates will be $1073·8 million. That is a 130 per cent
increase or, to put it another way, an increase of two and a half times the rate of inflation
in this State.
The government increases stamp duty as much as possible and withdraws exemption
until the increase in the amount of duty taken from Victorians is two and a half times the
rate of inflation. That is an indication of what the government is all about because last
year Victorian stamp duty increased by 9·3 per cent.
I shall compare the stamp duty on land transactions in Victoria with that of the other
mainland States, particularly on properties with high land values. A $1 million property,
which in this day and age is not large and may be only a block of flats, would attract a duty
of$55 000 under this Bill, an increase from $52 500. A $1 million property in Queensland
which has the lowest rate of taxation, would attract duty of$34 725.
Under the provisions of the Bill, any property valued at more than $200000 will attract
increased stamp duty. At present, a $200000 property attracts $7500 in stamp duty; under
the proposed legislation that duty will increase to $8200. In Western Australia, the State
with the lowest stamp duty charges, stamp duty on that $200 000 property would be
$5150.
The government is attempting a rip-off on stamp duty. The June 1987 bulletin of the
Real Estate Institute of Victoria stated:
State governments have cunningly seized on the stamp duty tax on property sales as a revenue raiser in an area
where they are unlikely to receive a great deal of political backlash.
While they are happy to see the Federal government cop the flack for unpopular income taxes, they still need
to raise their own incomes. And hiking up a tax like stamp duty on property transfer is much less damaging than
lifting tram and train fares ....
This shows how the Victorian government, which claims to abhor discrimination, is prepared to discriminate
against the bigger investor.
Is it any wonder that the bigger investor is heading for Queensland, enticed not only by the warmer weather,
but a greatly reduced stamp duty rate?

All honourable members should read that publication.
The government has been in a fortuitous position with stamp duty. An examination of
the Budget Papers discloses that the government was able to obtain an increase of $136·9
million in its revenue in 1986-87. Stamp duty on land transfers accounted for $76·3
million which was more that the estimate in last year's Budget. Stamp duty on share
transactions increased by $56·9 million which was also more than the estimate in last
year's Budget. The Victorian share market and land boom is fuelling State government
revenue but there is no stamp duty reliefin the Bill.
Having taken those duties, nothing is returned to Victorians. Any government that
relies on the revenue from land or share market booms and designs its programs accordingly
will find it difficult when the bust comes. The land and share market booms in Victoria
will not continue for an extended time.
The subject of self-incrimination, as disclosed in the Bill, is worthy of mention. I have a
letter addressed to the Treasurer from the Law Institute of Victoria. The property law
section of the institute has castigated the Bill for many of its unpleasant aspects. I shall not
refer to every aspect but the Law Institute of Victoria has stated that there are five areas
about which it is concerned. The Opposition is most concerned about the new selfincrimination provisions set out in clauses 46 to 56. They are unacceptable. For the first
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time, Parliament is proposing to withdraw basic democratic rights of Victorians; the
honourable member for Glen Waverley will further expand on that point.
Another area of concern in the Bill is land tax. I have submitted a number of questions
on notice about land tax assessments in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe, but they
have not been answered. My constituents are entitled to know details of the land tax
collected from them. I have figures for some years, but need figures of the latest years. My
questions should be answered with every possible speed.
The Liberal Party is constantly being castigated for not having a policy on land tax. In
the next election campaign the Liberal Party's policy will exempt the family home from
land tax. That is an excellent policy, far superior to anything contained in the Bill in terms
of social justice for Victorians.
What has happened in relation to land tax should be clear to all. In 1981-82, land tax
collected from Victorians amounted to $115·9 million; the land tax estimate in the current
Budget is $192·2 million, which represents a 65·8 per cent increase over the period of the
Cain government. During that time inflation has increased by 52·5 per cent. Even allowing
for the reforms supposedly contained in the Bill, revenue has increased by 10 per cent
more than the rate of inflation. There is no real tax relief.
The Liberal Party is concerned not only about the land tax being taken from Victorians
and the fact that urgent tax relief is needed but also to ensure that Victorians understand
that the collection of tax is not inexpensive. A publication that has been forwarded to all
honourable members, issued in 1986 by the Commissioner of Land Tax, Pay-roll Tax,
Probate and Gift Duties, Mr Sebo, discloses the latest available figures on the collection of
land tax in Victoria. It indicates that in 1985-86 the operation of that office cost the
taxpayer $14·4 million, and the office collected $183 milhon in revenue. In 1982-83, the
first year of the Cain government, the cost of collectin~ land tax was only $8·6 million.
There has been a massive increase in the costs of collectIng land tax in Victoria. The next
time that report is issued, I shall be interested to see how much has been spent on collecting
land tax.
The maximum rate of land tax is a significant point. When one is being charged at the
maximum rate, the charge is a fixed rate for every dollar. The maximum rate for land tax
in Queensland for land valued at more that $750000 is only 2·1 per cent. Those figures
are taken from the 1986-87 Budget edition of the Australian Taxpayers Association
publication. Even with the supposed tax relief measures, the maximum land tax rate for
properties in Victoria worth more than $800000 is 3 per cent. When a property is worth
more than $1·5 million, the maximum rate is 4 per cent. That is double the rate in
Queensland, and it is a direct incentive to move from Victoria.
The same applies with stamp duty. It is far cheaper to do business in terms of owning
property in Queensland than it is in Victoria. The government is not in a position to stem
the flow of businesses that are leaving Victoria to establish in Queensland because Victoria
has the highest land ~x and stamp duty rates in Australia.
I shall now refer to payroll tax. Much has been said about the various incentives
included in the Bill dealin$ with payroll tax. I have done a few calculations to ascertain
exactly what are the incentIves. The reduction in tax through the export incentive scheme
is 5 cents in every $10. That is the great tax relief provided in the Bill!
The restructuring of rates will save 22 cents in every $10. The Victorian Education
Foundation proposals included in the Bill save 5 cents in every $10. When the supposedly
great tax incentives are put together, they comprise a saving of 3·2 cents in every dollar or
32 cents in every $10.
The Treasurer is interjecting and I suggest that he should not because if he wants to do
a deal with me I will be happy for him to give me $10 and I will give him 32 cents. I know
who will be better off at the end of the day! That is the extent of the tax relief in the Bill.
Where is the social justice in that?
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What has happened to payroll tax under the Cain government? In the last year of the
Liberal government-1981-82-the payroll tax collection throughout the State was $795·1
million. During the current financial year, the estimated payroll tax collection is $1331·6
million. That increase is approximately 12 per cent more than the rate of inflation. It is a
67·5 per cent increase over that period or a 3·5 per cent increase over the past year. Those
figures were worked out on the basis of the supposed relief measures included in the Bill.
The three taxes to which the Bill refers impact predominantly on the business community:
payroll tax certainly impacts on the business community; stamp duty affects land transfers;
and land tax affects most of the larger payments that come from the business community.
It is about time the community woke up to the government.
When one considers the supposed relief measures in the Bill, one realises that there is
something wrong with the government's thinking. Certainly, members of the Opposition
are not afraid to suggest that incentives for export are necessary. I do not want to repeat
areas that have been covered by other honourable members, but I shall outline where
incentives should be given.
The Australian dollar is depreciating overseas, and we need to ensure that the dollar
stabilises if we are to obtain the best export conditions for Victorian industries. A more
fundamental arrangement must be addressed before export incentives can be implemented.
There is a significant difference between export incentives offered to exporters from
Victoria and those from the rest of the world. Those exporters are dealing with an inflation
rate substantially lower than the rate in Victoria. The latest figures I have available, which
are included in the Economist magazine dated 19 September 1987, indicate that Victoria's
inflation rate is 9·3 per cent. The inflation rate in Japan, which is one of our competing
export nations, is 0·31 per cent. That is an indication of why Victorian exporters are at a
disadvantage. They must be given incentives to export and the inflation rate must be
reduced.
Another difficulty affecting Victorian exporters is interest rates. When one compares the
interest rates Victorian industries must bear with the rates of other exporting nations, one
sees clearly that Victoria is disadvantaged. The Economist of September 1987 lists the
long-term interest rates currently applying. In Australia, the rate is 12·94 per cent. The
interest rate that Japanese exporters deal with is 4·51 per cent. Australia has interest rates
that are three times higher than the rates applying in Japan. How can Australian exporters
compete in that situation?
Incentives to exporters are crucial to this State because Victoria is a large manufacturing
State. That view is supported by the Victorian Employers Federation. I have the Victorian
Employers Federation report dated 25 September 1987, which refers to payroll tax rebates.
It states that:
The State government should channel $22 million in payroll tax rebates back to small business needs, the VEF
said this week.
Funds from the rebates, scheduled to cease this year, could be used in financing programs to increase skills and
promote small business in the community.
This would involve no increase in government expenditure to assist small business, the VEF said.

The Victorian Employers Federation report went on to state that the rebates should not
be reabsorbed into the government bureaucracy. Assistance measures must promote growth
in small business.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders
for me to interrupt business has now arrived.
On the motion ofMr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.
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Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The report also states:
Mr Meere said assistance measures must promote growth in small business. He said the programs should
strengthen advisory services, promote small business in the community and change perceptions about the status
of many jobs, particularly manufacturing.

The Victorian Employers Federation is concerned about incentives in that area. I totally
support the views in the recent publication. Those are the types of export incentives that
Victoria needs.
I remind the House that Victoria is the Detroit of Australia; it is the major motor vehicle
manufacturing State in Australia. Victoria should be trying to export every possible
manufactured item. I am staggered-and this has been referred to by other honourable
members-that payroll tax incentive provisions in the Bill exclude South Africa.
Either Australia is a trading nation-in which case it should trade with all other
countries-or it is not. It is political hocus-pocus to single out South Africa when one
examines the other countries with which Australia is prepared to trade. Some members of
the government party would find it difficult to deal with countries such as Chile, Nicaragua,
Afganistan, Iran, Iraq and some of the Marxist States in Africa. It seems that Australia
will trade with any country except South Africa. I support the proposals put forward by
the honourable member for Brighton; that is the direction in which we should be moving.
On tonight's television news, I noticed that Comeng (Victoria), which manufactures
train and tram components and light rail passenger vehicles, is to sack 200 employees.
The company is sick and tired of what is happening in Victoria. It has decided to move its
operations to Queensland.
Mr MacleIlan-Out of the Treasurer's electorate.
Mr PERRIN-The company is moving to Queensland where it will be able to obtain
many tax incentives. Queensland's low taxes will be available to that company. Many
other Victorian companies have removed their head offices from Victoria.
The large metal manufacturing company, Vickers Ruwolt, now ANI Ruwolt, has closed
down its Victorian factory. The site in Richmond has been bulldozed and the company is
moving to Queensland to obtain the incentives in that State.
Melbourne's HSV7 television station is now owned by the Quintex company of
Christopher Skase. The Quintex company has moved its head office from Melbourne to
Queensland to take advantage of the incentives offered in that State. Measures such as the
Bill before the House do not address the basic problem.
I refer to a recent article in the April 1987 edition of the Law Institute Journal, headed
"State taxation grows: will fewer pay more?" The article was written by John Wilkin and
Jonathan Smithers. They detailed the various taxes in Victoria from the public authorities
taxes to payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax, and outlined how those taxes have increased
massively under the policies of the Labor government. They came to the following
conclusion:
Unless payments are reduced, or unless a sales tax or consumption tax can be introduced, revenue raising by
Victoria because of constitutional and political limitations operates in a narrow field which appears likely to
make Victoria a more expensive State in which to employ, or to carry on a business or a profession, with a
resulting tendency to suggest investment elsewhere.

Based on the figures I have given to the House, it is clear where business investment will
go. Unless we change our ways, business investment will move to Queensland.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-The Bill distresses me. It could have roared like a lion,
but it squeaks like a mouse. I am most disappointed in the Cain government which has
within its ranks the talent and the reformist zeal, even in its party organisation, to lead the
way to genuine tax reform, not the phoney, divisive and opportunistic posturing this
country has had to endure both in this place and in the Federal capital.
Session 1987-50
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The Cain government believes in social justice, and so do I. Social justice must come
from both sides of the Budget; the revenue side as well as the expenditure side. All the
high-sounding moralising on the subject of social justice is meaningless without an all-out
attack on Victoria's regressive tax system.
The Cain government made a tremendous start on the road to tax reform when it
commissioned the committee of inquiry into revenue raising in Victoria which reported
to Parliament in May 1983. Over the four years it has done precious little in following
through with the findings and recommendations contained in the first-class report.
The committee of inquiry said it was essential for the government to substitute a single
low-rate broad-based expenditure tax for the multitude of narrow high-rate taxes now
inflicted on Victorians. It is now an article of faith by both the major political parties in
Australia that there must be a shift away from direct taxation towards indirect taxation.
Income tax laws are just not enforceable against persons who are liable for provisional
tax. As you would know, Mr Acting Speaker, with your background, the only people who
can be compelled to pay their tax honestly in this country are people like you and me and
other wage and salary earners who have to pay pay-as-you-earn taxation. Everybody elsethe self-employed, the recipients of interest, rent, dividends and any other form of income
other than wages and salaries-can submit to the taxation commissioner any income they
like so long as they have good accountants and lawyers to assist them to defy the taxation
commissioner.
I shall quote Mr Brian Toohey, a former editor of the National Times, who claims to be
aware of documents that indicate that one of Australia's richest men, a person much
advantaged by the decisions of the Hawke government, had paid no tax for years. Over
the past year, the assets of the richest 200 people in this country have increased from
$15 000 million to $25 000 million, an increase of 67 per cent.
Over the past five years under the Federal Labor government, the assets of the richest
seven people in this country have soared by' 840 per cent to $6800 million. Seven people
in this country own approximately $1000 mlllion each! Mr Toohey said that the flourishing
tax avoidance industry had been greatly facilitated by the Federal Treasurer's decision to
abolish the traditional role of the Reserve Bank of Australia to monitor financial outflows.
The floodgate to foreign tax havens has been thrown wide open to 40 000 companies
known to be sending money overseas, plus the 30 000 millionaires and 700 000 nonmillionaires who are probably sending money overseas.
A good tax system should contain three principal criteria: firstly, the higher income
groups should shoulder a hi~er tax burden than the lower income groups. Secondly, the
system must be administratIvely simple and easily understood, as well as complied with
by the public. Tax bases that are capable of manipulation should be avoided like the
plague. Too often in this place and in Canberra, Parliaments have introduced taxes that
have been manipulated by the smart people or those who have access to smart lawyers
and accountants. Thirdly, the system must operate at minimum administrative and
economic cost. The more complex the system, the greater will be the economic and
administrative losses.
In my view, the wealthy could be stripped of their speculative and other ill-gotten gains.
I say "ill-gotten gains" because up to one-third of the profits made on the stock exchange
are made by people with inside information. Those gains and other moneys earned in the
cash economy-in the markets and other places where goods are exchanged for cash-are
ill-gotten gains.
It is said that between all of the various groups, up to 15 per cent of the gross domestic
economy of this country is virtually tax free so far as taxable earnings are concerned. This
reality cannot be escaped. Members of Parliament are foolish if they think laws can be
imposed against those people to make them pay taxes.
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The only alternative is to impose an expenditure tax on the people who earn tax-free
incomes. Australia has long been famed as an egalitarian society but it is fast becoming a
paradise for the well-off, those earning more than $35 000 a year. I regret to say that I am
also in the group of the well-off; therefore, I cannot cast any stone.
In 1969, one in every eight Australian households was considered to be well-off. Those
households controlled one-quarter of all incomes. Today one in every three households is
considered well-off and they control about two-thirds of all incomes. One-third, the top
bracket in our country, control two-thirds of all incomes. I include the underground
income, about which I spoke a few minutes ago, in that bracket.
Mr Maclellan-The rich are getting richer.
Mr WILLIAMS-I agree with the honourable member for Berwick, the rich are ~etting
richer. Unfortunately, he and I are getting richer all the time and we cannot help It! The
middle class, which I hope I represent in this House, have been squeezed from being three
out of every four households in 1969 to not much more than one in every three households
today. Their share of income has declined from nearly three-quarters to less than onethird of all incomes.
The poor, the so beloved of the social justice idealists of the government, have risen
from one household in every five to one household in every three. In 1969, the poor
received 5 per cent of all income, today with welfare handouts the share of the poor has
risen to 10 per cent of all incomes.
The Bill before the House could have done so much in providing a lead to the rest of
Australia in signposting the way ahead for true revenue and expenditure justice in
government Budgets, but the Bill is trivial, band-aid medicine that exacerbates rather than
cures injustice and inequity in our society.
After fourteen years in this Parliament, I must protest that it is the first time that I
cannot speak for 30 minutes on each of three separate Bills. I have always delighted in
condemning a stamp duty Bill and a payroll tax Bill and applauding a land tax Bill. The
Parliamentary procedure followed in this Bill is wrong and is contrary to the constitutional
arrangements agreed upon between the Commonwealth and the States at the time of
Federation.
I hope the Treasurer will not weep if someone challenges his enactments in the court. It
will serve the Treasurer right for introducing proposed legislation that cannot withstand
any attack in the courts. No Labor government should tolerate the highly regressive tax
structure that is currently blighting the social and economic fabric of this country. Low
and middle-income earners are being forced to provide the bulk of government revenues
while the megarich are coining wealth to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars a year
and paying precious little into consolidated revenue because their speculative gains and
overseas incomes are outside the reach of our antiquated tax laws.
Land is virtually the only asset that cannot be relocated to escape the Victorian tax net,
yet the Treasurer is boasting that this measure will reduce land taxes payable by the 70 000
landholders whose valuations are under $350 000. Some will be in the same category as
the honourable member for Berwick and I, where we, presumably, own properties worth
close to $350 OOO!
According to the 1986 tax commissioner's report, compared with approximately 2
million properties in this State, only 82 198 taxpayers paid an average of $2020 on land
assessed as worth $12 763 million in December 1985. If I know anything about soaring
land values over the past two years, today that land is probably worth approximately
$15 000 million. One hears that those people cannot pay land tax; 60 per cent of all land
tax is paid by 855 large companies. Do not tell me those companies cannot pay land tax!
Mr Coleman-Do they have shareholders?
Mr WILLIAMS-They do have shareholders, including me!
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Doncaster
will address the Chair and ignore interjections.
Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Acting Speaker, a further 4146 landholders owned property
worth between $300 000 and $1 million yet they contributed only 20 per cent of land tax.
The fortunate beneficiaries of the Treasurer's largesse, that it, those holding land worth
less than $350 000, contributed less than 20 per cent of all land taxes.
The bulk of Victorian households-up to 2 million-pay no land tax. Of course, many
people say that that is good but I believe taxes are an unpleasant necessity and if one does
not pay them in one way one will pay them in another. It is far better to pay land tax than
to pay a lot of other regressive taxes which have high administrative costs.
Any self-respecting Labor government confronted with massive tax avoidance by
business entities of all sizes, ranging from the large corporations to the small-time car
wreckers and to traders out at the Footscray Market who deal only in cash, should do
something about it. It would be better for those companies and people to pay a broadlybased tax on the sites occupied by their businesses.
Uniform valuation systems feeding up-to-date information into a land data computer
bank on land tax would make land tax one of the least costly taxes to be collected. If land
tax is costly to collect at present it is due to inefficiency and for no other reason. If there is
a greater tax base collection of up to 2 million taxpayers, to which I referred earlier, that
could considerably reduce the cost of collection, and It would be simple to administer.
Land tax is easily understood and it is virtually incapable of manipulation or evasion.
Economically it is a neutral tax. Land tax is one of the few taxes that cannot be passed on
in a free market economy-by free market economy I mean one that is not manipulated
by monopolies and restrictive trade practices and other activities whereby the cost of land
is absorbed by the producers and not passed on to consumers.
The State government must implement the land tax recommendations set out in the
May 1983 report of its committee of inquiry into revenue raising. The main
recommendations in that report that I want to be implemented are: firstly, that a central
valuation authority be established to supply all valuations of land to ensure the better use
of scarce valuation resources, to ensure uniformity, and to avoid manipulation of the
system by municipal valuers-as I suspect now occurs.
It is virtually impossible to get a true and fair valuation of capital improved value
because one must physically inspect each house inside and out and also carry out other
valuations which would keep one occupied for weeks.
Secondly, land transfer procedures should be revised in order to speedily identify
information to be processed by the land data computer and to eliminate the abuses and
anomalies inherent in the current indexing. It is regrettable that we are still plagued by
antiquated methods of assessing property values.
Thirdly, a special land tax should be introduced on windfall gains arising from planning
decisions.
Mr Wilkes-That would be a betterment tax.
Mr WILLIAMS-I cannot understand why Labor governments have not introduced
betterment taxes. It is to the shame of the Labor Treasurers, particularly of the Federal
government, that this has not occurred. Perhaps they associate too much with property
developers. I have no doubt that a tax on windfall gains resulting from zoning decisions
would net a revenue of at least $100 million a year in extra land tax.
I am aware that the Valuer-General foresees practical difficulties in taxation of gains
produced as a result of planning permits but, in the interest of justice and equity, surely
something can be done to ensure that people who are making millions of dollars out of
planning permits should pay their just dues.

Taxation Acts Amendment Bill

13 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1477

I am scandalised that the most expensive company on the share market in this country
is the property developer Westfield corporation. I remember 25 years ago, when I was a
councillor, a permit being given for a little site in Doncaster-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I direct the honourable member back
to the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am seeking to inform honourable members that land tax is being
provided for in the Bill and if we are to get tax and social justice in this country we must
reform the tax system. I was endeavouring to tell honourable members that one property
developer who started in a small way 30 years ago now has Westfield Shoppingtown at
Doncaster and Highpoint West and other places. The shares of that company are 100
times their earning value; they are the most pricey shares in Australia.
That is good business and indirectly I probably have shares in the Westfield corporation
but, if we are to keep a just and proper society, companies which develop properties
should be taxed on their windfall gains and particularly on the benefits they receive from
planning decisions.
This year, land tax collections are not expected to exceed $200 million but a mere 1 cent
in the dollar of site value on $60 000 million worth of land would triple land tax revenue
from $200 million to $600 million and the people who pay land tax would be able to claim
a deduction for income purposes for most of that; particularly, those who run businesses
would gain legitimate tax deductions.
Some people ask, "Why should we have to pay $600 million in land tax?" They will be
able to receive more than $600 million by way of eliminating a wide range of stamp duties
and miscellaneous taxes that now oppress small business and middle and lower income
earners.
Taxes for each Victorian family are way above the level of land tax that would be
payable under my proposals. Stamp duties are an administrative nightmare and,
unfortunately, the Bill will make that even worse for the accountants, lawyers, real estate
agents, and others in the dutiable transactions field.
Stamp duties are a regressive form of taxation because the lower income earners,
particularly young homeowners and car buyers, payout a higher proportion of income in
dutiable transactions than do higher income earners and the undervaluation of motor
vehicles and chattels are a headache for the taxation staff. The Bill is endeavouring to do
something about that situation.
Unfortunately, the cost of detection is so huge that many people are able to get away
with tax avoidance under this Bill without risk of detection. In my opinion it would be far
better to wipe out stamp duties altogether, to collect property taxes through land taxes,
and to collect motor vehicle taxes through ajoint Commonwealth-State fuel consumption
tax.
On the subject of payroll tax, I state that I absolutely abhor the tax. It is a tax against the
worker and a tax against labour. It adds to prices and it lowers the ability of local
manufacturers to compete at home and abroad.
Another aspect I find reprehensible is that Commonwealth instrumentalities such as
Telecom, Australia Post, the Australian Broadcasting Corporation and similar statutory
authorities do not pay payroll tax. Something must be done about this iniquitous situation
at the next Premiers Conference.
According to a confidential statement and Federal Treasury officer's report dated May
1987 on distribution of tax payments between the Commonwealth and the States, a
broadly based consumption tax is crucial to any significant reform of public finance in this
country.
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I regret very much that the present Federal Treasurer was not able to implement that
report and I very much regret through differences of opinion in the conservative and
Liberal parties that nothing was done by them to ensure that that confidential report was
brought into effect. Unfortunately, section 90 of the Constitution has been held to bar the
States from levying their own sales taxes and franchise and licensing fee alternatives.
We must be able to get together with the Commonwealth and abolish a lot of these
pettifogging taxes that are in the Bill, apart from land tax. I would abolish all except land
tax and enter into joint arrangements with the Commonwealth to collect on a
Commonwealth basis a lot of taxes, including land tax.
I hope eventually to see the States and the Commonwealth getting together to impose a
consumption tax to supplement and substitute for all the income and capital gains taxes
that now afflict us. In my opinion the capital gains taxes in this country are nowhere near
the sort of capital gains taxes that most other countries in the Western World impose on
their taxpayers.
We must do all we can to lift the tax burden on the lower and middle income earners
and ensure that those who are able to make profits and enjoy huge rewards from our
society-and I do not begrudge them their big rewards because I believe in the free
enterprise competitive system-pay a reasonable level of taxes on the income that they
earn. We must abolish the present regressive inequitable tax system that is so unfair to the
middle and lower income groups in this country.
On the motion of Mr LEA (Sandringham), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

BLF (DE-RECOGNITION) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick}-Mr Speaker, I am advised by the Clerk that this is the
most and only appropriate time at which I may raise this point of order with you.
I draw your attention to an earlier debate on the BLF (De-recognition) (Amendment)
Bill that was before the House and was transmitted to another place. At page 7 of the
second-reading speech the Minister for Labour made clear that it was not the intention of
the government to use any BLF money-not $1 of the money would be used for the
payment, for instance, of the custodian to be appointed under the Bill.
· J..draw to your attention also that by clause 5 of the Bill the terms of the Order in Council
issued by the Governor in Council today are to be treated as if enacted in the Bill. It is my
suggestion to you, Mr Speaker, that you should seek advice before ruling on the point of
order that I raise, which is that the government, in its haste and anxiety to get the Bill
before the House, neglected to get a message from His Excellency the Governor
recommending an appropriation of money that would be necessarily involved in paying
the custodian to conduct the inquiry, to manage the affairs of the BLF, and to collect
moneys, and yet, as stated in the second-reading speech, it is not proposed to use 1 cent or
$1 of the moneys of the BLF but in fact to pay Dr Sharp with government money without
a message from His Excellency recommending an appropriation to the Legislative
Assembly.
In the circumstances, although I understand Parliamentary Counsel had not put her
mind to the matter before I raised the issue, and certainly before the matter was brought
to the House, I am convinced, despite the late thoughts of Parliamentary Counsel, that
without a message the Bill is in the position that it was not properly brought to the
Assembly nor properly passed by the Assembly.
I believe in your ruling, Mr Speaker, you should give very careful consideration to the
matter because any ruling you give will have the effect of expanding the opportunities of
members of Parliament to introduce Bills without messages.
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It is a very ticklish question on which you have to rule, Mr Speaker. That is, whether by
saying in the second-reading speech that none of the BLF money will be used, and whether
by saying in effect that Or Sharp is being employed and will be funded to conduct certain
things under this investigation, and that the Order in Council appointing him is to be
treated in the Bill as if it is a provision of the Bill. There is the combination where, if no
direct appropriation is required on the basis of the Bill, there is necessarily an implication
of the funds being paid out of the Consolidated Fund towards the payment ofDr Sharp's
activities in the administration, investigation and reporting of the BLF investigations,
custodial activities and the reporting functions which the Bill places upon him.
I believe it is a technical matter and obviously one you may wish to consider overnight,
Mr Speaker, but I believe we need a very careful ruling as it raises a matter of principle
and importance to the future of Parliament.
The government is to be condemned for its failure to introduce a message even if only
as a precaution in the circumstances. That failure to introduce a message has necessarily
either provided an embarrassment to the government or an expansion of opportunities of
members to raise Bills in Parliament which will necessarily expand the opportunities
previously thought to exist under the rules relating to the necessary appropriation of
money. In other words, either opposition parties or backbenchers of Parliament will get
increased opportunities as a result of your ruling on this matter or, as a result, the
government will face the embarrassment of having to reintroduce the Bill into the House.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Berwick was gracious enough to
raise the matter early enough for me to be advised that he was raising the matter. I do not
find that the matter is of a ticklish nature as he suggested. I do not find that it is necessary
for me to take it into account overnight before I make a ruling.
The honourable member has raised the query concerning the need for a recommendation
for appropriation for the purpose of the Bill. I have examined the Bill and I conclude that
the power granted to the Governor in Council to provide for an investigation is permissive
only in that the Bill does not require the setting up of the investigation nor provide for the
attendant expenditure. Irrespective of what may have transpired during the course of
debate, I am looking at the Bill itself.
I should point out that the principal Act No. 10188 passed in 1985 made similar
provision for the making of an order to provide for the control ofBLF funds. No message
was required on that occasion and, therefore, I am of the opinion that the Bill passed by
the House today is not required to be supported by a recommendation from His Excellency.
I do not, therefore, find it necessary for me to take this into account any longer and I am
prepared and am proposing to rule forthwith.
I do not uphold the point of order.

ADJOURNMENT
Oakleigh City Council-Attacks by dogs-Debt recovery by State Insurance OfliceRoute 7 bypass-Road funding in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe-Shop trading
hours-Water supply in Sunbury
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I direct the attention of the Premier, in his position as Leader
of the government, to a local government matter concerning the City ofOakleigh involving
a number of members of government at both State and Federal levels. These members
have been involved in what I would consider nothing short of a conspiracy to defraud the
citizens of the City ofOakleigh of their rights. It is as simple as that.
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What I have-and I am prepared to make it available to the House-is a copy of an
agreement. In 1983, one Cr John Perryman was sacked as the leader of the Labor caucus.
The vote, as I understand it, was 7 votes to 4. During the course of the week following that
sacking, secret meetings were held with a number of ALP members being present. What
took place at those secret meetings-and, as I said, I can make the minutes and notes
available to members of the House-was that a draft agreement was raised.
The first meeting took place in the office of the present Speaker of the House of
Representatives, Mrs Joan Child. Race Mathews admitted to the authorship of the
agreement and it was given to Mary Mangan to distribute.
At the first meeting at Mrs Joan Child's electorate office, those present were: Robert
Ray, who chaired the meeting and is now the Minister for Home Affairs, and Race
Mathews-the Minister for Police and Emergency Services-who volunteered to compile
the agreement. The note here is that Joan Child made no comments and sat knitting at
this first meeting.
At the second meeting, the honourable member for Oakleigh, Mr Ray, and Mrs Child
were not present.
What took place under the agreement was that there were no reprisals. In the document
it has in brackets "Rubbish". There is a list:
Perryman only survivor
Position of others:
Pyrgos-Resigned.
Bromley-Retired.
Medlyn-Defeated.
Salvans-Resigned.
White-Refused to resign, so opposed for pre-selection and lost endorsement. At pre-selection hearing Perryman
attended with Senator Robert Ray sitting beside him. During White's address-called out "Liar, Liar"
without rebuke-Senator Ray's presence to sway waverers.
Schuett-Resigned-when refused Mayoralty after promised to him.
Margan-Race Mathews' councillor, but stilI resigned.
J. Marten-Defeated at Council elections.
R. Coutts-Resigned.

After the second of those meetings-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has now been speaking for 3 minutes.
He has yet to arrive at the point where the Premier either has a responsibility in this
matter or can take some action. I ask the honourable member to arrive at the point as to
what action he believes the Premier could take in this matter.
Mr LEIGH-I am in fact seeking a public inquiry into certain activities in the City of
Oakleigh. After the second meeting, the vote changed from 7-4 to 6-5 in favour of Cr
Perryman, with Crs Schuett and Marten changing their votes. Six months later one of
those councillors became the mayor and the other resigned because he felt cheated.
I have a copy of a signed confidential minute addressed to all members of council, who
are referred to as "Comrade". I have a copy of the secret agreement which clearly
demonstrates that the honourable member for Oakleigh and other members of the ALP
who are members of the Federal government are involved in this matter and are aware of
what is taking place.
The Premier must put an end to this situation. He and his party have participated in
this for long enough. He knows what is going on in the City of Richmond and without
doubt he knows what is going on in the City of Oakleigh today. The same people who were
involved in this conspiracy are still there. This has been going on over many years. If the
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Premier is not prepared to take action, he is culpable of the corruption in the party of
which he is a member.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I address my remarks to the attention of the Premier and
ask him to refer them to the Minister for Health. They are issues which have been brought
to the attention of members of the House in recent days and relate to a number of attacks
by dogs on children who have subsequently required extensive plastic surgery. I quote a
couple of instances as reported in The Sun of yesterday:
A 13-year-old boy had his ear ripped off at the weekend in the latest attack on children by dogs.
Chris Padiras, of Richmond, suffered terrible injuries to his head, face and legs when mauled by a collie-cross.
Doctors at the Royal Children's Hospital said the wounds needed "hundreds" of stitches.
They said the boy's ear had not been sewn back because of severe swelling and bruising.
Chris was in hospital only metres from another dog-attack victim, six-year-old Coolaroo girl Samantha
Whitfield.
She needed 50 stitches to her throat, neck, shoulders and arms after being mauled on Thursday by a neighbour's
bull terrier.
And on Friday, 18-months-old Steven Theobold, of Sternberg Street, Bendigo, was mauled about the face by a
neighbour's German shepherd.

This year, some 81 children have been treated at the Royal Children's Hospital following
dog attacks. In the past fortnight, some seven young children have been treated at the
Royal Children's Hospital following severe dog attacks.
I ask the Minister to consider establishing a register of dog attacks in the State. It should
include all those who have been attacked by a dog if the person attacked requires medical
treatment. There should be a mandatory requirement that doctors report such attacks to a
central registry. That is the only way that we can achieve a proper measure of the number
of dog attacks. Are there now more dog attacks on people who subsequently require
surgery than there used to be? I do not know. There may be.
I do know that 81 children have been treated at the Royal Children's Hospital. That
does not include the adults who have been attacked and have required medical attention.
There does appear to have been a quite dramatic increase in the number of dog attacks on
people who then require extensive surgery.
A few years ago my own daughter required surgery after being attacked by a dog. That
is probably what put the idea in my mind. My daughter happened to be staying at a
neIghbour's house and camping in a tent in the backyard. During the night she was
attacked by a neighbour's German shepherd and she required extensive plastic surgery,
particularly around the nose and the neck.
It was then that the idea came to me of establishing a central register. I reiterate: there
should be a mandatory requirement that doctors report attacks which result in injuries
that require plastic surgery.
I believe these attacks are on the increase. More people appear to be keeping savage
dogs. Again, it may be as a result of a spate of house breakings. People keep dogs that were
not seen in days gone by-German shepherds, Dobermans, Doberman crosses, bullterriers, you name them. These dogs are being kept by people who possibly do not know
how to train them properly.
They are often kept in fairly confined spaces. Possibly the problem results from the fact
that more people are keeping dogs that are much more difficult to manage. Some educational
process should also be under way to warn children of danger.
We all love dogs. I also have a dog. I hope my dog will never attack anyone, but no-one
knows. We all love dogs, but some form of educative process should be established to
warn children that, although we love the canine, it may be very dangerous and can attack
them without an apparent motive.
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I, therefore, ask the Premier to convey my remarks to the Minister for Health in another
place and to ask him whether he has considered the establishment of a register by some
mandatory provision so that doctors who treat children or adults who have been attacked
by dogs and sustained injuries that required medical treatment must report that attack
and have it tabulated, as it were. Only then can we actually obtain hard facts about dog
attacks. I also suggest that an educative process be put in place.

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-In the absence of the Treasurer, I raise my
matter of concern with the Premier. I refer to a company called Cyril Stanley Pty Ltd,
which was a firm of insurance brokers. In December 1979, along with other creditors, the
State Insurance Office called a creditors' meeting at which it was agreed that the company
would go into liquidation.
The interim and subsequent liquidators of the company, Cyril Stanley Pty Ltd, were
Messrs W. A. Leeming and K. F. Courtney of Duesbury Johnston and Marks, later known
as Duesburys and now known as Ernst and Whinney of 35 Collins Street, Melbourne.
On 2 April 1987 a letter was despatched to creditors requesting that proof of debt be
forwarded to the liquidators. It was followed by a further letter dated 18 May 1987. On 10
August 1987 the first and final dividend of 38·2 per cent was declared and passed to the
creditors.
I undertand that the major creditor of Cyril Stanley Pty Ltd was the State Insurance
Office and the debt to it was of the order of $400 000. It is also a fact that the State
Insurance Office, the major creditor, had brought the action for liquidation ofCyril Stanley
Pty Ltd.
To date, the State Insurance Office has not proved its debt, pursuant to the letters that
were sent by the liquidators. In this case, the office has not recovered for the taxpayers of
this State a percentage of that $400 000 debt that was due to it. Even though it was the
major creditor, the office did not justify its claim and, therefore, has not yet shown any
competence in recovering the money.
If the debt was approximately $400 000, an amount of approximately $150 000 is
involved. I, therefore, ask that the Treasurer investigate this matter to determine whether
the State Insurance Office has acted competently in this case or has let the situation slip. It
has not reacted to the request of the liquidators to prove its debt and to recover the money,
even though it is well known that the office has a large deficit to make up this year.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I had intended to raise a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Transport but, in his absence, I direct it to the Premier. I refer to the reduction
in funding for the construction of the Route 7 bypass. That is currently a road reservation
that was declared in the early part of the 1960s and runs parallel with Springvale and
Clayton roads for most of its length.
When completed, it will provide a traffic bypass for the shopping centres in both Clayton
and Springvale and, as it proceeds further north, around the Glen Waverley shopping
centre.
On 12 August the Manager of the Administration Branch of the Road Construction
Authority wrote to the City ofOakleigh in the following terms:
I refer to the letter dated 21 May 1987 from the Director of Technical Services and Environment concerning
the effect of possible funding reductions on the progress ofthe Springvale bypass (Route 7, Westall).
The funds available to the RCA from Federal and State sources are uncertain at this stage, but pre-construction
a'::tivities for the Springvale bypass are actively proceeding. Should a cutback in funding occur, the RCA's ability
to make any significant start on new projects such as the Springvale bypass would be limited.
The scope of the project is such that, should funds become available, work could commence in areas not
dependant on land acquisition, if considered appropriate.
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The Oakleigh City Council is concerned at the prospect that the work will not proceed. At
a council meeting of21 September, it resolved as follows:
HThat(a) Council express its concern at the content of the advice received, particularly as any cutback in funding for
Route 7-Westall would be contrary to the previous commitment that the project would proceed.
(b) State and Federal members and the Chairman of the Road Construction Authority (Mr lan Stoney) be
advised ofthis concern and their support be requested to ensure the project proceeds.

At present Springvale Road carries approximately 48000 vehicles a day. That road is a
significant carrier of traffic in a north-south direction through what is now the centre of
the metropolis, in a demographic sense. If it were proceeded with, the bypass would
certainly relieve the traffic in this area.
It would remove from both the Springvale and Clayton shopping centres much of the
sand-carrying traffic generated as a result of the sand zoning in the Heatherton area, which
travels north carrying sand for housing purposes in the developing areas. The bypass
would ensure that those strip shopping centres had a less cluttered environment in terms
of the traffic being generated in the Moorabbin area.
The concept of Route 7 was to provide a bypass from Heatherton through to Burwood
east. Much of that proposal is under review at present, as I understand it, with a view to
sale of the excess land. Certainly in the southern part of the reservation, work has proceeded
to a point where some duplicatIOn is being carried out. Some properties have been acquired
and some previous tenancies have been withdrawn.
Some action is required from the Ministry of Transport to ensure that the concept
survives and that the previous commitments to construct the bypass are honoured, thus
providing for traders in both Springvale and Clayton the opportunity of working in an
area where the through traffic of a construction nature is reduced. It will also provide for
local shoppers access to the parking that is available in both those strip shopping centres.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-In the absence of the Minister for Transport, I direct a matter
to the attention of the Premier, which I ask him to convey to the Minister. I refer to road
funding in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe. That city is growing rapidly. At
present, it has approximately 105000 residents and the population is growing rapidly,
particularly in the eastern part of the city: in Templestowe, east Doncaster, Warrandyte,
Park Orchards and so on.
Road funding to the city has been cut by 50 per cent in real terms, even though there
has been a tremendous increase in the population.
One would imagine that new residents moving into the City of Doncaster and
Templestowe were bringing their cars with them, but that is not the case. Many home
units are being built in the city and some residents of those units do not own motor
vehicles.
I believe the residents of the City of Doncaster and Templestowe are paying
approximately $35 million a year in petrol taxes. This year the road allocation to the city
was just over $3·5 million. The municipality receives 10 cents in the dollar of the petrol
taxes that its residents pay the government.
At the last State election the Labor candidate for Bulleen, John Scomparin, made a
commitment to obtain funds from the Labor government to construct roads in the city.
Those roads included Bulleen, Thompsons and Templestowe roads and High Street.
Honourable members are now more than halfway through this Parliamentary term and
the government has made no commitment to fund those roads to which the Labor Party
was clearly committed at the last election.
A further development has now occurred. The City of Doncaster and Templestowe is
considering a new special rate or a tax on houses in the municipality because of the
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reduction in road funds. This special rate or tax will impact on the residents, whether or
not they own motor vehicles.
The best form of taxation for road funding is a petrol tax because the more one drives
on the roads, the more petrol one uses; and the more petrol one uses, the more tax one
pays. I believe that is the most appropriate form of taxation.
The City of Doncaster and Templestowe is receiving only 10 cents in the dollar from
the government. Now a capital tax is to be imposed on residents of that city. Approximately
15 per cent of the residents do not own motor vehicles.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bulleen has been speaking for
more than 3 minutes and has yet to arrive at what action he wants the Premier, to whom
he addressed his remarks, to take. If he arrives at that point I am prepared to entertain
him for the remainder of his time.
Mr PERRIN-I want the government to honour its pre-election commitment to fund
Bulleen, Thompsons and Templestowe roads and High Street, which commitment was
given by the Labor Party candidate. I ask the Premier to inform the House when those
roads will be funded.
The situation has been brought to a head because of a new capital tax to be introduced
on houses in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe. It is totally unfair to ask people to
pay a new tax when they are already paying petrol taxes, which are more appropriate for
funding roads.
A commitment was made by Mr John Scomparin, the Labor Party candidate at the last
State election, and residents of the city are waiting for that commitment to be honoured.
It is total discrimination for the City of Doncaster and Templestowe to introduce this new
form of taxation which is really a capital tax. It is time the government honoured its State
election commitments.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources and ask whether his departmental officers have
reported back to him on the astonishing success of shopping at Westfield Shoppingtown
in Doncaster last Saturday.
I was at Westfield Shoppingtown last Saturday morning and afternoon and the place
was completely packed with people enjoying themselves, shoppin~ at the supermarket and
the small stores that abound in that shoppin~ centre. I have also WItnessed people shopping
at the new Victoria Square and other shoPPIng centres in Sydney on Saturday afternoons.
I recognise that the Minister's officers are busy on Saturday afternoons and Sundays
catching people who are alleged to be breaching existing shop trading hours laws. I hope
his officers can spare the time to report back to the Minister on the roaring success of what
took place at Doncaster shoppingtown last Saturday.
Most shops were open on that day. The only premises that did not appear to be open
were the banks and the butchers. I recognise that butchers do not like opening on Saturdays,
but I estimate that 99 per cent of the shops were open. I am aware that other shopping
centres in the Doncaster electorate, such as Jackson Court, Tunstall Square and The Pines,
were envious about Doncaster shoppingtown being able to trade on that day.
The Minister would be aware that they also wanted to enjoy the benefits of Saturday
afternoon shopping as part of the Wurundjeri Festival that was held in the city last
weekend. I assure the Minister and the Premier-The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member for Doncaster address the Chair.
Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Speaker, I am certain that you, together with our Parliamentary
colleagues, read the report in the H era/d. The public wants Saturday afternoon shopping
in this State. I hope the Minister receives a satisfactory report from his officers and brings
in Liberal Party policies. We appear to be losing all our policies!
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If the Labor Party introduced Saturday afternoon shopping, it would have my blessing.
I hope what happened last Saturday will convince even the Premier that we must have
Saturday afternoon shopping in Victoria.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Water
Resources a problem that has arisen in the past few days in Sunbury. A significant
percentage of residents in that town are suffering from a gastroenteritis attack. The virus
has struck down workers at many offiCes and factories in Sunbury, and in some places
almost 50 per cent of the staff are away. In some schools many clas~s are deserted; more
than 50 per cent of the children were "missing from school last Fri~ay.
Much of the blame-and there has been no proof-has been directed towards the water
supply. It irks me that the results of the preliminary test taken last Thursday were available
on Saturday and that the final test results were not available until today. Many of the
16 000 or 17 000 people in Sunbury could have been in bed with this 24-hour gastroenteritis
attack. It is ludicrous that water cannot be tested and results provided in less than five
days.
I ask the Minister to take this matter on board so that testing of the water can be carried
out much more quickly to ascertain whether the problem lies in that area. It is not good
enough for five days to pass before one can ascertain whether the deliberate poisoning of
a water supply catchment has occurred.
Another aspect is that the town water supply is untreated. The water is supplied from
three creeks running through the Macedon Ranges as well as from the Rosslynne reservoir,
north of Gisborne. The residents of Sun bury need a water treatment plant. The Sunbury
Waterworks Trust has postponed building the plant for some time because it could not
justify the expense to ratepayers. I recognise that many Sunbury residents would not relish
an increase in rates.
Perhaps the government could assist in providing a water treatment plant for Sunbury
as well as providing quicker tests for what is currently a problem in that area.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Malvern raised with me a matter
about which I have heard him speak on other occasions-the City ofOakleigh. He appears
to become excited about this issue.
Mr Leigh-You are the ones who should be excited; it is your party!
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Malvern that he appears
to be regressing in his behaviour since the warning I gave him some time ago. I ask him to
cease interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I have heard about the matter on a number of occasions during the past
two or three years. I suppose it is indicative of how well the government is going that it is
the only matter the honourable member raises.
Mr Leigh-'Tis not!
Mr CAIN-I have not heard the honourable member for Malvern or his colleagues
raise matters of any substance about which they could truly be critical of the government's
performance. I find it extraordinary that he keeps coming back on the same kind of subject,
allegedly producing documents that relate to the transmission of business in some meetings
involving some members of the Labor Party.
I find it extraordinary that the honourable member is concerned about matters of that
type when the most gross division of any political party is goin~ on in this Parliament. I
find that astonishing. Here is a party racked by internal diviSIon. It cannot agree to a
Leader, and it has a leadership ballot every year.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the matter I raised concerned
Oakleigh, not what happens in the Liberal Party. I ask the Premier to address the matter I
raised with him.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Malvern will recall that he went
into some detail on the issue and I had to bring him back to the point. The matter he
raised seemed to involve a political party. Although it was not the Liberal Party, the
honourable member went into detail and I am sure he will agree that the Premier oUght to
have the same right in responding to the request he made.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I repeat that here is a member of a Parliamentary party racked
by division, whose members are being hauled down to headquarters and treated like
school children, and the honourable member for Malvern is worried about what happens
in the Oakleigh council. I find that to be an astonishing allocation of priorities. Week after
week, month after month and year after year, the honourable member for Malvern comes
up with the same sort of thing. The Leader of the Opposition, by interjection, asks me
about three people; I could ask him about 23 people who do not want a bar of him! They
do not want to know him.
I shall refer the matter to the Minister for Local Government, to whom the honourable
member for Malvern already referred it, and ascertain what he has to say about it. I have
no doubt that he will contact the honourable member in due course.
The honourable member for Dandenong raised a serious matter that should be of
concern to all honourable members, and that is the frequency with which young children
are being attacked by dogs of various kinds. He expressed a concern that I think is shared
by all honourable members. I shall ask the Minister for Health to examine what can be
done in respect of either preventive measures or to ascertain whether councils should be
doing something further to control the numbers and kinds of dogs that are licensed to be
kept in domestic premises around our cities.
The honourable member for Frankston South referred to the firm of Cyril Stanley Pty
Ltd, insurance brokers, who are in liquidation, and to what appears, on the advice given
to him, to be the lack of assurances by the State Insurance Office to prove the debt. Those
matters were of concern to the honourable member-and properly so-and if there has
been some lack of endeavour or promptness on the part of a creditor in proving the debt,
I shall ask the Treasurer to take up the matter with the State Insurance Office.
The honourable member for Syndal referred to funding for route 7 in his electorate. I
do not know of the particular matter to which he refers but the Minister for Transport has
been as assiduous as any State transport Minister across this country in endeavouring to
get as much as possible of this State's fair share of Commonwealth-State road funds to
ensure the road construction program we have in place proceeds without interruption.
It is a considerable program and one about which the government was concerned when
it was threatened by cutbacks in the May economic statement. I shall ask the Minister for
Transport to examine the position and advise the honourable member for Syndal.
The honourable member for Bulleen was likewise concerned about road funding, and I
shall refer the matter he raised to the Minister for Transport.
With respect to the suggestion of there being a capital tax imposed by the City of
Doncaster and Templestowe, I have not heard of that type of notion being put by a
council. If it is put on the basis of the kind of thing I read in the last day or two about
councils saying that the increase in rates they are required to impose is because of some
change in arrangements or government funding, there has been a rearrangement, as the
Minister for Local Government said today, in respect of grants by the Victoria Grants
Commission to local government based upon the reallocation and with regard to population
shifts.
Overall, it is fair to say that councils have done well, and any assertion made by councils
that increases in rates are due to a diminution in funding by the government is not well
founded. Municipal councils at large have continued to do well under this government
and the Federal government. There may well be a change in the amounts as between
councils because of population shifts and the Victoria Grants Commission coming to
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conclusions as a consequence of that. To make a general assertion would be misleading. If
any council that believes it has fared badly examines the position closely I think it will
find it is because of the changed priorities that have properly been effected by the Victoria
Grants Commission.
The last matter directed to my attention was the matter about which I have been reading
lately. It concerned the water supply in the Gisborne electorate. The honourable member
for Gisborne said that no-one has yet been able to say what caused the gastroenteritis
epidemic-apparently it is of epidemic proportions-in the electorate he represents. I will
take up the matter with the Minister for Water Resources and ascertain as quickly as
possible whether the problem can be sheeted home to the water supply. The honourable
member is right to desire that to be done and he will be advised as soon as possible.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Doncaster asked me to consult with officers concerning the result of extended
weekend trading available in West field Shoppingtown at Doncaster last Saturday. I shall
be happy to discuss with my officers any reports on the matter. I thank the honourable
member for his comments in support of the government's initiative in providing extended
trading last Saturday afternoon. I shall be pleased to discuss the matter further with the
honourable member for Doncaster after I have had those departmental discussions.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.19 a. m. (Wednesday).
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Wednesday, 14 October 1987
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.4 p.m. and read the prayer.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I have given Channel 9 permission to
film the proceedings of questions without notice, only for today, on the usual guidelines
basis with the film being shared.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BUILDING WORKERS INDUSTRIAL UNION OF AUSTRALIA
ELECTIONS
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Has the Minister for Labour received information that
the Builders Labourers Federation-backed reform group candidates would be successful
in the coming elections of the Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia and, if so,
what was the information and was the government requested to intervene in any manner?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-I have not received any information of that sort,
nor have I been asked to intervene, nor would the government intervene in any union
election. To do so would be entirely improper; nor would it be proper for anyone else to
intervene in a union election.

FIREARMS REGISTRATION
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Why has the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
kept secret a report reviewing the first three years' operation of the firearms registration
process, which found that the system was costly and ineffective, and which recommended
that the most satisfactory course of action would be to scrap the system entirely?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The government is
not in the habit of keeping secret reports on any subject. I expect to receive the report on
the operation of the Firearms (Amendment) Act, to which the honourable member referred,
when the Chief Commissioner of Police has had the opportunity of considering it.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr HOCKLEY (Bentleigh)-Will the Minister for Labour indicate whether members
or former members of the Builders Labourers Federation have contacted him or his
department following yesterday's appointment of the custodian and, if so, what was the
result of such contacts?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-Former members of the BLF have contacted my
office today inquiring as to the likelihood of their receiving refunds of moneys paid by
them to the BLF. I am informed that that is a matter for Dr Sharp, the custodian, and not
a matter for me. However, I have informed everyone who has asked that the commitment
the government has given is that all of the moneys and funds of the BLF will be put to the
benefit of builders labourers; none will be taken by the State, nor would the government
allow any to be taken by anyone else.
I am aware that petitions have been signed by members and former members of the
BLF requesting refunds of a fair share of the funds. I am not surprised at their interest, in
view of the fact that $6 million provided by 10000 former members represents $600 each.
I shall forward any petition I receive directly to the custodian for his consideration.
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POWERS TO FINGERPRINT SUSPECTS
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services: is it a fact that indicators of government priority are that the government,
although not prepared to fingerprint criminals and those suspected of committing a crime,
is prepared to impose fingerprinting on up to 300 000 innocent Victorians?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The Leader of the
Opposition should be aware that, as recently as last week, the working party headed by the
Director of Public Prosecutions made available to the government its report on the power
of the police to fingerprint. The report is currently receiving consideration by the
government and the Attorney-General has indicated that that consideration is still
continuing.

In the interim, the Chief Commissioner of Police has presented the government with a
specific recommendation that holders of shooters' licences should be issued with a new
form of licence incorporating a photograph and that fingerprints should be recorded at the
same time. I thought the Leader of the Opposition would have had no difficulty accepting
that recommendation.

WATER SUPPLY IN NORTHERN VICTORIA
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister for Water Resources aware of the proposals
apparently being promoted by the Department of Water Resources that water currently
committed for irrigation and town water supplies in northern Victoria will ultimately be
diverted from that area to the metropolitan area?

Will the Minister give an assurance that none of the water that is presently committed
to water resource development in Victoria will be transferred to south of the dividing
range?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The distribution of State water
resources is a matter on which the department is currently preparing a major report. I am
not aware of any economic proposals such as was suggested by the honourable member in
his question. I assure him that any proposal that deals with the future movement of water
around the State would be subject to careful investigation and thorough consultation.

In other words, the future use of water resources in the State is a critical and strategic
activity and would not be carried out in an underhand way. The demands of irrigators,
farmers and the urban community and the requirements to protect the environment will
be part of the consideration in any future allocations of water.

ACCOMMODATION FOR ELDERLY PERSONS
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-Can the Minister for Housing inform the House
what progress the government has made in providing additional elderly persons'
accommodation in the Ballarat area?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The government has not built as many elderly
persons' units as the honourable member for Ballarat South has asked for; had it done so
it would not have had the ability to build units anywhere else. However, the government
has a good record in that region.

In the central highlands region, during the period 1982-83 until the present, 127 elderly
persons' units have been built, 117 of which have been built in the Ballarat area. That is
an increase of approximately 40 per cent in EP stock over that period. The development
and construction of these units is contingent on municipalities and shires making land
available to the Ministry to share the cost of developing those units.
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Municipalities that have been prepared to cooperate include the City of Ballaarat where
22 units have been built; the Shire of BaUarat where 20 units have been built; the Shire of
Buninyong where 6 units have been built; the Shire of Creswick where 17 units have been
built and the Borough of Sebastopol where 52 units have been built. That is not a bad
effort for EP units in the Ballarat area and the central highlands region.

"HERALD"CARD
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I ask the Minister for Transport: how much money is
the Herald paying the Metropolitan Transit Authority for the free weekend travel that the
authority is giving to all holders of the Herald card?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I thank the honourable member for Gippsland
West for his question. I am sure that the Herald, which is promoting its card, and the
Metropolitan Transit Authority, which is promoting its services, will be pleased that the
honourable member has noticed their promotions.
The marketing people of both agencies believe there is ajoint benefit in the Metropolitan
Transit Authority being involved in that promotion. Holders of the Herald card are
entitled to free weekend travel. It has been deliberately organised to encourage the greater
use of off-peak travel.
As some honourable members may be aware, we are attempting to encourage the greater
use of off-peak travel by encouraging people to consider using that service if they are
holders of the card and, more importantly, to provide a service for their families.
The Herald and the Metropolitan Transit Authority believe this will be to the mutual
satisfaction of each and that the result will significantly improve off-peak usage of the
service, over time. It will significantly increase revenue to the Metropolitan Transit
Authority for off-peak travel in the long term.

CROYDON HILLS PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Will the Minister for Education indicate the initiatives taken
by the government to meet the education needs of the Croydon Hills community in my
electorate?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I assure the honourable member for Warrandyte
that the construction of the new Croydon Hills Primary School has been proceeding well
from the time we went there and inspected the new site. The project is a new development
for the government. It is the first time that a planned new primary school will be built on
a school council contract basis. That means that the local community has the chance to be
fully involved in the development and planning for a new primary school in that area.
Evidence suggests that the school council contract process is more efficient in terms of
both costs and time. The school council is already engaged in fundraising activities and
has participated in the selection of the new school principal.
The school will open in February and be ready for the 1988 school year. The cost of
construction is approximately $2·8 million. It is to be built to the latest primary school
facility standard adopted by the government and that not only provides for nine classrooms,
but also includes specialist facilities, such as a library, physical education facilities, an art/
craft room, music facilities and a canteen.
The anticipated enrolment at the beginning of the school year next year is 270 pupils.
The honourable member for Warrandyte has taken a close interest in the project and
has not only strongly supported the school community case for the establishment of a new
school, but has also worked closely with that community for the successful development
of the project.
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The school project provides an excellent illustration of how the government, the Ministry
and the local community work together for the benefit of education and their communities.

INCREASED WATER CHARGES
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-How does the Minister for Water Resources justify an
increase of9 per cent and more for the 1987-88 financial year in the charges for irrigation,
drainage, domestic and stock water and urban water rates when the consumer price index
forecast by the government is only 7 per cent? How does the Minister justify increases
between 1982-83 and 1987-88, in many cases, of more than 100 per cent when the
consumer price index has increased by only 42-8 per cent over the same period?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Narracan is making a speech. I
direct the honourable member to ask his question.
Mr DELZOPPO-How does the Minister for Water Resources justify the increase in
charges above the consumer price index?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The honourable member for
Narracan has been so keen on quoting Standing Order No. 127 that he obviously did not
hear my answer to the honourable member for Swan Hill some weeks ago when I went
over this matter at some length.
The Rural Water Commission of Victoria has had a financial management strategy
arrangement with the Department of Management and Budget extending over a four-year
period. It has agreed to continue the arrangement operating in 1984-85 dollar terms for
four years, and during that time it has effectively been making productivity improvements
of some 6 to 7 per cent a year. In other words, it has been reducing the costs of its operation
in the servicing of its irrigation and urban water services and in the delivery of water to
rural districts.
Secondly, the cost of water supplied to Rural Water Commission customers has been
subsidised for many years. The previous Liberal government certainly took an interest in
the amount of subsidies going to the rural water sector and started a process of seeking to
move water prices towards cost recovery, and the government has continued with that
policy.
Unless the price of water to rural communities is increased over a period of years, the
need for the subsidies will continue and there will be inadequate resources to retain the $4
billion worth of assets under the control of the commission; that includes its dams and
reservoirs and its channel and distribution systems.
It is in the interests of all the commission's customers that that system is maintained
and that it is there to service the next generation of farmers. The price arrangements have
been the subject of detailed discussion with consumer groups and with the water advisory
boards, and there has been substantial agreement that the price of water should be set at
slightly higher than the consumer price index in order to move towards cost recovery.
It is estimated that at the current rate it will take approximately 20 years before the price
of water will be out of subsidy and achieving a real rate of return.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McCUTCHEON-The ignorance of the honourable member for Narracan in this
matter is clear. He is unaware of negotiations that are taking place with the rural community.
He is unaware of discussions with the water advisory bodies on water pricing in irrigation
areas and the substantial support that has been given to the Rural Water Commission of
Victoria in stabilising that price and in not having great variations every year in the price
of water, which was the practice of the previous Liberal government.
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FIREARMS REGISTRATION
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services: following the answer he gave to a question from my colleague, the honourable
member for Benalla, is it his intention that the debate on the Firearms (Amendment) Bill
should proceed, given his ignorance of the content of the report of the Registrar of
Firearms? The report contains many significant recommendations that could influence
the outcome of that debate.
Mr MA THEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The views of the
Police Force on the Firearms (Amendment) Bill have been made absolutely clear by the
Chief Commissioner of Police. Nothing more explicit could be added to the statements
made by Mr Miller.
When Mr Miller makes available the report on the Firearms Registry, which was
originally prepared by the officer in charge of that registry, I shall happily make it available
to the honourable member for his examination.

WORK EXPERIENCE
Mr ROWE (Essendon)-Will the Minister for Education inform the House what action
the government has taken to review and expand the work experience program for Victorian
students?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-Victoria is the leader in the development of
work experience programs within its schools. The program enables post-primary students
to work for up to three weeks in either business, industry, the public sector or in some
other enterprise, although there have been difficulties in getting the Commonwealth
government to recognise the program.
The program helps to bring together the world at work with the world of the school.
They need to be brought closer together as we head towards a world of much higher
technology dominated by electronics and computers. The program enables students to
experience not only possible work options but also career opportunities and career paths.
In 1986, more than 70 000 young Victorians within our schools participated in the
scheme. With that growing recognition of the need for stronger links between the world of
the school and the world at work, it is an appropriate time for the program to be reviewed.
I have asked my colleague, the honourable member for Essendon, to undertake the
review, following the excellent review he conducted for the government in the area of
WorkCare within the Ministry of Education. The committee the honourable member for
Essendon will head, will comprise employers, unions and representatives of the Ministry
of Education. It will consult widely with parents, students, employers and with unions; it
will examine the extent to which the program is achieving its aims and it will recommend
ways in which the program can be more effective.
The committee will consider the relationship between the work experience programs
and the current career guidance advice services within schools. It will examine the program
in the light of key government issues, such as the programs included in the government's
economic and technology strategies. The committee will report to me by early 1988.
The work experience program is an outstanding example of the close and effective
cooperation between schools, parents, employers and unions in the interests of young
people. I am certain that the committee will further support the program and suggest to
the government new ways of more closely linking the world of the school with the world
at work.
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CONFISCATION OF CANCELLED DRIVERS' LICENCES
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-I ask the Minister for Transport why it is that people
disqualified from driving do not have their licences confiscated?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I hope the proposed legislation dealing with
road safety that is currently listed on the Notice Paper will be debated in this place shortly.
As I have told a number of honourable members who have raised this matter with me, it
is the government's intention that an amendment be proposed to the Bill to ensure that
the problem that has been pointed out will be overcome.

The government is extremely concerned to plug any loopholes that are pointed out in
the road safety area. As a result of having been informed of a potential loophole which
could cause difficulties, a couple of weeks ago I asked the Road Traffic Authority to work
with the Police Force to devise a way to overcome the problem. I trust that Parliament
will agree with the need for the amendment I shall propose when the Bill is debated.

FIREARMS AMNESTY
Mr McDONALD (Whittlesea)-Will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
give details to the House of the extension to the gun amnesty and the results of that
amnesty to date?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The success of the
current firearms amnesty has led to an extension in its period from six weeks to twelve
weeks. This reflects that in excess of 2000 firearms have so far been surrendered to the
police during the amnesty period.

At the same time in excess of 50 000 applications for the registration of firearms have
been presented to the Registrar of Firearms. Applications for 9000 shooters' licences-a
figure 180 per cent in excess of the normal rate of application-have likewise been received.
Those figures could do no more than ~ve some indication of the number of unwanted
firearms currently held in our communIty. It is very much the hope of the government
that during the remaining weeks of the amnesty period, more people will take advantage
of the three mechanisms available to them for the disposal of those unwanted firearms.
First and foremost, people who are holding unwanted firearms can simply take those
firearms to their nearest police station and surrender them on a nO-Questions-asked basis.
Firearms surrendered in that way will either be held by the police themselves for forensic
study purposes, passed to an accredited museum or destroyed.
Secondly, people have the option of taking their unwanted firearms to an accredited
firearms dealer and disposing of them by sale. Comments from accredited firearms dealers
suggest that during the amnesty period a large number of people have availed themselves
of that particular option.
Thirdly, people who have firearms that they want to retain, but have not so far registered
them in conformity with the 1983 legislation, have the opportunity of taking out shooters'
licences during the amnesty period and proceeding with the necessary registration
requirements.
As I said, some 9000 applications for shooters' licences-a figure 180 per cent in excess
of normal expectations-have come forward during the amnesty period. The success of
the firearms amnesty-both of the six-week period and of the extended twelve-week
basis-gives every reason to other States and Territories to follow the example set by
Victoria in implementing the three-month national firearms amnesty which is to be held
at the end of next year on the recommendation of the conference of Chief Commissioners
of Police.
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DESIGN OF MINISTRY HOUSES
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-Will the Minister for Housing advise whether it is a fact that
the Ministry of Housing recently used a Commonwealth grant of$76 000 on an evaluation
of Ministry of Housing house designs after the houses had been erected and occupied by
tenants? Will the Minister inform the House why the designs were used by the Ministry if
it had doubts about them? Why was the Ministry dependent on Federal government
money to check up on house designs when that ought to be a function of any normal
efficient department?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I am not aware of the situation raised by the
honourable member. Federal housing funds are made available to this State for the
development of public housing and, if that encompasses design, part of that money is
spent on design.
The honourable member mentioned a particular site, but he has not supplied addresses
or provided information about how many properties are involved. If the honourable
member is prepared to furnish me with that information, he knows he will receive an
answer.

NEW CAR REGISTRATIONS IN VICTORIA
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I refer the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources to the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics figures that show for the month of
August there has been a 22 per cent drop in new car registrations compared with the
previous month and a 34 per cent drop in new car registrations compared with the same
twelve month period last year. In view of Victoria's position as the principal manufacturing
State for new motor vehicles and the high reliance that places on employment within the
State, what action is the Minister taking to assist in reversing this alarming situation?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member refers to the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics figures that have been part of
the continuing trend over the past year or so. I am well aware that the government
responsible for the motor industry plan-in this case the Commonwealth governmentis now considering the reality of those figures and their impact on the motor industry both
in terms of sales and manufacturers.
I, of course, have initiated some discussions with my colleague, the Federal Minister for
Industry, Technology and Commerce, Senator Button, on this issue and will be meeting
with him later this year.
The government is in contact with representatives from each of the major companies.
The most pleasing sign, as I have indicated in the House before, has been the willingness
of those motor companies to not only maintain their investment, but also to increase that
investment in this very important industry in Victoria.
The record of Holden's Motor Co., Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd and more recently,
Nissan Motor Co. (Australia) Pty Ltd and Toyota Manufacturing Australia Ltd, all
headquartered in Victoria, indicate that they are maintaining their future commitment to
the industry as determined by the announcement of investments.
Victoria can look forward to that future with confidence, despite the difficult period now
faced by retailers, manufacturers and employees. I look forward to working through that
phase as quickly as possible.

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:
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Fluoridation of water
To THE PREMIER AND ALL MEMBERS OF THE VICTORIAN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
Inasmuch as the Victorian Cancer Registry shows that Victorians have the highest incidence of rectal cancer
in the world and also rank among the top countries for colon cancer, lymphoma, bladder cancer and melanoma
we request that:
1. Since fluoride is a carcinogen the government should immediately stop the fluoridation of the water supplies
and repeal the 1975 Act now.
2. In so doing restoring to we the people the freedom of choice so essential to those who believe in democratic
principles.
And we your humble servants will, as in duty bound, ever pray.

By Mrs Setches (92 signatures)

Surplus government land
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 showeth that we protest against the
current policy of the State government which provides for land surplus to the requirements of government
departments and instrumentalities to be sold by auction or tender.
Specifically in regard to the disposal of land surplus to the requirements of the railways, the policy is seen to
unfairly prejudice the rights of existing leaseholders who have leased the land. In most cases, these leaseholders
have leased the land for many years and have constructed significant improvements upon that land, at their cost,
and at the encouragement of officers of government departments and instrumentalities.
The policy is seen to be disruptive to the communities of the towns and suburbs in which land is to be sold
and could directly lead to the closure of many businesses and loss of the jobs that they provide. The policy is
contrary to both the stated government attitudes on the encouragement of small business and the, retail tenancies
legislation it passed in the last session of Parliament.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government amend its policy on the sale of surplus lands which are
subject to agreements with leaseholders who have constructed improvements on those lands to allow those
leaseholders first right of refusal on the purchase of the land at the valuation determined by the Valuer General
and one other independent valuer.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr HUI (1500 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Relationship between committee and the Office of the Auditor-General
Mu GLEESON (Thomastown) presented a report from the Economic and Budget
Review Committee upon the relationship between the Economic and Budget Review
Committee and the Office of the Auditor-General, together with appendices and minutes
of evidence.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table, and that the report and appendices be
printed.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Law Reform Commission-Report No. 9 on Plain English and the Law with Appendices 1 to 8.
Law Reform Commission-Report No. 10 on Obsolete Legislation.
State Electricity Commission-Report for the year 1986-87-Ordered to be printed.
Statutory Rule under the following Act:
Public Service Act 1974-PSD No. 45.
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Town and Country Planning Act 1961:
Alexandra-Shire of Alexandra Planning Scheme Amendment No. 22.
Ballarat-City of Ballaarat Planning Scheme Amendment No. 100.
Bacchus Marsh-Shire of Bacchus Marsh Planning Scheme Amendment No. 4O-Part 2.
Cobram-Shire of Cobram Planning Scheme 1979, Amendments Nos 21, 24, 1986, 26 1987.
Cranbourne-Shire ofCranbourne (Western Port) Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 42 1986.
Geelong Regional Planning Scheme, Amendments Nos 179 1986, 185 1987.
Korumburra-Shire of Korumburra Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 44.
Lilydale-Shire of Lillydale Planning Scheme 1958, Amendments Nos 193,224, 230.
Narracan-Shire ofNarracan Planning Scheme 1984.
Rosedale-Shire of Rosedale Planning Scheme Part 2, Amendments Nos 23, 24, 25, 55 1986.
Traralgon-City ofTraralgon Planning Scheme, 1957, Amendments Nos 53, 82, 87.
Waratah Bay Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 19 1984.
Transport Accident Act 1986:
Report of the Transport Accident Commission for 1986-87 (incorporating Final Report of the Motor
Accidents Board)-Ordered to be printed.
Victorian Development Fund-Report for the year 1986-87.

RURAL FINANCE BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) moved for leave to bring in a Bill relating to the provision of
financial services and assistance to rural industries; to provide for the administration of
the remaining leases, mortgages, contracts of sale and other interests created under the
Land Settlement Act 1959 and the Soldier Settlement Act 1958; to repeal the Rural
Finance and Settlement Commission Act 1961, the Rural Finance Act 1958, the Land
Settlement Act 1959, and the Soldier Settlement Act 1958; to make consequential
amendments to certain other Acts; and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

MARINE BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to re-enact with
amendments the law relating to the repstration and operation of vessels and the pollution
of State waters, to implement certain mtemational conventions, to repeal the Marine Act
1958, the Motor Boating Act 1961, the Navigable Waters (Oil Pollution) Act 1960 and the
Harbor Boards Act 1958 and to amend the Port of Melbourne Authority Act 1958, the
Port of Geelong Authority Act 1958, the Port of Portland Authority Act 1958 and certain
other Acts and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

BUILDING CONTROL (GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
Building Control Act 1981 and the Building Control (Amendment) Act 1986 and for other
purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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INFERTILITY (MEDICAL PROCEDURES) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to ~ve the Standing Review and Advisory Committee established
under the Infertility (Medical Procedures) Act 1984 the abihty to consider and, if
appropriate, to approve certain experimental procedures involving the initiation of the
process of fertilisation of human ova, or eggs, for research purposes.
The Infertility (Medical Procedures) Act contains the statute law relating to the conduct
of in-vitro fertilisation procedures in Victoria.
The proposed legislation, among other things, regulates in-vitro fertilisation and similar
programs, and deals with the carrying out of artificial insemination and surrogacy
arrangements.
It also prohibits any person from carrying out an "experimental procedure" which has
not been approved by the Standing Review and Advisory Committee established by the
Act.

An "experimental procedure" is defined in the Act as beingA procedure that involves carrying out research on an embryo of a kind that would cause damage to the
embryo-

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise members in the gallery that they have no additional
right in respect of communicating with members of the Legislative Assembly. If they wish
to do so, they should do so through the attendants.

Mr ROPER-I was reading the definition of "experimental procedure":
A procedure that involves carrying out research on an embryo of a kind that would cause damage to the
embryo, would make the embryo unfit for implantation or would reduce the prospects of a pregnancy resulting
from the implantation ofthe embryo.

The Infertility (Medical Procedures) Act was the first statute in the world designed to
regulate IVF research.
However, even in the short period since its passage, major advances have taken place
in medical and scientific knowledge and technology, and in the understanding of those
matters in the context of this legislation.
One of the effects of these advances is that research proposals are now being submitted
to the Standing Review and Advisory Committee which were neither foreseen nor thought
possible when the earlier legislation was before the House.
As a result, the committee has been placed in the difficult position of trying to interpret
and apply the Act to research proposals which were never contemplated when the Act was
drafted.
An application was made to the committee last year by the infertility medical centre of
Monash University for consideration of an experiment involving the creation of and
research into certain ova in the early stages of the process of fertilisation.
The application sought the approval of the committee to a procedure which involved
the micro-injection of human ova with single human sperm with the stated objective of
alleviating infertility in the male partner.
There are numbers of couples whose infertility is clearly attributable to the low motility
or paucity of the husband's sperm. The successful conduct of the micro-injection experiment
could result in the development of a clinical IVF program for such couples enabling some
of them to achieve the birth of a child.
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The research involves the fertilisation of a human ovum from the point of sperm
penetration prior to, but not including, the point of syngamy. "Syngamy" is defined in the
Bill. In scientific terms, syngamy is the fusion of the paternal and maternal pronuclei,
containing the male and female chromosomes. It occurs about 22 to 23 hours after the
process of fertilisation has been initiated.
Under the Act, the Standing Review and Advisory Committee is required to have regard
to the principle that childless couples should be assisted in fulfilling their desire to have
children, to ensure that the highest regard is given to the principle that human life shall be
preserved and protected at all times, and to have regard to the spirit and intent of the
several provisions of the Act.
The committee considered the proposal from the infertility medical centre at length in
the context of its charter under the Act, the Parliamentary debates on what is now the
principal Act, and the reports of the Victorian IVF committee-the WaIler committeeand expressed community views relating to IVF technology.
After a great deal of deliberation, the committee divided equally on the application
from the infertility medical centre at Monash University. Four members decided that the
Act did not apply to the type of experiment proposed and, therefore, the approval of the
committee was not required to that particular research.
The other four members decided that the procedure was prohibited by virtue of the
provisions of sections 6 (3),6 (4) and 6 (5) of the Act and, although the last provision had
not been proclaimed, that the committee was bound by the prohibition.
Nevertheless, there was unanimous agreement that the proposed experiment was very
important and worthwhile, that it could be approved in principle and should be facilitated.
The committee subsequently went on to recommend to the government-with one member
dissenting-that an amendment should be made to the Act to enable it to consider and, if
appropriate, to approve applications such as those from the infertility medical centre at
Monash University.
The Bill takes up the substance of the amendment su~ested by the committee. In
essence, it permits the committee to consider applications Involving the non-therapeutic
use of ova in the early stages of the process of fertilisation for the purpose of research into
alleviating infertility.
Under the proposed legislation ova and sperm for such experiments can be derived only
from persons in an IVF program who have consented to the procedure.
The government recognizes that one member of the committee would prefer that the
Act not be amended because it could place a further restriction on experimentation.
The objection is based on the view that the research proposed is not prohibited under
the prinCIpal Act, and that the committee could develop its existing powers to monitor
research relating to the early stages of the process offertilisation.
However, the government is satisfied that the changes put forward by the committee
are necessary and consistent With the aims, and the spirit, of the principal legislation.
In the event that this amendment is not made, it follows that valuable research proposals
aimed at helping infertile couples to have a child will not proceed in this State. The
Standing Review and Advisory Committee on fertility is an eminent body and represents
a wide range of community interests.
Its chairman is Professor Louis WaIler. The other members are Miss Jan Aitken, Professor
Max Charlesworth, Rev. Dr F. Harman, Ms Jasna Hay, Rev. Dr John Henley, Mr Peter
Paterson and Professor Roger Pepperell. The amendments contained in this Bill have
been sought by, and have the support of, all but one of the members of the committee.
Accordingly, the ~overnment believes that it is proper and fitting that Parliament should
have the opportunIty of resolving the uncertainties which have become evident in the
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legislation by establishing beyond doubt that the committee has a responsibility and the
capacity to consider and, if thought fit, to approve applications involving research on ova
in the early stages of fertilisation before syngamy has occurred.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE (PROFESSIONAL INDEMNITY)
BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The object of the Bill is to amend the provisions of the Legal Profession Practice Act
which regulate the solicitors' professional indemnity insurance scheme.
In January 1986 a new scheme was introduced to govern the Law Institute of Victoria's
provision of insurance to its practising members against professional negligence claims.
Professional indemnity insurance had, until then, been provided by means of a master
policy arranged through insurance brokers, principally Lloyds of London. The new scheme
was necessary because of the increasing difficulty in obtaining adequate levels of professional
indemnity insurance cover at reasonable cost from traditional sources.
Under the new scheme the Law Institute of Victoria is required by law to carry on the
business of insuring solicitors and former solicitors. This self-insurance scheme operates
as a means of ensuring that the extent of premium increases is kept to a minimum in
future years. An additional benefit is that premium funds are invested in Australia rather
than, as under the former scheme, overseas. The Solicitors Liability Committee has
responsibility under the scheme for the investment of premiums and the handling of
claims. The amount of contributions and the level of cover are required by the legislation
to be prescribed by the Governor in Council on the recommendation of the Council of the
Law Institute of Victoria and the committee established to manage the scheme.
Problems have arisen with the operation of the scheme largely as a result of the decision
of the Full Court of the Supreme Court in Lewis v Little in which it was held that, because
of a defect in the legislation, the regulations governing the scheme were not validly made.
There is a need to amend the legislation in order to ensure that all practitioners are
adequately covered by professional indemnity insurance.
In addition, administrative problems have arisen in the operation of the scheme.
Contributions payable by solicitors are currently required to be prescribed by regulation.
This has been found to be inappropriate. Premiums need to be changed at least annually
to allow for inflation, and there may occasionally be a need for additional changes as a
result of claims patterns. The present process of setting premiums by regulation is
impracticable in view of the need to be able to make frequent and rapid changes in
premiums in response to factors in the marketplace. The Bill will give the Solicitors
Liability Committee, with the Council of the Law Institute of Victoria, approval power to
fix contributions and other matters necessary to the operation of the scheme.
The Bill also widens the investment powers of the Solicitors Liability Committee in
order to allow the committee to hedge its fixed interest investments by limited dealing in
interest futures contracts. The need for this facility was demonstrated last year when, at a
time of comparatively low interest rates, the committee invested money on 180-day bills,
only to see rates rise dramatically during that term. The ability to hedge would have
resulted in an effective rate about 2 per cent higher. Dealings in interest futures will be the
subject of guidelines laid down by the Council of the Law Institute of Victoria and
approved by the Attorney-General.
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The improvements proposed in the Bill will ensure the continued efficient operation of
the solicitors professional indemnity insurance scheme, a scheme which ensures the clients
of solicitors are financially protected against negligence or incompetence on the part of
their advisers.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

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

Approval of the motion being put was indicated by the required number of members
rising in their places, as specified in Standing Order No. 105 (a).
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
45
Ayes
Noes
38
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos

7
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrEvans
(Ba/larat North)

MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Mac1ellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

1502

ASSEMBLY

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

14 October 1987

AYES
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes

NOES
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting

Tellers:

Mr Dickinson
Mr Steggall

Tellers:

Mr Seitz
Mrs Wilson
PAIR
MrCulpin

I

MrGude

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as follows:
(a) for the remainder of the second-reading stage of the Bill until 8.30 p.m. this day; and

(b) for the remaining stages ofthe Bill until 10.30 p.m. this day.

This Bill has been the subject of significant public debate over recent weeks. In the view
of the government, there is overwhelming community support for this measure.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-The proposed legislation is long overdue. The government has been
generous in the time allowed for debate on the Bill.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The motion the Minister has moved to
restrict debate on the Bill is a deplorable situation for Parliament. Yesterday, the Opposition
was confronted with a Bill which involved the police being sent to the offices of a union in
Victoria. No time restrictions were imposed on the debate on that Bill in this House. In
other words, the Opposition had the opportunity of expressing support for the government's
Bill.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill affects the liberties and civil rights of hundreds of
thousands of Victorians. The government is treating the people affected by the Bill as
people who are worse than the members of the BLF, against whom legislation was passed
yesterday. Is it any wonder, when considering the time that the government has allocated
for debate on the Bill, that the community quite rightly considers that if one happens to
be a criminal in Victoria, one gets a good deal under Labor, but if one happens to be a lawabiding citizen one is treated like dirt!
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services ought to be ashamed of himself. The
government has had plenty of time to present the Bill, to allow full debate on it and to
allow people the opportunity of expressing their views.
Parliament is scheduled to rise in the second week of November in order that the
Premier can jaunt overseas, supposedly on business. There is no reason why the sitting of
Parliament should not be extended beyond the second week of November. Those who will
be affected by the Bill are being treated by the government, and through the government's
priorities, as more lowly Victorian citizens than Norm Gallagher and the criminals who
are increasingly obtaining a stranglehold on society.
If the government has something to fear or to run away from, it will continue with the
ludicrous suggestion that the Bill should be pushed through Parliament but if the
government has nothing to fear and is prepared to be held accountable, then let it do at
least what it had the gumption to do last night, namely, introduce a Bill like the Bill
introduced yesterday-perhaps the most dramatic and damning Bill introduced to
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Parliament in the past twelve years. The ~overnment allowed the opposition parties to
express their views on that Bill without a ndiculous time limitation being held over their
heads.
The government is not concerned about the provisions of the Bill but wants to justify
the tenets laid down in it. It is the innocent in society who suffer under the Labor
Government. It is the guilty and those who seek to break the law who continually get off
the hook. The government ought to be proud of itself because the old adage, "If you are a
criminal, vote Labor because under a Labor government you have never had it so good",
has been proved yet again.

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Yesterday Parliament dealt
with a Bill concerning Norm Gallagher and the BLF. The government requested and
received the full cooperation of the two opposition parties. The government highlighted
the embarrassment of members in its own ranks today because the Liberal and National
parties supported yesterday's Bill in the national interest.
The opposition parties could have stopped that Bill being debated here and in another
place but we cooperated. It could have been put aside. The cooperation of the opposition
parties has been appreciated and acknowledged by the leaders of the government.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill is an important Bill. I accept the fact that it is urgent
in the opinion of the government but Parliament should proceed to debate it today and
continue until 1 a.m. to debate the clauses properly.
The National Party has proposed amendments; the practical result of the motion is that
some of its amendments will not be moved, because 2 hours is insufficient time to consider
all of the amendments, particularly if some of the left-wing backbench loonies get to their
feet in the debate during the Committee stage.
The opposition parties will be unable to move amendments that have received
considerable consideration not only in our party rooms but also throughout the length and
breadth of Victoria. The National Party requests a sensible and sufficient time-perhaps
4 or 5 hours in the Committee stage-to debate the proposed amendments properly. In
other words, when the government wants cooperation and that is given graciously--

Mr Kennett-Do not ask again!
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-As soon as the government is asked for something that is not
for its own benefit, it says, "Go and jump in the lake". It is not good enough.
I shall comment on an earlier point made by the Leader of the Opposition. Historically,
under previous governments, Parliament rose for Christmas in the second or third weeks
of December, quite often only 5, 6 or 8 days before Christmas, but this year because the
Premier wants to ~o overseas-and the National Party accepts that he has good reason to
go overseas-Parhament will rise in the second week of November.
Some extremely important Bills are listed on the Notice Paper. Those Bills should be
debated. Let us do some work. Why, in Heaven's name, is Parliament rising a month or
five we:k's early?
There should be no need for the Premier to be here. If he has urgent business overseas,
which may be the case, he can go and Parliament will sit on. The government has a
comfortable majority in the Assembly.
I do not want to delay the matter further but say to the government in all sincerity: this
approach will not work any more. If the government seeks the cooperation of the opposition
parties, and it is given to the government graciously, but then, when it suits the government's
own purposes and suits the left-wing loonies, to tell the Liberal Party and the National
Party, "go jump in the lake", the Opposition will use its numbers to override the
government. This is not a threat but the Liberal Party and the National Party have the
numbers in another place.
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Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The double standards of the government on this issue are
breathtaking. As both the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party
have stated, the Firearms (Amendment) Bill is an important measure on which the whole
community wants adequate debate. It appears that the government is attempting to skate
out of this issue like some reptile slides under a log because the document that has been
produced today knocks this Bill completely out of order and the highest expert on firearms
In this State has condemned the government's intentions.
It is appropriate that members of Parliament have sufficient time to debate all the issues
involving firearms regulations in this State. This Bill puts law-abiding shooters in this
State on a worse basis than a common criminal. That is something about which the public
is concerned; equally the public is concerned rightly about their safety and protection and
the proper handling of firearms. These are issues that both the National Party and the
Opposition want to debate and they will not be debated adequately if the government tries
to skate over the issue by forcing this debate to a conclusion this evening.

The government can be assured that our colleagues in another place will take ample
time to debate the matter fully to ensure that all issues are addressed and that the public
of Victoria is fully aware of the whole repercussions and reasons behind the government's
introduction of the Bill.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
46
No~

Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey
MrJolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
MrNorris
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds

~

6
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
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NOES

MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

MrSmith

Tellers:
MrHill
Mr Micallef

Tellers:
MrLea
DrWells

(Polwarth)

Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

The debate (adjourned from September 3) on the motion ofMr Mathews (Minister for
Police and Emergency Services) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr CROZIER (Portland)-This Bill has been put together with the same haste with
which the government seeks to rush it through Parliament. Partly for that reason, it is
technically flawed and its logic is suspect. Indeed, some of its major provisions fly in the
face of expert advice given to the Minister by the very groups and people with whom he
purports to consult, so much so that he is seeking in the measure to unload some of them.
In the interests of trying to give some of the nine speakers from my party and a number
of speakers from the National Party the opportunity of contributing to this important
debate, I shall endeavour to condense my remarks. However, that is difficult with a Bill of
such complexity and wide implication.
Honourable members may well remember that two days after the Hoddle Street tragedy,
the Premier said that no law enforcement system in the world could have taken any action
that could have prevented the Hoddle Street shooting. Had he said that there was no
system of firearm control in the world that could have prevented the Hoddle Street
shooting, I would have agreed with him.
Some aspects of the Hoddle Street episode raise important questions. Time today does
not permit me to develop them, but I indicate to the House that as recently as last month,
I placed on the Notice Paper questions Nos 229 and 230, which address part of that
situation.
I shall remind the House of some of the background that led the government to introduce
this Bill, which purports to be and is paraded as being the response of a responsible and
caring government to attempt by legislation to prevent the recurrence of what the Minister
correctly described in his second-reading speech as "an act of mindless slaughter". The
Opposition does not disagree with that description. However, it profoundly disagrees with
some of the measures proposed.
Victoria has been down this track before. There is an element of deja vu about this
measure. One of the ironies is that it was the first Cain administration which in 1953
introduced a permit and registration system for centre-fire rifles.
That system was the subject of no fewer than three Statute Law Revision Committee
reports in the late 1960s. Two members of this House, who are not present at the moment,
the Minister for Housing and the honourable member for Mildura, served on that
committee. The report in each case recommended against the continuation of that system.
The Bolte government correctly took heed of those recommendations and the centre-fire
rifle registration and permit system was abandoned in 1972-or, more precisely, the
regulation came into effect on 1 January 1973.
In 1983 the present government introduced a registration system. That was, of course,
in conformity with its policy. The government also endeavoured at the time to introduce
a permit system and, in his second-reading speech and publicly, together with the Premier,
Session 1987-51
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the Minister for Police and Emergency Services made great play of the fact that the
Opposition and the National Party rejected that second proposal in the Legislative Council.
With his customary florid rhetoric, the Minister said that the opposition parties, to their
eternal discredit, had thwarted the government's attempts at what he regarded as an
essential firearms law reform.
The reason for the defeat of the proposed legislation at the time was twofold. Firstly, it
was not an election promise. You would recall, Mr Speaker, that various members of the
House were at pains in the debate to point out that the Labor Party had said prior to that
election that any firearms amendment to be brought in by an incoming Labor government
would conform with the South Australian legislation. The South Australian legislation
does not include a permit system.
Secondly, and more importantly, the Opposition doubted then the efficacy of the permit
system and, quite frankly, it still does.
Ifwe do what the government did and examine the New Zealand system-although the
government did not take heed of the expert advice that was forthcoming from that
review-we could learn from the New Zealand experience.
A permit and registration system existed in New Zealand until 1984. Four years prior
to that date, the then government of New Zealand reviewed its firearms legislation and in
1984 abandoned all registration of firearms in favour of a comprehensive system of
compulsory training as a prerequisite for obtaining shooters' licences; a much more stringent
test of licence-holders' knowledge of firearms law and safety and, of course, stringent
penalties for the misuse of firearms.
To my way of thinking and that of my party, that is the correct approach. We need to
define what we really want and expect firearms legislation to do.
In the minds of the Minister and the Premier, firearms legislation equates with reducing
the number of guns that are held by licensed shooters. That was made plain by the Minister
in his second-reading speech, when he referred to controls over the proliferation of firearms
in the community as the central issue and said that decisive action would reduce the
propensity for criminal abuse in our society.
The Minister assumes that the propensity for criminal abuse stems from the number of
registered firearms, not the number of unregistered firearms, and implies that licensed
shooters are in some sort of sublegal category; that they have a propensity for the criminal
misuse of firearms!
The Minister also said in that speech:
The key element of the government's policy on firearms, and the element rejected in 1983, is to limit the
number of firearms owned by anyone person ...

That is an honest statement of intent, as, indeed, are the stated objectives of the Bill in
clause 1, which provides:
The purpose of this Act is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

With his customary candour-and perhaps he was carried away by some overenthusiasmthe Attorney-General in another place let the cat out of the bag some weeks ago when he
revealed the government's real intentions.
The government's intentions are clearly directed towards a progressive confiscation of
firearms in private hands. A report that appeared in the Melbourne Sun of 10 September
quoted the Attorney-General as saying that:
... general private firearm ownership might no longer be tolerated.

That is the intent, and it should not surprise anyone. It is a characteristic of socialist
regimes. One of the first things they believe they should do is reduce the number of legally
held firearms.
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It is a classic Leninist tenet that the government should disarm the citizenry. I dare say
a confluence of both streams of the philosophical sources of the current Labor Party, that
is, both Marxist and Fabian, would be found in that point of view.

The real aim, as revealed by the candid Attorney-General, is to progressively lock up
the firearms of the citizenry. The next step will be some extraordinary system of armouries
where the licensed shooter dutifully deposits his rifle or shot gun and, on the morning of
the opening of the duck season, before taking off to Lake Buloke, he must attend the
armoury and sign a chit. No doubt he will replace the gun in the armoury on his return.
That is an extraordinary proposal and would not deserve any further discussion except
that it was made by the Victorian Attorney-General.
What does the Opposition believe should be the correct objective offirearms legislation?
I can do no better than to quote to the House the definition provided by the Minister's
own Firearms Act Review Team and the Firearms Consultative Committee, which both
agreed that the objective of firearms legislation should be:
To protect the public from injury or the threat of injury and to prevent the damage of property arising from
the misuse of firearms.

The emphasis in this Bill is not on the misuse but on the legitimate use of registered
firearms in the hands oflicensed shooters, and on ensuring that they pay the penalty.
It is convenient for the government to trade on the emotive aftermath of the Hoddle
Street tragedy, firstly, to mask its own failures to contain the dramatic increase in criminal
activities in Victoria. There has been a 61 per cent increase in major crime, as revealed by
police statistics, over the five and a half years of Labor government.

Secondly, the government intends to use that climate to foist on the Victorian Parliament
and public its own philosophical ideas in relation to the control offirearms.
In referring to the Bill, I shall confine my remarks to five major features. They are not
the only features worth talking about but they are of most concern to the Opposition.
Firstly, the Bill proposes that the Firearms Consultative Committee should be
reconstituted and that its appellate function should be withdrawn. The present nine-man
committee comprises two barristers, two members of the Police Force and five members
representing licence-holders. The committee has worked extremely well in providing
advice to the Minister and in hearing appeals from aggrieved licence applicants who, for
one reason or another, have had their licence applications refused.
The committee would have worked better if the Minister had taken notice of its major
recommendations. In spite of diligent attempts by the Opposition, the National Party, a
number of interested firearm owners and shooting organisations, it has been difficult to
obtain from the Minister the information that we want. However, I now have a copy of a
letter dated 20 August 1987 from the Chairman of the Firearms Consultative Committee
to the Minister. I am certain the Minister will recall that letter.
Apart from redefining the objective to which I referred earlier, he addressed certain
matters raised by the committee in what I understand was an emotive and somewhat fiery
confrontation attended by both the Minister and the Chief Commissioner of Police.
In terms of that advice, it is easy to ascertain why the committee is on the hit list. It is
obvious that it is not providing the Minister with the advice that he wants. It is a timehonoured practice of this government that if it does not get the message it wants, it shoots
the messenger, and that is exactly what is proposed in this Bill.

Mr McNamara-They want sycophants!
Mr CROZIER-The government intends to do away with that committee by replacing
it with a larger group comprising, among other people, a member of the Trades Hall
Council. I have no objection to a member of the Trades Hall Council being on an expert
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committee, provided that he or she has some expertise related to the functions of the
committee.
Mr McNamara-Probably from the painters and dockers!
Mr CROZIER-Perhaps I am wrong and the provision will be changed from specifying
the Trades Hall Council to specifying a representative of the Federated Ship Painters and
Dockers Union of Australia. Perhaps then it would make sense. I suggest the expertise in
that case would be not so much with longarms as with firearms in the pistol category.
However, that aspect may not be covered by the Bill.
Clause 20 provides for the Minister to appoint a representative of the Victorian Trades
Hall Council. Although primary producers are listed as one possible group to be represented
on the committee, there is no guarantee that any primary producer will be nominated. It
is clear that the intent is to reconstitute the committee in such a way as to provide a
puppet committee that will give the Minister the advice he wants.
The appellate function of the Firearms Consultative Committee is to be withdrawn.
Why is that so? Is it because the Minister is not satisfied with that aspect of the committee's
functioning? My understanding is that the committee has functioned very well in that
regard.
It is proposed that the committee's appellate function be withdrawn and transferred to
the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, from which an appeal lies only to the Supreme
Court.

I do not know whether that fits in with the doctrine of social justice, but I should have
thought that the substitution of a relatively informal appeal process with the option of a
further appeal-Mr McNamara-And inexpensive!
Mr CROZIER-An informal and inexpensive process will be replaced by a more
legalistic procedure, an appeal to the Supreme Court. How many aggrieved shooters would
be able to take an appeal to the Supreme Court?
The Opposition totally rejects that proposal and considers that the Firearms Consultative
Committee should remain as presently constituted and should retain its appellate function.
Another contentious provision is the requirement for intending purchasers of firearms
to first obtain a permit. In conjunction, a new offence will be created of purchasing a
firearm without a permit. The only evident merit in that provision is that, to the uninitiated,
it may allay some of the fears that people rightfully have about their safety. The government
and the media incline to the view, which many journalists in metropolitan Melbourne
appear keen to promote, that the more difficult it is for legitimate and licensed firearm
owners to obtain registered firearms, the safer society will be.
I have attempted to discover how many crimes of violence have been committed by
licensed shooters using registered firearms over the past five years, but I am unable to find
one instance. If I am wrong, perhaps the Minister can enlighten me.
Mr Mathews-What about Hoddle Street?
Mr CROZIER-I agree with the Minister, but could he also tell me-The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Portland to address his remarks to the Chair. Private conversations are of no advantage
to anyone.
Mr CROZIER-The Hoddle Street and Hungerford examples illustrate the difficulty
and the impossibility of any firearms control-not criminal control but firearms controlhaving very much effect.
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I shall turn my attention to armed hold-ups. I am not sure that the Minister could quote
me any such incidents where firearms control has reduced the number of armed hold-ups.
That is certainly the expressed opinion of the editor in the latest Australian Shooters
Journal who says:
Recently I thought I'd see how many legitimate shooters were involved in these armed hold-ups and phoned a
high ranking police officer to see ifthe information was available. He was most cooperative, said he'd see what
he could find out and ring me back.
A couple of days later I had the following information. None of the offenders were licenced firearms owners,
the guns if found were either unregistered or stolen.

The Hungerford episode and the Hoddle Street tragedy are the sorts of events that reflect
a great deal about society. They do not equate with lax firearms control.
The permit system is questionable. The administrative workload will be such as to
render it singularly ineffective, in a cost benefit sense. That is the opinion of the experts
who advise the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I know the honourable
member for Benalla will have more to say about that matter later in the debate. The
Minister has not been prepared to release publicly the particular papers from which I shall
quote so I shall reveal a section of the report the Minister received from his Firearms Act
Review Team.

Mr Hann-Mr Deputy Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.

Mr CROZIER-I was about to reveal to the House what the Minister's Firearms Act
Review Team stated in its report about the critical and contentious matter of the
introduction of permits. Item 31 of the report is as follows:
The team agreed that a single category licence be introduced to authorise the purchase, possession, carriage
and use of all shotguns and rifles (other than air rifles).

It is clear what was recommended by that expert team, which comprises: Mr Bob Emslie,
the Acting Deputy Secretary of the Ministry for Police and Emergency Services;
Superintendent Brian Fennessy, the former Registrar of Firearms; and Mr Ted Clarke, the
licenceholder representative on the Firearms Consultative Committee. They are all
considerably experienced people and are in a good position to provide expert advice,
which is why the team was established.
They have been steadily examining the Act and that is how it should be reviewed. The
Firearms Consultative Committee reached a similar conclusion about the permit system.
No doubt, the Minister will recall the recommendation, which was included in the letter
dated 20 August to which I previously referred. Item 6 of the letter states the following
under the heading "Registration, Purchase and Disposal of Firearms":
We do not recommend the implementation of a system of purchasing permits until such time as a national
register, in which all States participate, is established.

The Minister received that recommendation but he was not satisfied with it, so he and his
government went through the charade of immediately establishing an extra review-in
spite of all the reviews that were taking place. This review was special because it was as a
consequence of the Hoddle Street tragedy and was established only for public consumption
to demonstrate how promptly the government was acting and how well it was able to cope
with a situation of that sort. The Bill is the product of that action but the Bill reveals a
heavy bias of indoctrination.
The third major change proposed in the Bill is amending the criteria for the issue of
shooters' licences. The Opposition agrees to most of those points. As I said earlier, the
New Zealand system should be the model on which those provisions are based. That is
not only my opinion but also the opinion of people who are more expert in this field than
I, and they include the Minister's advisers.
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I repeat that the emphasis in the New Zealand system is on training and licensing the
shooter. The system requires that a shooter undergo a mandatory training program; that
shooting organisations are self-regulated to provide trained instructors and examiners;
that stringent licensing conditions are imposed; and that a stringent criminal code applies
to deal with the misuse of firearms. That is where the emphasis should be placed.
The Bill goes some of the way in that regard by introducing, as a prerequisite to a
licence, a compulsory training program, which an applicant must successfully complete.
The program will instruct the applicant in firearms safety and firearms laws.
The requirements contained in the Bill go further than that provision by also requiring
that a photograph be included on the shooter's licence. The Opposition does not object to
that provision but to the provision that, in addition to the photograph, the licence must
show the fingerprints of the shooter. Much has been said about the irony of this provision
because the government has been agonising over police powers and has finally, after a
half-baked process, decided that the fingerprints of criminals can be taken, but only with
their consent. How extraordinary that shooters must be fingerprinted as a mandatory
process before obtaining their licences! No wonder shooters are saying that the criminals
have more rights than shooters. That is exactly the conclusion that any reasonable person
could draw; it is certainly my conclusion.
I agree that pistol licence holders have been required to provide fingerprints for many
years but I do not know whether that, in itself, assisted in solving any crimes. I do not
suggest that that law should be altered. The provision that makes it mandatory for shooters
to provide their fingerprints is linked in the public's mind with the government's reluctance
to provide the police with this basic, investigative tool.
Mr Mathews intetjected.
Mr CROZIER-The government has had many years to think about giving the police
this power-five years in fact. What about the rapid escalation of crime in the meantime?
The government is still agonising about the civil liberties of criminals-never mind the
civil liberties of shooters, who are some sort of lesser breed! Shooters are apparently
potential criminals and have a propensity for the misuse of firearms, and, therefore, they
will be penalised.
The Opposition will have grave reservations about that particular provision until the
police are given the power to use this basic tool of investigation in the normal course of
their work.
Furthermore, as part of the tightening of the licensing procedure, the applicant must
now make a statutory declaration that he or she has registered all the firearms in his or her
possession. This indicates to shooters that they cannot be trusted and that the offence of
having an unregistered firearm in one's possession is compounded.
Under the Bill a draconian penalty of $2000 or six months in gaol will apply to anybody
who has an unregistered firearm in his or her possession. You, Mr Deputy Speaker, and
some of your more senior colleagues, would understand better than does the Minister and
his advisers a situation of someone having first world war or second world war souvenirs
in their possession. Perhaps an aging widow of a deceased ex-serviceman might be in this
situation; she would not be sure what to do. Technically, when the Bill is proclaimed, a
person in that situation would be guilty of a serious offence. However, the character who
might steal a weapon and rob a bank will probably be out on bail but this little old lady
will promptly be locked up. These are the terms of the criminal sanction that the
government will foist on Victorians.
The Opposition does not object to the general thrust of clause 8, which tightens up the
licensing provisions and improves the testing procedures requiring a mandatory training
program for unlicensed shooters. When my shooter's licence expires I do not mind having
to go through a training program on firearm laws and safety. If I do not pass the exam I
accept that my licence will not be renewed. I do not reject that but I do reject some of the
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other provisions. I accept the fingerprinting provision provided that police are given the
power to take fingerprints in the other situations they want.
The Opposition has considerable reservations about the scale of the penalties proposed.
However, I shall deal, firstly, with the provision which refers to the sale of ammunition,
which is restricted to the holders of shooters' licences.
The rationale behind that is that it will stop the criminal elements going to a local
hardware store and stocking up with ammunition. It has been pointed out that those
characters do not need large quantities of ammunition. They cannot get the sort of
ammunition they want without a pistol licence.
Keen sporting shooters need to purchase ammunition in perhaps 1000 or even 5000
lots. A number of my colleagues are in this category. My colleague, the honourable
member for Ripon, is a keen shot. There are a lot of honourable members who have a
direct interest in this matter.
We, as legislators, have a direct and personal interest in retarding the escalating crime
rate in our society with its increased propensity for violence. Some of that must be sheeted
home to social and financial priorities of the government of the day, both State and
Federal. The Opposition has real concern about that situation.
The Bill prevents the purchase of ammunition by anyone other than a licence-holder.
Clause 15 provides that anyone purchasing pistol ammunition must have a licence.
However, when one joins a pistol club one does not automatically have a licence and the
pistol club is prevented from providing ammunition to that person. How is that person to
be trained to shoot? Also, is the definition for "ammunition" in the Bill the same as it is
in the principal Act? I take it that it is.
On the question of penalties, it is significant that the Firearms Act Review Team
produced a schedule of proposed penalties and offences. I cannot understand why the
government has deviated substantially from those recommendations which were made by
the Minister's expert team. I ask that this schedule of proposed penalties be incorporated
in Hansard for the better dissemination of information to honourable members and for
those who read Hansard because it demonstrates vividly how far the government has
deviated from the recommendations.
Leave was granted, and the schedule was as follows:
PROPOSED OFFENCES AND PENALTIES UNDER THE FIREARMS ACT

A-$5000/12 months

B-$2000/6 months

C-$500/1 month

D-$JOO

S.31 (I) Prohibited person in
possession of pistol

S.5A and S.13 Unlicensed gun
dealer

S.7 Gun dealer keeping
firearms at unlicensed
premises

S.17 Offences relating to gun
dealers'registers

S.32 (1) Possession, etc., of
prohibited weapon

S. 14 Lending gun dealer's
licence

S.1S (1) Making false entry in
gun dealer's register

S.22 Failing to deliver licence
for amendment

S.32 (6) Possession, etc. of
machine gun

S.22AG Lending or unlawfully
using shooter's licence, etc.

S.20A Permanent display of
firearms without licence

S.24 (5) Failing to notify the
registrar of pistol sale

S.23
(1)
Unlicensed
possession of pistol

S.22AA and S.23 (2)
Unlicensed possession of
firearm other than pistol

S.46 (3) Unregistered firearm

S.23 (4) Unlicensed use of
pistol

S.23 (3) Contravening licence
conditions

S.46 (5) Failing to forward
notice of disposal and
acquisition

S.24 (2) Unlawful sale of
pistol

S.24 (3) Unlawful sale of
firearm

S.49 Offence
regulations

against
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B-$2000/6 months

C-$500/1 month

D-$100

S.25 (4) Unauthorised sale or
purchase of pistol

S.288 Trespass to farms

S.27 (3) Refusing to state
name and address or giving
false name and address

S.290 Carrying loaded
firearm in the vicinity of a
dwelling house or other
occupied premises without
good reason

Failing to notify change of
address
Failing to surrender cancelled
licence

S.28 (1) Producing false
authorities

Selling firearm heirloom
without registrar's approval

S.28 (2) Lending licences
S.29E Carrying a firearm
whilst under the influence
SJO Selling a fireann to drunk
persons
S.31 (2) Prohibited person
possessing firearm
SJl (1) Selling firearm to
prohibited person
S.33
Importing
or
manufacturing pistol
S.35 (1) Shortening barrel of
firearm
SJ6 Altering firearm serial
number
S,42 Forging licence, etc.
Failing to produce pistol or
shooter's licence on demand

Mr CROZIER-I conclude my remarks by returning to the basic philosophy behind
the Bill, which is that if one restricts the ownership of firearms, that is the ownership of
registered firearms in the hands of legitimate shooters, one is in some way making great
strides towards the reduction of serious crime involving firearms.
I do not know how many inquiries there have been on this subject, but I do know the
consensus of views that I have heard and read are much in the opposite direction. One of
the experts in this field is Chief Inspector Greenwood, a British police officer who studied
firearms control. He has travelled widely on various speaking tours on this subject and he
is also an author of international repute. He, in his book on firearms control, said:
You can look across the world country to country. You can look across the countries State by State. You can
look at one country or State at different times. No matter how you look at the problem there is no way in which
any relationship can be found between the numbers oflegitimately held guns and the rate of armed crime.

That is a matter that recurs in Chief Inspector Greenwood's writings. It is clearly accepted
by the Minister's experts. It is certainly a premise I have accepted. I believe anyone who
is a serious and objective student of this problem cannot disregard these views. Chief
Inspector Greenwood goes on to say:
I have tried very hard for a long time but I have yet to find a case where registration prevented a single crime
or cleared up a single crime which otherwise might have remained undetected. You would expect that if the
system worked its advocates would be able to produce many concrete examples of its success. I have been asking
them to do so for many years. None of them can do.
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That is the basic difference between the view of the Opposition and the government. We
support the measures which are likely to reduce irresponsible and criminal firearm
behaviour. We want to make it more difficult for "Rambo-type" activities or would be
"yobbo shooters" to have licences and commit irresponsible acts but we do not want that
to occur at the expense of legitimate enjoyment of the sport.
I remind the House of what the Minister said in a document circulated widely. It is
given to every licensed shooter when he receives his licence. It is the firearm safety code,
1987 version. The Minister begins:
Sensible, responsible and properly conducted shooting is a pastime which provides recreation, pleasure and
competition.

I commend that statement to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the
government. I do not think the government will take it on board because the hidden
agenda of the government, as revealed clearly by the Attorney-General, is a move to
progressive confiscations. The government will not be satisfied until all the guns in private
hands are locked up.
The Liberal Party has consistently adhered to a different policy and philosophy. That
policy was succinctly put by the former Liberal Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
the Honourable Jock Granter, prior to the 1982 election, when he stated:
The government's aim in imposing firearms controls is to achieve a balance between reducing the undesirable
elements of firearms use and applying a set of controls which do not apply unreasonable and ineffective restrictions
on the majority oflaw-abiding firearms owners.

I shall have more to say about that in the Committee stage of the debate, as will my
colleagues on this side of the House. I am sure the honourable member for Benalla and his
colleagues will have something to say, also.
The Opposition is in conflict with the government in certain material respects on the
Bill. The Opposition supports other aspects of the Bill but resists strongly the underlying
implication that licensed shooters cannot be trusted with registered firearms.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The Clifton Hill shootings have prompted the Cain
government to seek dramatic changes to the firearms legislation. There is an understandable
concern about the increasing incidence of violence in our community and any changes to
the gun laws must be practical and should not simply provide a false sense of security or
create a blackmarket for firearms.
Unfortunately, the proposed legislation will do little to stop firearms falling into the
wrong hands; it is riddled with inconsistencies, double standards and emotional claptrap.
It is unfortunate that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has presented a
hasty and ill-conceived measure. A number of reports were available to the Minister that
would have suggested a completely contrary course.

I direct the attention of the House to specific documents, some of which were provided
by the honourable member for Portland. Reports were submitted by the Firearms
Consultative Committee, the Registrar of Firearms, the Firearms Act Review Team and
there are police reports on the New Zealand gun laws.
Those four reports have been presented to the Minister over the past twelve months
with a view to improving the Victorian firearms legislation. I am sure that within twelve
months the registration system of firearms in this State will be abolished. The National
Party does not suggest that there be a permit to purchase system in that there be
fingerprinting of innocent law-abiding citizens while those charged with criminal offences
are not fingerprinted. The Opposition wishes to move towards a practical approach.
All parties and experts in the field, not only the police but also people from the Ministry;
senior officers and senior advisers to the Minister, wish to go down that track. We all know
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the disaster that took place at Clifton Hill; we were horrified by the extent of the violence
and the public of Victoria wanted some reaction.
The Minister did not react sensibly to the issue; he hastily stormed into a normal
monthly meeting of the Firearms Consultative Committee and laid down the law. He
stated what should and should not be done, not on the basis of expert advice, not on the
basis of advice from his own Ministry advisers and not on the basis of the advice of
anyone who had an understanding of the use and handling of firearms.
The Minister introduced proposed legislation without even waiting for the report of the
Firearms Consultative Committee.
The Minister attempted to grab cheap publicity following the disaster at Clifton Hill. It
was unfortunate that he did not take a more practical and sensible approach and allow
experts in the field to bring information forward that would have made the proposed
legislation not only sensible but also enforceable. That has been the one disaster with the
firearms amendment to the Firearms Act 1983. This proposed legislation is being introduced
by a Minister who likes to fire from the hip. We need a Minister like the Minister for
Housing who will sit down and assess matters in a reasonable fashion and take all matters
into account.
The general emphasis in all reports has been towards a system similar to the New
Zealand system. The system of registration in New Zealand was in place from 1920 to
1983. In 1983, after 63 years, New Zealand abolished the system of registration and permit.
It now has a licensing system based on educating the shooter-or the person who is
handling the firearm-not only on the mechanics of handling the firearm but also on the
legislative requirements so that the shooter understands the law, the rights of property
owners, such as farmers, and the procedures that are to be carried out if the person intends
to shoot on private property.
The emphasis of the system in New Zealand is on ensuring the safe handling of firearms.
This Bill does not reflect the safe handling of firearms. It states:
The purpose of this Act is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

That is not what the public is asking for; it is asking for people who handle firearms to
handle them safely. At this stage we do not have total abolition of firearms, although it
was virtually suggested by the Attorney-General.
The public of Victoria is demanding that people who handle a firearm are aware that
they are handling a potentially deadly weapon and that they handle it safely and understand
the rights of other citizens of the State when they exercise their sporting pursuits or the
general pleasures of the use of that firearm.
As the honourable member for Portland stated, nowhere in the world today has a
limitation and regulation on firearms, such as registration, proved effective. Wherever a
registration system has been introduced, such as in New Zealand, it has been a dismal
failure.
In 1983 when Victoria went towards more stringent controls and registration, New
Zealand, after 63 years, saw the error of its ways and abolished the system totally. Four
years later there is no indication under the present Lange government that there will be
reforms in that area because New Zealand has achieved a sensible reform. I shall quote
the Registrar of Firearms, who said:
If one is to achieve a proper balance, I am ofthe opinion that the Firearms Act should:
(a) Repress the criminal and irresponsible use of firearms;
(b) Look after the public interest; and

(c) Not place harsh restrictions on responsible and mature sports shooters, whilst at the same time educating
the public, particularly juniors, in the safe use and handling of firearms.
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That paragraph (c) should be the purpose of our firearms amendment. It should be
written in as the purpose of the Act, rather than the current purpose in the Bill, which is:
... to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

That is not what the public wants. The public wants to ensure that we educate shooters;
that people are aware of the weapons they are handling and that they handle them safely.
The Minister has certainly been remiss in his responsibilities in this area.
At this stage I should like to quote some detail from a report from the Registrar of
Firearms. I have sought leave to have the report incorporated in Hansard, and it has been
deemed appropriate.

Leave was granted, and the report was as follows:
Firearms Registry,
317 Flinders Lane,
Melbourne. 3000
February 26, 1987
AREARMS REGISTRATION SYSTEM
INTRODUCTION:
1. In February 1984, legislative changes came into effect which required all firearms owners in the State of
Victoria to register the firearms held in their possession, unless exempted from that requirement by section 46
(4) of the Firearms Act.
2. To implement and complete the process, because of licence "rollover", a time span of three years was
required-( 1.2.84 to 31.1.87) whereby:
(a) On the renewal of a shooter's licence between the above dates, the firearms would be registered;
(b) Previously unregistered firearms sold off, and distributed into the community, would be registered; and

(c) Changes of ownership between shooters and dealers would be subject to registration update (disposal!

acquisition).
3. By the 31st January, 1987, in theory, all firearms that required registration in the State of Victoria should
be registered.
REASONS FOR REGISTRATION:
4. Before reporting on the current status of registration within this State, it is important to establish:
(a) The circumstances under which registration was introduced; and
(b) What were its objectives and aims.

5. Obviously, unless the objective of the exercise is determined, the results have little or no meaning. To look
at this exercise in a logical and realistic way, it is of paramount importance that we establish where we are, and
in which direction we wish to go. We must also consider as to whether or not the program should continue as it
is, be modified, or be abolished.
6. In 1979, delegates of the Australian Police Federation resolved that the spread of firearms within the
community should be contained, and to achieve its aims, it was resolved:
(a) That no person should be permitted to have more than three firearms, without having to "show cause" as
to why he should have more; and
(b) All firearms should be registered, and records computerized to assist in effective control and combating
crime.

It was further agreed that the respective "associations" lobby their State government opposition parties to
adopt, and put into effect, those resolutions.

7. It would appear that the Victorian Labor Party not only adopted those resolutions, but certain elements
within the party were of the view that firearms ownership be reduced to one, before having to show cause.
8. The Firearms Traders Association, several large Firearms Companies, the Shooting Sports Council, and
others within the "shooting fraternity" then actively lobbied against the opposition (then Labor Party), as they
considered the proposal was an infringement of their rights.
9. In any event, registration went ahead, but not in the proposed form. All firearms held by shooters were to
be registered with no restriction as to the number of firearms owned.
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COMMENT:
10. It seems that the original aims and objectives were side-stepped, and I find it difficult to reconcile as to
what was sought to be achieved by the current concept of "registration". It seems just to be an elaborate system
of arithmetic with no tangible aim. Probably, and with the best of intentions, it may have been thought, that if it
were known what firearms each individual in Victoria owned, some form of control may be exercised, and those
who were guilty of criminal misuse coud be readily identified. This is a fallacy, and has been proven not to be the
case.
IMPLEMENT ATION OF REGISTRATION:
11. From the beginning of the registration program, problems developed, primarily brought about by a huge
influx of work, without sufficient staff to cope with the demand. This was further compounded by the failure to
act quickly to rectify a situation that was reported on, and should have been foreseen. Continual embarrassment
was caused, and the registry and government were subject to much criticism.
12. It is charitable to say, that from the outset, the expedient recording of data, and issue of certificates was a
disaster. This to a very large extent has now been overcome, but many difficulties still beset us. Primarily, caused
by the processes used and an outmoded and absolutely unsatisfactory computer program.
13. Early in 1986, discussions were held with respresentatives of the Government Computing Service, as to
the feasibility of completely restructuring our computer programme with a view to accommodating the Registry's
needs. This would have been a time consuming and expensive task. In view of the fact that Registry records were
to go "on line" in the "not too distant future", the proposal was not further developed.
14. The Computer Systems Division is presently investigating the registry's computer needs, and our methods
and workflow practices are being examined to establish a computerised integrated system.
15. The number of shooter's licences issued fluctuate on a monthly basis-this being brought about by the
issue of new licences, and the expiry of existing licences which are not renewed. Over a six month period between
August of 1986 and the end of January 1987, the average number of shooters' licences held in the State was
264037.
16. An examination of registration applications tends to indicate that each licensed shooter on average holds
approximately 2·8 firearms. This appears to be consistent with projections in other States, and when one
considers the fact that many shooters may have a shotgun, and either a ·22 calibre or high powered rifle, together
with an air rifle, the forecast is probably reasonably accurate. Furthermore, some licensed shooters may not have
any firearms, and others have well in excess of three, and in some cases, hundreds.
17. Given these statistics, one can assume that at an absolute minimum, in the State of Victoria, there is in
the order of739 30310ngarms dispersed within the community.

Date

17.07.86
01.08.86
02.09.86
02.10.86
05.11.86
03.12.86
06.01.87
12.02.87

Average Guns Held

739303

Gun Registered

%

386 153
391 773
396553
406820
414832
420856
424662
435337

52·2
52·9
53·6
55·0
56·1
56·9
57·4
58·9

The above mentioned data indicates that a small percentage increase in registration, and at the conclusion of
the program only 58·9 per cent of Victorians had registered firearms.
Average number oflicensed shooters approximately

264037

Guns legistered on Master File as at 12.02.87

435337

Shooter's Licences X 2·8 = estimated guns in community

739303

Number of guns registered

435337
303 966

Number of guns unregistered

58·9%
41·1 %

18. One can therefore conclude that 41·1 per cent of firearms held in the community are not being registered.
Public disobedience or ignorance ofthe law is by no means a small percentage. To absolutely establish as to who
is not registering firearms is not possible, as all licensed shooters are not the owners of firearms, and some
shooters may only register some ofthe guns held in their possession, others may not register guns at all.
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PROCESSING PROBLEMS:
19. Putting aside public resistance, one of the worst problems encountered is the ability to store accurate data
which can be readily retrieved. The forms used for the purpose of registration are designed in such a way that
with the exception of a name, in some cases the address, and the shooter's licence number, none of the
information provided by the gun owner can be readily checked. In many cases, it has been established that what
purports to be firearm serial numbers are in fact model numbers. Therefore, the registry is not in a position to
identify what particular firearm belongs to the licensee. We can say that a certain pefS()t1 owns a particular model
of firearm, but, the actual firearm itself cannot be identified. Without physicarty'"inspecting the firearm, and cross
checking against the registration form, I doubt if the problem could be overcome. In any case, it is at times very
hard to distinguish between a serial number and a model number when one considers the types of guns available.
If the acquirer does not remit the disposal notice, records show, and will continue to show the firearms as still
being registered in the vendor's name, unless something occurs to cause a check to be made. There are many
thousands of entries which indicate a large number oflicensees have possessed the same firearm.
20. Other considerations to be taken into account under the present system are:
there is no way of ensuring that firearms purchased interstate are being registered;

(a)

(b) there is no way to ensure that firearms disposed of interstate are deleted from records, if indeed they were

registered in the first place;
(c)

it cannot be established if a licence holder has registered all firearms in his possession;

(d) firearms can be registered under a number oflicences. The program does not facilitate that type of check.
Therefore, duplication can, and does, occur; and
(e) if a person has registered firearms in his name and permits his shooter's licence to expire, and then takes
out another shooter's licence, he is not again required to register his firearm. Section 22 (2F) of the Act cannot be
complied with as the computer program is only designed to accept data from a licensee. Forms that do not show
a shooter's licence number will be rejected. Many firearms are shown to be still registered under expired licences.

21. Applicants omit to place the required information on application forms, or endorse incorrect information,
for example:
(a)

incorrect shooter's licence details;

(b)

they have no shooter's licence, therefore, should not have firearms in this possession;

(c) endeavour to register firearms on a junior permit;

(d) still hold "farm permits";
(e)

have deficient categories on shooter's licence. "A" and "B" shooters wanting to register "C" class firearms;

(j) fail to forward the appropriate fee, which in many cases causes time consuming and very expensive followup action to obtain $1.00;
(g) overpay the required fee, therefore monies must be paid into the Suspense Account, and re-imbursement

made;
(h)

incorrect spelling or illegible writing;

(i) attempting to register firearms on an annual basis; and
(j) incorrect calibres.

22. The examples cited are to list, but a few of the problems encountered, which are extremely time consuming
and place additional demands on the staff.
REGISTRATION FEES:
23. It is estimated that each gun costs approximately $4.00 to go through the registration process, and that
cost would almost double dependent upon the action taken to rectify the error. If external inquiries are needed
utilising the services of local police, such costs could rise by up to 1000 per cent once again to retrieve a dollar.
By law, one is placed in a "catch 22" situation. You know the exercise is not cost effective, but registration cannot
be effected unless the fee required by law is paid.
COMMENT:
24. The registration program drastically needs a complete overhaul and update. Both the processes and
computer program should be re-evaluated. However, to implement the required changes is costly, and should
not be attempted until such time as an indication or response is given by the government, as to whether or not
"registration" will be abolished or continued.
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CONCLUSION:
25. Having worked with registration since the latter stage of 1984, I have known full well that a report on
firearms registration would be required at the conclusion of the current program, and it has not been taken
lightly. Previously experience in New Zealand and South Australia, and now indeed in the State of Victoria,
indicates that firearms registration in the way in which it is implemented is costly, ineffective and achieves little.
In my view, does it not repress or control the criminal misuse of, or irresponsible use of, firearms?
26. If the people of Victoria or the government require registration to continue in an effective way, which will
be used to control and contain firearms ownership, I would suggest steps should be taken to:
(a) Reassess their aims and objectives, and make a conscious decision as to whether the registration process
will meet those aims; if not, seek alternatives;
(b) If the answer is affirmative, repressive laws would have to be enacted on the "show cause" basis, or a
labour intensive system adopted which would rely heavily upon police time and resources to make registration
more effective, and to provide some degree of accuracy.

27. If one is to achieve a proper balance, I am of the opinion that the Firearms Act should:
(a) repress the criminal and irresponsible use of firearms;
(b) look after the public interest; and

(c) not place harsh restrictions on responsible and mature sports shooters, whilst at the same time educating
the public, particularly juniors, in the safe use and handling of firearms.

I do not believe registration is the answer to the problem.
RECOMMENDATION:
28. I would therefore recommend that firearms registration be forthwith abolished, and together with the
Firearms Consultative Committee, a far reaching, effective, and proper system of education be introduced, as a
prerequisite to the obtaining of a shooter's licence.
29. In conjunction with education, the penalties for those who breach the law should be heavily increased.
30. The Governmental Review Committee is currently undertaking an examination of the "ACT", and the
Education and Training Subcommittee of the Firearms Consultative Committee is examining the best means of
achieving firearms education.
31. If my proposal is considered a proper and viable alternative, I believe it could be implemented in a
reasonable time span, would be less costly, and achieve far more in every way than the concept of registration.
What's more, it would probably be more acceptable to the shooting fraternity, and just as acceptable to the
Victorian public. In that way, we would have public-shooter acceptance, and not resistance.
ATTACHMENT:
32. Attached at Appendix 'A' is a research paper compiled by Senior Sergeant Waterman on firearms registration.
33. I do not propose to comment on that paper as it is appropriate that the reader draw their own conclusions.
A. NEWGREEN/ChiefInspector
Registrar of Firearms

Mr McNAMARA-As the honourable member for Portland quite rightly says, by
interjection, the request to the Minister to obtain this document through the Freedom of
Information Act was refused. I suppose we are fortunate that some person or persons
deemed it proper to make Parliament fully aware of the best knowledge of firearms when
we are debating this important matter.
This leads me to another important point, and it concerns the question I asked the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services this morning. I asked him to explain why he
kept secret the report of the Registrar of Firearms-which was the review of the first three
years' operation of the firearms registration system-and finally recommended that it be
scrapped.
It was my clear understanding when the Minister answered the question this morning
that he had not read the report, nor had he received it. I have grave reservations about
whether this is the case. I caution the Minister that ifhe has misled the House, deliberately
or otherwise, he should make a correcting Ministerial statement either in debate or during
debate on the Bill or at some other appropriate time. I find it extremely hard to believe the
Minister had not had the opportunity of carefully studying the report-a report which, I
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must add, is of such importance that it was prepared more than nine months ago-relating
to such an urgent matter as firearms control and public safety.
Mr E. R. Smith-But it was denied under the Freedom of Information Act!
Mr McNAMARA-Ifthe Minister is saying that for nine months the report sat around
gathering dust somewhere in the bowels of the government offices, one should ask the next
question: what is he doing as Minister? He is on the payroll as a Minister with a loading
in salary and allowances, but ifhe allows such a critical matter as this to go unnoticed, and
if what he has said is true and he chose not to spend some of his precious time reviewing
the report before bringing the Bill before Parliament-given that it is of such significanceI am absolutely astounded, and I query the competency of the Minister.
It seems that in one breath the Minister is saying he has not seen the report, did not
know it existed or that the Chief Commissioner of Police was holding it and had not
passed it on to him, and then in another breath, through requests under the Freedom of
Information Act, he is telling the people who applied for access to the report that he will
not make it available to them.
It is either one thing or the other. It is a case of either a lack of competency of the
Minister to perform his function by allowing such an important report to go unnoticed for
three-quarters of the year or the Minister has misled the House. I hope when the Minister
gets the opportunity, he will be able to clarify the statement he made during question time
today because, quite frankly, I find the interpretation that he gave in answer to my
question puzzling.

I should like to refer now to comments made by the Registrar of Firearms. His report is
a significant document, and one presented after several years of the operation of the
registration system. It was prepared by the most senior person handling firearms in this
State, who expressed the gravest concern on whether we should continue with this system
at all.
The registrar talked about the original aims and objectives being sidestepped. Through
the amending Bill, we see that the proper aims and objectives sought to be achieved are
not being achieved. The registrar stated that we are talking about more stringent firearms
legislation, but we are not addressing the concerns of the public. The registrar further
stated:
... it may have been thought, that ifit were known what firearms each individual in Victoria owned, some form
of control may be exercised, and those who were guilty of criminal misuse could be readily identified. This is a
fallacy, and has been proven not to be the case.

Everyone knows that. How many criminals will register their firearms or submit their
fingerprints or provide photographs of themselves? It is absolute lunacy!
In another point the registrar talks about implementation, and there are numerous areas
in which the implementation and registration system is falling down. He stated:
It is charitable to say, that from the outset, the expedient recording of data, and issue of certificates was a
disaster.

This is a report that sat around for nine months deader than dust. The Minister did not
see it; he was either not interested or he misled the House. We will have to wait and see
which is the case. The registrar went on to say:
This to a very large extent has now been overcome, but many difficulties still beset us. Primarily, caused by the
processes used and an outmoded and absolutely unsatisfactory computer program.

He went on to talk about the proportion of unregistered firearms. At this stage,
approximately 41 per cent of all firearms are unregistered, which is approximately 300 000
firearms. The registrar said that cases of public disobedience or ignorance of the law are
by no means a small percentage of the total and that is certainly an understatement.
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In paragraph 25 he referred to the New Zealand and South Australian systems and said
that the way in which firearms registration has been implemented is costly, ineffective and
achieves little. The registrar stated:
In my view, does it not repress or control the criminal misuse of, or irresponsible use of firearms?

Finally he said in paragraph 27:
If one is to achieve a proper balance, I am of the opinion that the Firearms Act should:
(a) repress the criminal and irresponsible use of firearms;
(b) look after the public interest; and
(c) not place harsh restrictions on responsible and mature sports shooters, whilst at the same time educating
the public, particularly juniors, in the safe use and handling of firearms.

I do not believe registration is the answer to the problem.
I would therefore recommend that firearms registration be forthwith abolished ...

He is the Registrar of Firearms, and he wants to put himself out ofajob! I have never seen
a person so self-sacrificing for the public good! How many other public servants would be
prepared to say that their jobs were a waste of time and that they are not achieving what
they set out to achieve?
What we have to do in this State is to get back to a system that is reasonable, that has
the legitimate aims and that is properly enforceable. That will not be achieved with the
Bill or with the current firearms legislation. The registrar stated this quite clearly, and
every other expert that the Minister could have drawn on would agree.
The honourable member for Portland referred to the Firearms Act Review Team-a
pretty high powered three-member committee with Mr Bob Emslie, the acting deputy
secretary of the Ministry of Police and Emergency Services, as chairman. He is a very
capable person and known to me, and I have the greatest respect for him.
Another member of the team is Chief Superintendent Brian Fennessy, who was the
former Registrar of Firearms, and the third person is Mr Ted Clarke, a licence-holder and
representative of the Firearms Consultative Committee-again, a capable group of
individuals. That group submitted a report detailing reforms to the Act. It was an ongoing
review team and it was this team that would have had the legislation implemented,
probably in this sessional period, had the Minister not overreacted following the Hoddle
Street shooting.
The Firearms Act Review Team refers in its report to 60 different sections of the Act
that it believes should be amended and it also deals with 40 matters regarding penalties
where it suggests reforms are needed.
I direct the attention of the House to a point made at the end of the report, where Mr
Bob Emslie states:
It is the Minister's wish to introduce a new firearms Bill into Parliament in the 1987 spring sittings, to be held
over until the 1988 autumn sittings to allow public debate on the proposals. Accordingly, the Minister would be
pleased to receive the committee's recommendations on this report by mid-August in order that Cabinet
deadlines can be met.

This is the urgent Bill that has been guillotined; this is the Bill thai the review team
suggested would be introduced during the spring sessional period and held over until the
1988 autumn sessional period.
What is the reason for the overreaction? As the honourable member for Gippsland East
said by interjection, if the Bill were debated in the autumn sessional period, the Minister
may see fit to read the report of the Registrar of Firearms. The Minister may be able to
spare a couple of minutes of his precious time to consider the report on which this Bill
and the 1983 Act are based.
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Why is the Bill being steamrolled through Parliament? It is ridiculous! The government
can be assured that our colleagues in the other place will pay particular attention to that
clause. As the Acting Deputy Secretary of the Ministry of Police and Emergency Services
said, the Bill should be held over until the 1988 autumn sessional period to allow time for
the public to comment on it.
I do not believe the Premier tries to score cheap political points. I hope not, because
Parliament is dealing with the health and safety of all Victorians. It is dealing with an
appropriate amendment to firearms legislation in this State. This is not a time to shoot
from the hip; the government should take proper and appropriate advice on this matter.
I doubt whether the Minister has even had the courtesy to inform the Premier of the
advice he has received because he is not reading the reports. The Premier should read
some of the reports. He should read the report of the Firearms Act Review Team, the
report of the Registrar of Firearms, the report from the Firearms Consultative Committee
and the report on the New Zealand system on which Chief Inspector Fennessy reported
last year.
They are the four reports that the experts have provided to the government, and every
one of them has been ignored. For some reason, they have been deemed to be inappropriate.
If the normal procedure were allowed to take place, I am absolutely certain that honourable
members would be debating the abolition of firearms registration in the autumn sessional
period next year. We would be going down the same sensible track that New Zealand has
gone down.
After 63 years of a registration system, in 1983, New Zealand abolished it for a better
system that places emphasis on education and the appropriate handling of firearms. Its
system does not place emphasis on the big stick or the Big Brother approach. Its system is
based on a sensible and reasonable approach which has public support, and that is extremely
important. Iflaws are to be enforceable, the public must support them.
In his report, the Registrar of Firearms recommended that firearms registration be
abolished forthwith and, together with the Firearms Consultative Committee, a farreaching, effective and proper system of education be introduced as a prerequisite to
obtaining a shooter's licence. The National Party supports that.
With reference to paragraph 29, the Registrar of Firearms states in his report:
In conjunction with education, the penalties for those who breach the law should be heavily increased.

Hear, hear! The penalties for those who breach the law should be increased, but those laws
must be reasonable and acceptable to the pUblic.
As to paragraph 30, the registrar states:
The Governmental Review Committee is currently undertaking an examination of the •• ACf" and the Education
and Training Subcommittee of the Firearms Consultative Committee is examining the best means of achieving
firearms education.

Again, the National Party supports that, and I am sure that the honourable member for
Portland agrees with me.
The Registrar of Firearms went on to say in his report:
Ifmy proposal is considered a proper and viable alternative, I believe it could be implemented in a reasonable
time span, would be less costly, and achieve far more in every way than the concept of registration. What's more,
it would probably be more acceptable to the shooting fraternity, and just as acceptable to the Victorian public. In
that way, we would have public-shooter acceptance, and not resistance.

That is the practical and sensible approach the National Party urges the government to
take.
The government should scrap its approach of not consulting anyone and rushing the
Bill through Parliament without any thought except to grab a cheap headline at the expense
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of the victims of the Clifton Hill massacre, which the National Party wholeheartedly
deplores.
The Bill deals with the operation of the Firearms Consultative Committee, and the
National Party believes the committee should be retained in its present form. It has a good
balance with licence-holders, nominees from the Chief Commissioner of Police and
barristers and solicitors being represented. However, under this Bill, the chief commissioner
will not have the right to nominate representatives for membership of the committee.
That is absolutely astounding.
The police, who are the practical people who are supposed to implement and advise on
the firearms registration scheme, will not have a representative on the committee. Certainly
the Registrar of Firearms will be a member of the committee, but a nominee of the Chief
Commissioner of Police should be retained.
Why is a representative of the Trades Hall Council to be on the committee? The only
union that is fit to sit on the committee is the Federated Ship Painters and Dockers Union
of Australia. That union has plenty of experience with firearms, but it is not the type of
expertise that is needed!
The government has adopted an impractical approach; it has taken a philosophical
approach. It has toadied to the trade union movement. Someone suggested to me that it
has "Cain"-toadied to the trade union movement. We do not need a group of sycophants
advising the Minister; we need people with backbone who will state the truth and not
crawl under a rock like some reptile. They are the type of people the government wants to
appoint to the committee. The National Party wants appropriate people to be appointed
to the committee, and that will not happen through this weak-kneed, lily-livered Minister.
The proposal for a permit to purchase a firearm is ridiculous. It builds on the registration
system that has failed throughout the world wherever it has been used. The National Party
wants no part of that system.
The Firearms Consultative Committee should continue to function in its appellate role
where people who are aggrieved can appear before the committee in an informal fashion
without barristers and solicitors being present. That set-up would creep into the system if
appeals were referred to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. I heard a heartening report
from a colleague in the other place that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
gave an assurance that he would consider the matter and drop the referral of the appellate
role to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. I hope he will do that because it will cut
through the red tape and make proceedings less intimidating as well as being as cheap as
possible. If a more formalised procedure were adopted, the cost would be absolutely
crippling for the average shooter.
The Minister has gone over the top with respect to the severity of penalties. The review
team, which was chaired by the acting head of the Minister's department, recommended
that the penalty for holding an unregistered firearm be increased to $100. That
recommendation was reinforced by the consultative committee. The Minister has suggested
a penalty of$2000 or six months in gaol. That is far in excess of what could be reasonably
accepted. We are trying to adopt a practical approach.
One has to examine the education angle. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard the
seven-point safety code adopted in New Zealand, as well as two tables which list the
accidental causes of death and accidents with firearms.

Leave was granted, and the documents were as follows:
THE FIREARMS SAFETY CODE
1. Treat every firearm as loaded.

• Check every firearm yourself.
• Pass or accept only an open and unloaded firearm.
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2. Always point firearms in a safe direction.
• Loaded or unloaded, always point the muzzle in a safe direction.
3. Load a firearm only when ready to fire.
• Load only the magazine after you reach your shooting area.
• Load the chamber only when ready to shoot.
• Completely unload before leaving the shooting area.
4. Identify your target.
• Movement, colour, sound and shape can all deceive you.
• Never fire until you are absolutely certain.
5. Check your firing zone.
• Think! What may happen if you miss your target? What might you hit between you and the target or
beyond?
• Consider the possibility of ricochets.
6. Store firearms and ammunition safely.
• When not in use, lock away the bolt, firearm and ammunition separately.
7. Alcohol impairs judgment.
• Good judgment is the key to safe use of firearms.
ACCIDENT AL DEATHS: CAUSES

Cause ofAccidental Death

Number ofDeaths
1977
1978

Fire and Explosion

44

Poisoning

25

Machinery

35
11

688
263
161
59
47
48
35
15

1588

1316

Motor Vehicle
Falls
Drowning and Submersion
Other Transport

Firearms

889
402
135
47

1979

Total
Deaths

Percentage

594
359
131
179
46
32
20
21

2171
1024
427
285
137
105
90
47

5()'6
23·9
1()'0
6·6
3·2
2·5
2·1
1·1

1382

4286

1()()'0

ACCIDENTS WITH FIREARMS

Apparent Cause ofIncident
Leaving firearm loaded
Other causes (excluding suicide)
Liquor involved
Firing at movement
Defective firearm
Victim not visible to shooter
Crossing ditch or fence
Dropping or throwing firearm

Total
(1970-72)

Percentage

Cumulative
Percentage

61
35
20
16
13
13
9
8

26·5
15·2
8·7
7·0
5·7
5·7
3·9
3·5

25·5
41·7
5()'4
57·4
63·1
68·8
72·7
76·2
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(1970-72)

Percentage

Cumulative
Percentage

Pulling firearm towards selfby muzzle

8

3·5

79·7

Riding in vehicle with loaded firearm

8

3·5

83·2

Victim moved into line of fire

7

3·0

86·2

Removing firearm from vehicle

7

3·0

89·2

Loading

7

3·0

92·2

Unloading

7

3·0

95·2

Placing firearm in vehicle

5

2·2

97·4

Ricochet

5

2·2

99·6

0·4

100·0

Total
Apparent Cause of Incident

Firing at sound
Drugs involved

100·0

Defective ammunition

100·0
230

100·0

Mr McNAMARA-The New Zealand firearm safety code sets out the type of education
process for which we are looking in Australia. In its four years of operation the system has
proven itself. It has been highly successful and extremely practical.
When dealing with these sensitive issues, we must introduce amendments that will be
practical and enforceable. The police realise the difficulties that will be created by the
ridiculous proposal of the Minister. I hope that, at least on one occasion in his Ministerial
career, the Minister will have an opportunity of using a bit of commonsense and accept
the advice he has been given from so many areas.
I do not know where the Minister gets the information on which the Bill is based.
Honourable members are aware of the comments of the Attorney-General. Perhaps the
Minister is pandering to some mad group from the left. It may even have been a temporary
aberration of the Premier. I do not think the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
has the capacity to dream up something as ridiculous as the proposals in the Bill.
Shooters find the requirement for fingerprinting to be particularly objectionable. Their
objections are not made purely on the basis of having to be fingerprinted. All things being
equal, if criminals were treated the same way, shooters may accept fingerprinting. The
Coldrey report suggested that reforms in the fingerprinting of criminals should be
introduced. My understanding is that, if police want to fingerprint persons charged with
an indictable offence or suspects, they have to appear before a Magistrates Court. I have
sincere doubts about how far we should go with respect to the automatic fingerprinting by
police as a standard operation.
The shooters of this State are absolutely outraged that they are being treated worse than
common criminals. There is no other way to explain it. Criminals do not have to be
fingerprinted. However, law-abiding citizens who have adopted shooting as a recreational
pastime must be fingerprinted. We are treating innocent law-abiding people worse than
criminals. I wonder who drafted the Bill? Why is the government so stand-offish in trying
to get tough with criminals? Who is backing it?
A further concern I have is the wide powers of the Minister with respect to regulations.
The National Party will seek to put a brake on the Minister and ensure that any regulations
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he makes can be disallowed by either House. The first regulation the National Party
intends to disallow is the regulation concerning "Rambo-type" war games.
I refer the Minister to a letter from the Firearms Consultative Committee. The letter
was written after the committee had been harangued by the Minister for a couple of hours
following the Clifton Hill massacre, and it was asked to introduce reforms to the Firearms
Act. Several proposals were put forward, including a recommendation about "Rambotype" war games. I am sure that was not a matter on which advice was sought.
The committee recommended that the Minister review the decision to permit the
playing of war games because it considered participation in such activities to be antisocial
and contradictory to the spirit of firearm safety education and could contribute to the
encouragement of"Rambo-type" behaviour.
The Minister's agreement to the "Rambo-style" war games being allowed to continue
goes against every basic tenet in the handling of firearms. The Bill mentions an education
process for shooters based on what is happening in other States about the proper handling
of firearms. However, in the next breath the Minister allows "Rambo-style" war games to
continue. Cut-lunch Rambos will be able to go out on weekends char~ng around the bush
with high velocity air rifles propelling blood-red capsules and splattenng other people with
them.
By allowing those games to continue the Minister is not only encouraging shooters to
point firearms at other people, which is against every rule in the handling of firearms, but
also he is encouraging shooters to stalk people. He is the same Minister who says that he
is concerned about the incident in Clifton Hill. What a farce!
What happened three days after the Clifton Hill incident? The Minister legalised another
"Rambo-type" war game circuit. The government has not learnt its lesson. Three Ministers
went to the Governor and signed a regulation to allow the "Rambo-type" war games to
take place. I understand that the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs and the
Minister for Local Government were present. I do not know whether the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services or the Premier were present.
How could anyone in their right mind allow that practice to continue in the wake of the
disaster in Hoddle Street? As the honourable member for Murray Valley interjects, only a
clown would do so. It is more than a clown; it is a person who is totally irresponsible; a
person who lacks any type of judgment and is not fit to hold an office of the Crown. No
wonder the consultative committee raised the issue. What was the result? There was total
inaction on the part of the Minister. However, honourable members are accustomed to
that; the Minister does not even read his own reports.
The National Party considers that the government should move towards a New Zealandstyle system. That is the system it should adopt in due course following all proper advice.
The document consists of 200 pages and demonstrates the sense of the New Zealand
system. That is the role model of the National Party for firearm control. It will protect
Victorian citizens and, at the same time, ensure that the shooting fraternity is able to
pursue its legitimate pastime. I hope the Minister will see reason and back away from the
ridiculous approach he has adopted.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-I am horrified that the guillotine has been applied to this debate.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill has been on the Notice Paper for some time and is
supposedly one of the more important Bills to be debated in this session of Parliament.
Considerable consultation has taken place, many meetings have been held and
representations have been made by individuals and organisations over many weeks. Many
people have a significant interest in and will be affected by the proposed legislation.
However, the government has seen fit to limit the debate to a few hours. It means that
only three members of the Opposition will be able to speak on the second-reading debate
and those speakers have had to reduce the time allotted for their contribution to the
debate.
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The people who are involved in this issue have every reason to complain. The honourable
members for Portland and Benalla have contributed to the debate and have pointed out
the shortcomings of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the government.
The honourable members have stated that the government's approach to this Bill is
political rather than responsible.
The problems of gun control, strict gun laws and related problems have exercised the
minds of people throughout Australia and, indeed, throughout the world for many years.
No person has the ideal answer, but one would have hoped that the trigger for the proposed
legislation, the Hoddle Street massacre, would have led to a bipartisan approach so that
future gun laws would be the most appropriate to overcome this problem facing the
community. Unfortunately, that has not occurred. The Minister has taken the opportunity
to use the Bill as a political football. The Minister has worked on the emotions of people
and is not making a genuine attempt to overcome the problem. The Minister, from the
outset, has attempted to embarrass the opposition parties, to try to get them to show their
hand and to say whether they would be opposed to stricter gun laws.
, The Opposition believes gun laws ought to be amended where they are practical and
sensible and would achieve some worthwhile result. The proposed legislation will not
have that result. The people who are the owners of the guns, and those who are the
potential owners, need to undergo a proper education and training program so that they
are in a position to use lethal weapons.
Of course, that is only one side of the equation; there are those who use guns for
recreational purposes. Most of those people belong to shooting organisations and use guns
for pleasure. Most of the problems with firearms are associated with those people in society
who obtain them illegally and use those guns illegally in the Hoddle Street type of
catastrophe and in the armed hold-ups that have taken place at an increasing rate over a
long period.
The Bill will not prevent those types of illegal use occurring. Those people should be
denied access to weapons. Almost any person, given a few hours, can obtain a highly
dangerous weapon on the black market and the Bill does not overcome that problem.
Honourable members have referred to the shooter's licence and I believe it is through
the shooter's licence system that the proper control of guns and shooters can be exercised.
Mr Acting Speaker, you and any other honourable member can obtain a shooter's licence
by going to the nearest police station and filling in a form that contains a series of
questions. Almost all honourable members, whether they had experience with shooting or
not, providing they had a slight degree of intelligence-that would exclude some honourable
members-could answer the approximately twenty questions by using their commonsense.
The questions have nothing to do with the experience that a person has in the use of
firearms. They are commonsense questions. That is a joke in itself.
If the shooter's licence system were amended and a proper education system introduced
so that persons had to be qualified to obtain a shooter's licence, many of the problems
would be overcome and there would be no need for a registration or permit system, which
is a waste of time, money and resources.
Honourable members are aware that a thriving black market exists. A large number of
guns come into Australia from Tasmania and I understand that State has no intention of
joining in any nationwide gun reform system. A responsible Minister would be doing all
he could to ensure that the supply of illegal weapons was eradicated. Unfortunately,
whenever a serious gun-related crime occurs there is an enormous response from the antigun lobby. It provides them with a platform on which they can put forward their views
which are well known and understandable. Most people associated with the media have
little understanding of guns, their use, operation and the generally responsible people who
use them. There are approximately 300 000 shooters in Victoria, the large majority of
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whom are decent, responsible people. The uninformed throughout Victoria howl for
reform as soon as a disaster occurs, as took place recently in Hoddle Street.
Governments ought to examine the changes in the behaviour patterns that have taken
place over many years. Gun laws or the lack of them have not caused the great increase in
gun-related murders. It is more to do with the behaviour patterns of people, the "Rambotype" activity referred to by the honourable member for Benalla, the videos showing
violence and other actions that are set out to sour the minds of the young, in particular.
That is where the problem is and where many of the ideas for armed robberies and illegal
use of weapons comes from. If the Minister had examined the problem in a responsible
way he would have been effective. Instead the Minister has introduced a measure that
may have some significance, but will not contribute to overcoming the problem.
Honourable members have referred to the various reports made on this subject but
ignored by the Minister because it does not suit him to act upon them. The Minister has
political motives in introducing the Bill and believes it will score political points for him
throughout the electorate. The Minister also believes the Bill will embarrass the opposition
parties.
The emphasis should be on shooters' licences and not on registration and permits. It is
a disgrace that we are suffering from this tremendous waste of money and manpower
because of a purely political decision.
The honourable member for Portland mentioned fingerprinting and that criminals will
not be fingerprinted but that decent, honest people using guns will be. There is no doubt
that the ultimate aim of this government is to disarm the people of Victoria.
Reference has been made to a central armoury. It has been suggested that all guns should
be put into several central armouries, located both in the city and in the country. If a
person wanted his gun to go shooting on the weekend he would have to give 24 hours'
notice. When the person arrived to collect his gun, he would be asked several questions. If
he had not lost his voice or had the shakes or a hangover, then maybe he could take that
gun out and use it for the weekend. I understand that the guns will not be able to be taken
out for more than three days. It would be bad luck if a person were interstate and had a
puncture in his tyre or suffered some other hold-up to his itinerary.
The proposed legislation will send honest people underground. People in my electorate
are not registering guns because they believe their guns will be confiscated. It is a disgrace.
There will be more unregistered and illegal guns than there have been in the past.
While the amnesty on guns is still in force, many people have bought guns and have
.. hidden them in order to avoid what is contained in the proposed legislation.
The proposed legislation points the finger at honest, law-abiding citizens. It will allow
criminals to go free. The Bill contains no provisions which will overcome the basic and
major problems appearing at an ever-increasing rate through the use of illegal firearms,
most of which are obtained through the black market. Illegal firearms can and will be
obtained at the same rate, whatever the provisions in the Bill.

Mr HANN (Rodney)-The government is using the emotion which has followed the
Hoddle Street shootings to attempt to force the passage of its amendments to the firearms
legislation through Parliament.
At the time of the Hoddle Street shootings, or just after, both the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and the Premier made public statements claiming that the
shootings were not related to the current firearms situation in our society or any weaknesses
in the current law, but that a broader issue was involved.
That is the most significant issue that honourable members need to address. On a
number of occasions I have attempted to direct the attention of honourable members to
the very issues raised by the honourable member for Ripon-the increase in violence in
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our society, related largely to the ever-increasing display of violence on television, videos,
and films.
In discussing the increase in violence, honourable members shall not be discussing the
issue of the number of guns held by legitimate shooters but the issue of a sick society in
which we live, particularly a society that has been impacted on by television.
I have quoted before from the statistics made available by the Australian Children's
Foundation which show that by the time the average child reaches the age of eighteen
years he or she will have witnessed 18 000 television murders. This is not an issue the
State government can easily address because control is also under the jurisdiction of the
Federal ~overnment. The Federal government in particular has control over what is shown
on televIsion.
However, it is not only television but also the numerous violent videos that are readily
available from video shops in our communities that is a cause for concern. Many of those
videos are being hired by young children who watch them without any supervision
whatsoever. In some instances, parents are completely oblivious to the nature of the
material on those videos. The increasing number of violent films being shown in our
cinemas is also alarming.
It is a coincidence that a violent film is being screened at the moment in this city. It is
Full Metal Jacket and has been brought to Australia by the Village Roadshow group. I
have not seen the film but I have read the material on it. I have been given the opportunity
of seeing the film tonight but it would appear from the votes in the House that I shall be
precluded from doing so.
Full Metal Jacket, based on the Vietnam war, is obviously an extremely violent film.
The Village Roadshow Corporation Ltd have challenged the R-rating classification placed
on the film. Their argument is that children below the age of eighteen years should be
permitted to watch the film provided they have adult supervision. The Film Censorship
Board rejected the challenge and the Village Roadshow Corporation Ltd approached the
courts. It has obtained a court order instructing the Film Censorship Board to review that
determination.
Recently there was a full page article in the Sun newspaper on this film and the challenge,
headed "Censorship laws may never be the same again". The inference was that the Film
Censorship Board may be forced to weaken on this particular issue and change its
classifications so that there is not an R-rating but an alternative rating. It would be a
serious mistake if that were to occur, particularly when one looks at the ever-increasing
incidence of violence, especially among young people in our society.
The Herald conducted a worthwhile survey in Melbourne after the Hoddle Street
shootings. It surveyed 74 young people on the question of teenagers and violence. The
survey began with an expose of a film which, once again, I have not seen and I do not
know that I have a desire to see-Predator. The article, headed "A sickening thrill", reads:
A group of dead men are hanging upside down from a tree. They have been disembowelled and flayed by the
Predator.
The camera lingers over their corpses following trails of blood to a pile of organs and intestines below. Some
of the audience giggle nervously and a little boy in the back starts to cry.
His mother tells him to be quiet.
Half an hour earlier, the kids in the audience were chattering with excitement and licking their icecreams.
Now, they sit stunned as the Predator and the avenging Arnold Schwarzenegger commit carnage to the screen.
The film, a savage cross between Rambo and Alien is set in a remote jungle. A team of crack American soldiers
are stalked and systematically picked offby an unseen and seemingly invincible hunter.
In the first 20 minutes the story is outlined. After that, the dialogue is restricted to grunts and terse one liners
like, "I ain't got time to bleed", and the real action begins.
Like Rambo, the film's currency is violence. People are blown up, dismembered, shot to pieces, hacked, tom,
and bludgeoned to death-not just by the bad guys but by the heroes as well.
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What makes their actions okay is revenge.
By the time a score have died, most ofthe watchers are anaesthetised to the screen violence.

The real concern is the conditioning process we are putting our young people through. It
is interesting to read the responses of the 74 teenagers-some were as young as nine years
of age. Only eighteen did not believe there was some connection between violence in
society and violence seen on films, videos, and television screens. The vast majority of
those 74 young people acknowledged their belief that a direct connection exists between
murders committed in society and the violence in society and the violence shown on films
and television.
It was interesting that their motivation for going to see films such as Predator was for
the thrill or the anticipation of excitement.

American statistics show that by the time children reach seven and eight years of age
they are showing quite violent tendencies. No doubt those tendencies are directly related
to the influence of television and videos that are available today.
Neither the Victorian nor the Federal government is doing anything about that situation.
In fact, the proliferation of violent videos is increasing. That is something that governments
have the ability to control and to act on. However, that control is not being exercised in
this country.
The honourable member for Benalla mentioned during the debate today that three
Ministers of this government authorised "Rambo-style" games to be conducted in Victoria
only three days after the massacre at Hoddle Street.
The fact that gun registration was already in place did not prevent the massacre at
Hoddle Street. The person who was apprehended and charged with the offences was on
bail for a serious offence in the Australian Capital Territory after stabbing an army sergeant
with a knife.
I asked the Minister in the House whether the Federal police had advised the Victorian
police that this person was on bail. His home address would have been listed as Victoria.
If the Federal police had advised the Victorian police, why had not the Victorian police
advised the Registrar of Firearms that this person who had shown these violent tendencies
was on bailor inquired of the registrar whether this person had a gun licence? Had the
Victorian police ascertained whether this person had a gun licence, and, if so, why did
they then not go to that person's home and confiscate any firearms found there?
The Minister replied that to the best of his knowledge the Federal police had not advised
the Victorian authorities. I accept that. The reality is that the very system that the Minister
is trying to tighten up with the Bill had already failed. If this system had been working, it
should have prevented the Hoddle Street massacre. The government must accept some of
the blame for that tragedy because the mechanism to prevent it was already in place but it
failed to work.
The Minister's argument is that the procedures and communication links between the
Federal and State police are not good enough and so the information was not relayed
through. I find that incredible. That justifies the positive proposal put forward by the
registrar and outlined in the debate today for the abolition of registration, because
registration did absolutely nothing to prevent the massacre at Hoddle Street.
The Minister has admitted that. In fact, he stood up at a meeting in Springvale two
weeks ago and, in reply to a question, admitted that even had the Bill before the House
been in place, the Hoddle Street shooting would not necessarily have been avoided. The
Minister accepts that because he is nodding his head.
If the reason for guillotining the measure today is to prevent another tragedy such as the
Hoddle Street massacre, the Minister has already admitted that that will not work.
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Also at that meeting at Springvale, the Minister was asked whether on any occasion gun
registration had assisted the police in apprehending an offender. This was a large meeting
and the audience was comprised of approximately 2000 shooters. The Minister had plenty
of advance notice of the meeting and was probably aware that almost every single shooter
at that meeting would be opposed to gun registration. Despite his advance knowledge of
the meeting, he was unable to give any instances when gun registrations specifically solved
a crime. He used the clever political answer that all politicians are renowned for: "I believe
the police have told me something to that effect; the police have implied that that is the
case". However, he could not give one example to that meeting, despite the fact that gun
registration has been in operation for some time.
The Minister suggested earlier today that the Hoddle Street shooting was a case where
the fact that the offender had a gun licence assisted in his apprehension. The fact is that
the person was caught in the act. Whether the gun was registered was largely irrelevant.
The government is using the emotions stirred up by the Hoddle Street tragedy to push
this proposal through Parliament today. It is a farce. I speak for the 300000 law-abiding
citizens of this State who are legitimate shooters. I suppose that over the years one or two
of those people may commit a serious offence with their guns but I argue that it would be
a small number of these legitimate shooters who would use their firearms for some illegal
or criminal offence.
The Bill provides for every one of those 300 000 shooters to be fingerprinted. I understand
that it takes at least half an hour to carry out the fingerprinting of a person, let alone the
time involved in recording that information and relaying it to a central firearms registry.
If those 300 000 shooters are to be fingerprinted, a minimum of 150000 police man-hours
will be involved in that exercise.
An even worse incident was mentioned at the meeting at Springvale by a senior official
of the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) who had a pistol licence and had
his fingerprints taken some years ago. He recently asked the police whether they could
match those fingerprints with records in the central firearms registry. The police were
apologetic but said that it could not be done under the existing arrangements. Whether the
police will ultimately be able to provide that service with its computer is another question.
However, it is not possible to link that information currently recorded with the
fingerprinting records in the central firearms registry.
Fingerprinting is an expensive exercise especially when the people to be fingerprinted
are, by and large, law-abiding citizens. I have a gun licence and I have guns that are
registered. Recently I even registered my little airgun that I had when I was twelve years
of age. Its legitimate name and serial number had worn off. However, I was obliged to
register that airgun under this new arrangement.
An Honourable Member-What about popguns!
Mr HANN-It is surprising that the government has not decided to register popguns
and water-pistols, too. I cannot see the purpose of the police embarking on this cumbersome
and expensive system of fingerprinting. The 150 000 police man-hours involved in that
exercise would be better used in the apprehension of offenders.
An increasing number of criminals are using guns for armed robberies. This may have
some bearing on the Labor government's attitude to law and order. Statistics show that in
the period from 1977 to 1982, the highest number of armed robberies in anyone year was
607. In fact, in 1977, it was 432 and, in 1982, it was 575.
Since the Labor Party came to power the number of guns has not increased but there
has been a significant increase in the number of armed robberies. There were 800 armed
robberies in 1983; 685 in 1984; 666 in 1984-85; 715 in 1985-86; and 824 in 1986-87. The
number of armed robberies has nearly doubled in the past ten years.

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

14 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1531

The Leader of the Opposition is correct in saying that the Bill relates largely to the
government's attitude on law and order and its failure to provide resources for the police
to solve and prevent crimes. If the police are committed to 150 000 man-hours to fingerprint
people like myself and the honourable members for Ripon and Portland-which would
occupy at least 30 minutes for the fingerprinting and several hours to record the information
on files-valuable time that could have been used to apprehend real criminals will be lost.
A study of major crime in Victoria discloses that for the period already mentioned, 1982
to 1986-87, there has been a dramatic increase in the rate of major crime, from 189987
in 1982, when the Labor Party came to power, to 283 666 in 1986-87. In other words,
almost 100000 additional major crimes were committed in 1986-87 than in 1982.
The government is committing police manpower and resources to the tightenin~ of
firearms laws, thereby increasing the enormous bureaucratic exercise of gun registratlon,
fingerprinting of non-criminals and the issuing of permits to purchase new firearms,
although it is admitted that the measure will dramatically increase the police workload.
The number of appeals against permit refusals will increase. Information from the police
discloses that they do not want the task of deciding whether a person has a legitimate right
to purchase a gun.
The National Party agrees with the Opposition in its view that the government should
be adopting the New Zealand model and being as tough as necessary on individuals when
issuing permits for gun licences. People would be happy to undertake an education exercise,
if that is what the government wants; it should be done with all new shooters. The National
Party would strongly support that move.
One could then determine whether a person is an appropriate person to carry a gun
licence and to use a gun for legitimate purposes. We should do away with the bureaucratic
nonsense heard from the government, involving purchase permits, fingerprinting,
restrictions on the sale of ammunition and the savage penalties that would apply for
offences. The National Party and many law-abiding citizens are concerned about a hidden
agenda whereby the government plans to take all guns away from people.
The suggestion of the Attorney-General in another place that guns should be removed
from people and placed in armouries or sporting places, amounts to an open invitation to
criminals to break into those places.
The sheer logistics of creating a safe environment to store hundreds of shooters' guns
are horrific. The practical difficulties in both the storage and security of valuable shooters'
weapons would create a nightmare.
The Attorney-General was heard to promote that alternative, perhaps having read an
Age editorial written by Simon Clarke which suggested that storing weapons in that

manner may be a good ldea. The Attorney-General may have become carried away with
that suggestion and thought he should promote it, thereby frightening hundreds of lawabiding shooters in the community who became concerned that the government would
take their firearms from them. One could be concerned from reading the second-reading
speech of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, as the speech suggests that that
could be the government's intention.
The second-reading speech indicates that the key element of the government's policy on
firearms, which was rejected in 1983, was to limit the number of firearms owned by any
one person on the basis of genuine need. Many people have historic collections of firearms
in which they take much pride, yet the government is suggesting that the number of
firearms they hold should be reduced. Why should shooters who have established a
collection of firearms over the years be required to hand them in or justify to the government
the number of firearms they own?
The government is doing nothing about the issue raised earlier. It is pointless for the
government to suggest that the provisions of the Bill increasing the number of police will
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solve the law and order issue. The government needs to address the issue of violence in
our society at the grassroots level. The Minister for Police and Emergency Services must
be well aware of that need but I am not sure what action, ifany, he is taking.
The Opposition is concerned that the Minister supports the "Rambo-type" gamesperhaps he derives some excitement from their violence. The Opposition cannot understand
why the Minister would encourage people to point guns at each other because the first
lesson a child learns is never to point a gun at another human being, yet the government
is authorising that action as a legal practice.
The government is doing nothing about violent videos or films, and the impact of
violence on television in our society. Until the government addresses those issues it has
no legitimate right to impose the Bill's horrific requirements on law-abiding Victorians.
If the government wants to tighten firearm laws to restrict the use of illegal weapons, the
Opposition will support it, as it will support educational programs on correct gun usage.
The National Party considers the government is acting irresponsibly.

My final comments relate to changes in the Firearms Consultative Committee. Recently
1 witnessed a fascinating exercise at Springvale on one of the most pleasant and interesting
evenings that 1 and my colleague, Mr Hallam, who represents the Western Province in
another place have enjoyed for some time. I give the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services his due-he was prepared to stand up and give his views before 2000 shooters!
The Minister was asked why he wanted to change the consultative committee and his
reply was, "I have been getting complaints about the number of appeals and the delay in
responding to them; the shooting organisations have been complaining". The chairman of
the evening, Ted Drane, said, "Mr Minister, when have we complained?" The Minister
had a think, and said: "No, you have not complained; we have not had any complaints
but there might be a lot of appeals, somebody may complain. If you give me an assurance
that you will not complain 1 will look at retaining the consultative council".
That is brilliant! His argument was to abolish the consultative committee because of
complaints that may be made about the hearing of appeals, and the Minister's response
was, "I have had no complaints but 1 may get some".
It left those people rather confused about the reasons why this government was
introducing these draconian measures. Honourable members know why the government
is introducing them: the government was frustrated when Parliament quite legitimately
rejected those proposals when the legislation was debated some three or four years ago.
There are legitimate reasons today for opposing the Bill, particularly if one acknowledges
the recommendation in the report of the Registrar of Firearms.

The Minister for Police and Emergency Services suggested in the House that he had not
even read the report. That is incredible! The Minister is well aware that the report was
prepared, and he is debating a major Bill on changes in firearms legislation. 1 should have
thought the Minister would have familiarised himself with the report and the views of the
registrar.
1 can understand him being surprised at someone recommending his own retrenchment
out of employment as a registrar but the government should respond to these senior
people. The registrar was suggesting to the government that there are other measures more
appropriate to implement the procedures that the government wants to implement to
ensure a reduction in gun abuse.
No-one would want to encourage anyone to misuse firearms. If there is some measure
to restrict firearm abuse, the National Party will support it all the way. However, the
National Party is not prepared to support the government in a draconian measure that is
designed to impose very severe restrictions on law-abiding citizens in the State and reduce
their ability to enjoy their particular form of recreation.

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

14 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1533

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I join my colleagues, both in the National
Party and the Liberal Party and with the lead speaker for the Liberal Party, the honourable
member for Portland, in stating that, like the government, we are not opposed in any
shape or form to any measure that will better protect the community but we are concerned
about any Bill that is provided in such a way as to be nothing more than a political
exercise.

As has been mentioned several times, the posturing of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and this Bill came out of the tragic Hoddle Street incident. Parliament
should look at that incident and at the individual involved and questions should be
asked-and perhaps the Minister will be prepared to address Parliament on these questions
later: how many times did that individual move positions in the three-quarters of an hour
that he was taking the lives of innocent citizens; how many shots were fired back at the
individual who fired on citizens?
If we examine that incident more closely we will learn that the individual changed
locations seven times, according to our information, and only one shot was returned
against the individual who was firing on innocent citizens-and there may have been very
good reason for that.
But I wonder whether the Minister for Police and Emergency Services would have taken
this same action if just one citizen had been shot; or is it that the Minister has reacted only
because there happens to be a number of Victorians who tragically lost their lives and who
were tragically injured?
I happen to believe the Minister is a living example of a hypocritical politician. Mr
Minister, you are not interested in the protection of society. If you were interested in the
protection of society you would have taken action on fingerprinting all those who commit
crimes every day of the week against innocent men, women, and children. But, Mr
Minister, you do not take that action. You are more interested in trying to posture across
a stage for your own political purposes.
The Hungerford incident in the United Kingdom that followed our tragedy was again
another tragedy but a tragedy in a situation based on all the criteria that the Minister talks
about of registration of guns-which had been met by that individual.
I ask the Minister: what is his motivation? This Bill is not good legislation; it is not fair
legislation; it does not put the interests of the community before the Minister's own selfish,
political interests.
Mr Minister, you are not worried about the extra work caused to the police-there are
fewer police in the Police Force, you are closing down police stations and turning other
police stations into shopfront stations. You are not concerned about how this measure
will actually be implemented.
I ask the Minister whether he is genuinely concerned about death in society. If he is,
what is he doing and what has he done about things like individuals and the motor vehicle,
which is perhaps one of the most lethal weapons? Mr Minister, have you ever suggested
that the police should fingerprint all those who drive cars and take lives on our roads? Of
course not! You know why not: because there are many more vehicle owners in this State
than there are those who have firearms.
It is the most hypocritical act of all time for the Minister to introduce into this House a
shoddy Bill that is dramatically unfair on a group of citizens who have overwhelmingly
proved themselves to be honest, law-abiding citizens. I should like the Minister to tell me
later in the debate how many farmers and people with rifles that are registered have been
involved in murders and who have taken lives and, in particular, to tell me how many
have taken the multiple lives of Victorians during a killing spree.

None of us like it; we would all like to avoid it; there is no question that all members of
the House are in agreement on that. But I suggest that this Bill is a gross misuse of the
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tragedy that affected several families in our society at a key point of time, but when the
same tragedies occur in other ways through violence you, Mr Minister, as the police
Minister, are particularly silent.
The standards of the Minister are so crass that on this issue he has decided to rush into
print and is doing so before, as he says, he has even read his own Registrar of Firearms'
report which was forwarded to him and when information was sought under the Freedom
of Information Act he denied it. The Minister is not genuinely concerned about the public.
We are-as is the National Party-genuinely concerned about the public. The Minister
does not give a damn. All he wants is a political headline. He is absolutely cheap in the
way he uses the emotions of the community of our society.
If the Minister cared about his wife, my wife, and our children, he would have acted a
long time ago on fingerprinting those who have committed major crimes or who are
suspected of committing major crimes. Do not tell me that he is not doing this because he
has just got the Coldrey report-what a load of rubbish! The Minister introduced this Bill
in the last few weeks; he wants to guillotine debate in Parliament; and he says he has not
read other reports associated with the administration of registration of guns in this State.

On the one hand the Minister uses a piece of information not to proceed to protect the
public and, on the other hand, he does not read a piece of information but says he is going
on with a measure like this because the information he has read as to the administration
of part of his area of administration is not of concern. What a load of hogwash! What an
absolutely cynical, crass, selfish, petty action to take!
How can the Minister honestly justify his actions to people who are mugged every night?
What about people like one of the members of this House who was mugged recently after
he had been out to a function at night, and who was assaulted? What about the member of
the Liberal Party who was assaulted by a person who was registered as a boxer and who
was not pursued interstate even though who he is was known. Mr Minister, 1 say to you
that you are a pathetic, miserable sham; you are an absolute hypocrite when it comes to
the protection of the interests and safety of the people.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The word "hypocrite" popped uponce again, it is unparliamentary and 1 suggest that the word be withdrawn.

Mr KENNETT-I withdraw. This Bill has been drafted in haste to meet a circumstance
that has without doubt been absolutely tragic for all those who unfortunately were involved
in it: absolutely. But if the Minister were genuine about safety, there have been a number
of shootings over the past five years and the Minister has never in real terms responded.
Mr Minister, you did not care but, because there were multiple killings and it was headlines,
Race Mathews said, "Aha! Political opportunity, in 1 go on my white horse; 1 am going to
save the community". 1 do not know how you can live with yourselfl
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition should address the Chair.

Mr KENNETT- 1 do not know how the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
can live with himself at times because he has crassly used personal tragedy for his own
benefit.
The proposed legislation is, in many cases, totally impractical. The administration of
the measure will not be achievable, and 1 guarantee that the Minister will not be able to
provide the resources to achieve it. The only way in which he could do that would be by
taking police from their normal duties, thereby allowing more muggings, rapes and other
crimes against the rest of the citizens of this State, or by closing more police stations or
turning them into shopfront operations. The only other means of achieving it would be a
major infusion of funds into the whole police area. That will not happen either, given the
desperate financial plight of this State.
The whole concept of fingerprinting must be addressed. The Minister for Police and
Emergency Services attacked a union yesterday. He must be very proud to be here as a
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Minister who by legislation instructed the police to attack a union, its officials and its
property. Today, he is trying to rush through the House a Bill that will show some citizens
of this State in a lesser light than members of the BLF or, in fact, the vast majority of those
who break the law.
In this measure the Minister is saying quite simply that innocent people shall be
fingerprinted. Those in society who break the laws and are suspected or actually convicted
of crime do not have to submit to fingerprinting, unless an order to that effect is made by
a Magistrates Court or the individual voluntarily gives permission.
It must be pretty good for the Minister to sit there, knowing how tough he is and that he
can pass a measure attacking 300 000 innocent, law-abiding citizens of this State, when he
does not have the courage to stand up for the police and the community by demanding
fingerprinting of those who break the law. It is useless for the Minister to say that the Bill
is what the police commissioner wants. The police commissioner wants fingerprinting
powers for those suspected of crime, too, and he has wanted it since long before the
Hoddle Street slayings. Has the Minister reacted? Of course not!
Now that the Minister has a report, he will study it and then wait until next year. I
suggest that the Minister ought to seriously consider withdrawing the clause requiring
fingerprinting of applicants for shooters' licences until he is prepared to put up or shut up
on the issue of fingerprinting those who offend community standards, break society's laws
and offend against innocent citizens. Only then will the Minister be seen as serious and
the introduction of the Bill be considered more than a political exercise.

The proposed legislation is generally supported by the Opposition, as it indicated when
the measure was introduced. No-one opposes the concept of tougher gun laws. In fact, the
Opposition would toughen them up even further than the Minister proposes. The Minister
is not practical and, through this Bill, he is treating one group of citizens in a different way
from another. It is particularly sad that he is treating those who break the law with
preference over those who are law-abiding citizens.
The Minister owes it to this House to recognise that what he is asking for now will not
be achieved administratively. The measure will create fourth-class citizens, that is, those
who, for their own reasons, have rifles or other similar weapons; and it will ensure once
again that the old catchcry, "Labor supports the crims" or "Labor is soft on crime" is
extremely appropriate.
We will see what happens after discussions on this measure later tonight when the final
position of the National Party and the Liberal Party is made known. I shall be happy to
contest an election on the basis that "Labor is soft on crime", and the opposition parties
will start their campaign the moment this measure is passed. The Minister is giving the
opposition parties a weapon that is much more powerful than any weapon that will be
dealt with under the Bill; he is giving us an electoral weapon-the ability to say to the
community that the government is prepared to fingerprint 300 000 innocent citizens but
not to support Mrs Mathews in Oakleigh and Mrs Kennett in Burwood against someone
who may break into their homes, rape them or in some way vandalise their property. The
person who may break into their homes is supported by the government's weakness and
the Minister'S cowardice.
If the Minister wishes to give us an election issue, I challenge him to have the Bill passed
in its present form. I guarantee that the moment it is passed, we will have an election
issue. We are giving the Minister the opportunity of recognising that one clause of the Bill
is so discriminatory that it sets one class of citizens against another and, in particular,
offends against those who are the most law-abiding citizens, while the crims get off scotfree.
If the measure is passed in its present form-and it may well be-there is no doubt that
the Opposition will go to the people with a tough law and order policy, because this
government has failed Victorians.
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Every day we read in our newspapers about crime, violence and murder, and we do not
hear a whimper from the Minister. He has responded now to a tragic situation: he has
played on the deaths of citizens of this State; he has played on the disappointment,
emotion and hardship of families as a result of the deaths of those people, purely for
political purposes. The Minister ought to be ashamed ofhimselfl
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-My comments on the Bill will be brief, because a
number of other honourable members also wish to make contributions. It is an absolute
disgrace that the debate on the measure has been cut short and that some honourable
members will not have the opportunity of putting forward a case on behalf of their
constituents.
Hours of research have gone into preparation for the debate on the Bill because it deals
with a serious matter. Constituents who desperately needed their views to be expressed
have been denied that opportunity. I assure the Minister and the Cain government that I
have spent much time in research on this matter and I shall spend much more time
informing my constituents and Victorians generally of what has occurred today.
It is time that the seriousness of the matter was considered. Certainly the Clifton Hill
shootings were disastrous and terrible, but I do not believe the measure will make any
difference in respect of that sort of incident.

The Minister has had the benefit of expert advice in deciding what was required. For
example, the Firearms Consultative Committee produced a report, and other reports were
also made available, including a report on the registration of firearms.
Other honourable members have spoken about that matter, and I do not intend to cover
that ground again. However, it is interesting to note that the fingerprinting and
photographing procedures for the issuing of shooters' licences will do nothing to prevent
the sorts of incidents that have occurred in the past. I do not believe it would have made
any difference to what occurred if the person responsible for the Hoddle Street shootings
had been fingerprinted and photographed.
To fingerprint and photograph 300000 people who apply for shooters' licences would
be a waste of the valuable time of the police and others involved. It would take six years
for all those people to be fingerprinted and registered, yet it would make no difference to
the crime situation.
A few weeks ago I had the opportunity of presenting a number of prizes at the State field
game championships. The people involved in the competition were extremely concerned
about the measure. If an armoury were set up in which all firearms had to be stored, what
would happen at shooting competitions? Would an armoured vehicle have to deliver
firearms to the site of the championships and pick them up and return them to the
armoury?
The Minister has proposed a number of measures, none of which will be of benefit or
assist the situation in any way.
Two tests should be applied to any proposed legislation. The first is: is it necessary? The
second is: will it work?
In answering the latter question, it is clear to me that the provisions in this Bill will not
work; they are impossible. In another debate yesterday members from all parties cooperated
and arrived at a decision. Why cannot honourable members cooperate on this occasion
and allow their views and the views of their constituents to be put forward?
The government is determined to push this Bill through the House. Why will it not
allow debate on the Bill to continue, perhaps to the early hours of the morning, and allow
all honourable members the opportunity of putting forward their concern. Honourable
members could then move to amend certain provisions of the Bill.
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The honourable member for Benalla, the honourable member for Portland and the
Leader of the Opposition raised many important matters in their contributions. I shall not
repeat those points because it would be unfair to other honourable members who wish to
speak on the Bill. It is important that all honourable members be able to raise any issues
concerning this measure, so that while the Bill is between Houses certain provisions can
be amended. I hope the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will consider
that matter because, if the Bill is not amended in some areas, it will not work.
I could raise many issues of concern to my constituents who have discussed with me
the ramifications of the Bill. Unfortunately there is insufficient time to allow me to cover
all those points. I assure the Minister that I shall inform my constituents of what has
occurred in this debate.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-All members of the community have strong views
about firearms. My view has probably been influenced by my years of service in the Army
and my experience with firearms as a child.
I was in the school cadets and weapons were very much on display in those days. Cadets
were allowed to take weapons home from school. That does not occur today because the
military and the Police Force are aware of the dangers of weapons getting into the wrong
hands.
When I was in the Army I was associated with all types of weapons, including
pyrotechnics and small arms. Members of the military tend to adopt an attitude of living
with firearms and treating them as part of daily life. However, at the same time they also
respect firearms.
The message that comes from that is that people who respect firearms also respect their
position. The problem is not with the firearm but with the individual. The individual
must be a fit and proper person to have command ofa weapon or a series of weapons.
I commend the provision that refers to changes in procedures for obtaining shooters'
licences. From examining the Act, I have discovered that clause 8 in the Bill is not
significantly different from the existing provision, except that it emphasises training and
education. Firearms education should provide applicants for shooters' licences with the
same second nature that is found among military people who deal constantly with firearms.
In this debate honourable members have discussed the security of weapons. Weapons
should be properly secured because there are many inherent dangers if they are not.
In peacetime, soldiers store their weapons in a secure place when they are not using
them. When I was serving in Vietnam, soldiers had their weapons with them every day of
the week. Occasionally there was a problem with the accidential discharge of weapons. A
heavy fine was imposed on the person responsible to avoid accidental killings.
No-one condones a military force that is slack with its gun discipline. It is extremely
important that people handling weapons obey guidelines and have proper discipline.
One of the most important criteria for obtaining a shooter's licence is that the person be
of good character. In recruiting people for the Army or the Police Force, one of the
prerequisites is that they be of good character. It is nothin,$ new to find such a suggestion
in the Bill, but it is important that it be stressed. CommunIties must be absolutely certain
that the people who obtain shooters' licences are of good character.
Today some 270 000 people hold shooters' licences. The government and the Opposition
want to ensure that people with shooters' licences have reputations of the highest calibre
and that they will respect the weapons they intend to use.
In a civilian community, it is important that people adequately secure their weapons in
their homes, firstly, so that they do not fall into the hands of criminals and, secondly, so
that young children do not misuse them and cause damage to themselves or others. The
second-reading debate this afternoon did not give me any confidence about how the
Session 1987-52
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government will ensure that the administration of gun laws in Victoria will be carried out
efficiently.
I refer the House to the provision covering the requirement for an applicant to be
fingerprinted. It is a joke that an applicant for a shooter's licence must be fingerprinted.
After that person is fingerprinted, photographed and provided with a card entitling him to
use a weapon, he may commit a crime and be picked up by the Police Force.
Under the administration of this government, police officers cannot force a person to
provide fingerprints. A person who has committed some heinous crime is not required to
provide fingerprints unless he consents to do so. What is the point of an applicant for a
shooter's licence providing fingerprints in the first place if it is not mandatory for him to
provide fingerprints after he is held for committing a crime and is taken to the police
station? The whole fingerprinting exercise is a joke!
I have collected some statistics on fingerprinting in Victoria. The Victoria Police Force
holds 568 874 sets of fingerprints that have been taken since 1903 of which 297 000 are
from people born since 1940.
How many people who wish to hold shooters' licences will be fingerprinted in the next
few years as they obtain new licences or apply for licence renewals? The number of people
holding shooters' licences is 270 000. The number of people who will be fingerprinted in
the next six years will be almost the same as the number of people born since 1940 and
whose fingerprints are held by the Police Force.
While I was researching the validity of introducing the fingerprint provision, I came up
with another interesting set of figures: in the past twelve months, 283 666 major crimes
were committed in Victoria. The Victoria Police Force was able to clear up approximately
23 per cent of those crimes and the number of offenders actually charged with committing
a crime was 89625. That statistic again makes a joke of taking fin~erprints because, of the
89625 who were charged, only 31 897 consented to having theIr fingerprints taken. In
other words, only one-third of the people charged with offences in the past twelve months
consented to having their fingerprints taken. What a joke that makes of the fingerprint
provision in the Bill!
The government can legislate that fingerprints must be taken-I might add, at enormous
lo~stic costs-but what good will the prints be if a person is picked up by the police for a
cnme, taken to a police station and asked to consent to having his or her fingerprints
taken? That person may refuse and the law becomes useless. Even if innocent shooters
have their fingerprints taken, they are of no use if the police are not able to match them
with the fingerprints found at the scene of a crime?
Australians are fascinated with weapons and the hoarding of explosives as souvenirs. I
thought it appropriate, for use in the debate this afternoon, to ascertain how many souvenir
weapons the military forces have picked up in Victoria during the past ten months. I came
up with some extraordinary figures on pyrotechnics and souvenir ammunition that has
been held since the second world war. The figures are representative of what have been
obtained each year since the end of that war.
Since the beginning of the year, 1712 pieces of live military items have been picked up
by the Army bomb disposal team. Of those, 795 pieces were inert items but many were
grenades. In addition, 4340 pieces of live commercial-type explosives, including detonators
and gelignite, have been picked up. As I said, people are fascinated with weapons and
from time to time, and for no particular reason, these weapons are produced. Perhaps
families may discover a weapon or explosive device when a grandfather or some other
member of the family dies or moves away.
I am the first person to support any government that effectively tries to instil a proper
sense of care and responsibility in the community towards the handling of weapons. The
fingerprinting and penalty provisions contained in the Bill do not make sense and are not
intended to ensure that people who are using weapons are doing so safely and responsibly.
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The main aspect of the measure is the registration of individual shooters. That is
important. We must ensure that the types of people who obtain shooters' licences are
basically of good character. The Bill makes little mention of training and education.
However, clause 8 (b) (ii) (c) states:
... has successfully completed a course on firearms safety approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee
and has a good knowledge of firearms laws ...

No-one doubts that they are prerequisites for ensuring the safe handling of firearms in the
community, but the government must also ensure that the types of people who obtain
weapons and shooters' licences are careful and responsible. That is the crux of the debate.
The penalties contained in the Bill for possessing an unregistered firearm of six months'
gaol or $2000 in fines are draconian. For example, a person may be in possession of three
weapons, two of which are registered. That person may then be charged with being in
possession of an unregistered weapon.
As the honourable member for Benalla said earlier, we need to examine the police report
that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services would not release. One of the major
recommendations of the report was to adopt the New Zealand approach to firearms
control. The emphasis in New Zealand is on ensuring that the people who hold shooters'
licences are of good character and experience.
I remember when I was about to leave for Vietnam that I was unfamiliar with the use
of certain weapons so I was assisted during my week's pre-embarkation leave by Major
Peter Badcoe, VC, in becoming familiar with certain weapons. He and I went through a
full week's instruction and training on some of the most complicated weapons. The
position that I held at the time did not really call for a background knowledge of those
weapons, but Major Badcoe said that one never knows when one might need that
information.
He advised me to spend some of my pre-embarkation leave with my family but to also
become familiar with the use of those weapons. The problem with becoming familiar with
weapons is that one must be careful not to become over familiar with them, because when
one becomes over familiar, accidents occur.
Throughout the debate tonight, honourable members have not addressed the real problem
created by criminals in our community. No matter what Bills the Minister may introduce,
they will be useless unless we can control the use of weapons by criminals or people who
are mentally unstable, deranged, or disturbed. The problems faced by implementing
firearms controls are the same as those for controlling the use of drugs.
I received a copy of an article that was published in the Ararat Advertiser that reported
the views of many people in that area on firearms controls. The article, in part, states:
You can really compare the gun problem with that of the drug problem. We are not supposed to have them,
but there seems to be an unlimited supply, provided you have the money.

The Labor government says that people in the community are not supposed to hold
weapons but no matter what draconian legislation is dreamed up and introduced by the
government, it will not stop the criminal element from getting hold of weapons.
No other government in the Western World has been able to regulate and control the
trafficking of drugs. Drugs will come into the country in the same way that weapons will
come into the country; 270 000 people, 10 per cent of the voters of Victoria, are members
of gun clubs and hold shooters' licences.
Many people do not like weapons and would feel safer it they knew the people who did
like them were being controlled by shooting organisations and gun clubs. For example, a
mother may not like her teenage son's interest in weapons but the son will continue to
follow his interest despite all her protestations. If she can encourage him to become a
member ofa gun club, many of her fears may be allayed because she will have confidence
in the knowledge that he is able to expand his interest in weapons under the guidance of a
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gun club. Shooting is not an unhealthy habit. I cannot understand why the Minister has a
hangup about shooting.
The debate was interrupted.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
MODash U Diversity
The SPEAKER-Order! The time has arrived for this House to meet with the Legislative
Council in this Chamber for the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose three
members of the Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment to the Council
of the Monash University.
The sitting was suspended at 6.1 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (interrupted earlier this day) on the motion of Mr Mathews (Minister for
Police and Emergency Services) for the second-reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-The government has restricted the time within
which to debate the Bill and, as I want my colleagues to express their points of view, I
conclude by saying that the Minister, does not have the support of the Public Service,
which has leaked this document to the honourable member for Benalla. That shows the
lack of confidence one should have in the Minister and in the Bill.
My concern is that the Bill does not address the real concerns of the public; that is, that
it is the criminals who should be penalised by the Bill. The Opposition will introduce
amendments that address the lack of power in the Bill to deal with criminals. I thank the
House for its attention.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Bill follows through Labor Party socialist left
philosophy for the total restriction on the handling and use of firearms in this State.
Question time in the Upper House this morning indicated that the Attorney-General
wants to go further and centralise arsenals of firearms around the State. This would
provide even stricter controls over the use of firearms.
Mr Gavin-Hear, hear! A national gun policy!
Mr W. D. McGRATH-That is an interesting comment because what would happen
with the centralisation of arms is that there would be 100 to 200 central receival points in
the State. That would make it easy for criminals to raid one of those receival points, use
those arms for whatever criminal purpose and return the arms to the arsenal. If a corrupt
person was in charge of a particular arsenal, he could be bribed to allow a gun or guns to
be taken out and then returned after the crime. The rightful owner of that gun or guns
could be questioned by the police over an incident with which that person was not
connected.
Many clauses in the Bill are difficult to understand. For instance, the Firearms
Consultative Committee is to be made up of five licence holders, two nominees from the
Chief Commissioner of Police and two barristers or solicitors. In the past, that committee
has conducted its investigations in a responsible manner. Why would anyone want to
change the structure of that committee? The obvious motive of the Labor Party is to place
members of the Trades Hall Council on that committee.
The Firearms Consultative Committee should continue to hear appeals. That function
should not be transferred to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. Indeed, Mr Rod Johnson,
Secretary of the Victorian Amateur Pistol Association, pointed out at a meeting at Horsham
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last Friday night that that would entail a long and expensive legal operation for anyone
who sought to appeal against the non-issue of a licence.
The committee presently has the right, with the police, to withhold the issuing of a
licence. I believe the committee conducts appeals in a thorough, correct and responsible
manner.
The National Party is also concerned with the requirement in the Bill for the holder of
a licence to provide fingerprints.
Perhaps some people can justify the fingerprinting of persons in the process of securing
a licence for a firearm but the National Party strongly argues against a law-abiding citizen
having to supply fingerprints when criminals in Victoria are not required to do so. If the
proposed legislation is to be credible and balanced, criminals need to be treated more
seriously than law-abiding citizens.
I shall elaborate on the fingerprinting requirement in the Bill. There are approximately
300000 shooters in Victoria; allowing 30 minutes for each set offin~erprints to be processed
totals 150000 police man-hours. There is a shortage of police in VIctoria for its real needs,
namely, to provide proper law and order.
Another provision in the Bill relates to the purchase of ammunition. A person will have
to provide his licence at the point of ammunition sale, and will not be able to purchase
ammunition without that licence. Imagine a scenario in the country where, for instance, a
farmer who holds a licence requires some ammunition; his wife goes to the general store
or to the store licensed to sell firearms and ammunition while she is in the town shopping,
only to find that she is not able to purchase that ammunition because she does not hold a
licence. If the farmer forgets to purchase ammunition while in the town, he cannot
telephone to ask the store to give his wife a box of cartridges.
One of the real concerns of the Bill is the increase in fees. The Bill proposes that a oneyear licence, for the present fee of $1 0, be replaced by a three-year licence for $45. A threeyear licence for the present fee of $30 would be replaced by a six-year licence for $90. A
one-year licence previously issued for $1 would become a three-year licence for $5; the
three-year licence for $3 would be replaced by a six-year licence for $10.
That is a fine situation for the government. If 270 000 licences were issued at $5 each,
the revenue would be $1·3 million; 30000 licences issued at $15 would return $450000.
The total increased licence fees could return approximately $1·8 million, a lucrative source
of revenue for the government.
The National Party cannot support the Bill. The honourable member for Benalla has
outlined many of the seasons and has submitted positive arguments.
Last Friday night I convened a meeting, in Horsham, on the subject; in attendance were
the honourable member for Portland and Mr Hallam, representing Western Province in
the other place, as well as the senior sergeant at Horsham, John Robinson, and Rod
J ohnson, Secretary of the Victorian Amateur Pistol Association. There is no other matter
on which a member representing a country electorate who calls a public meeting could
ever attract 400 people, and 99 per cent of the 400 people in attendance were opposed to
the government's proposals now before the House. It is proper and right that members on
the Opposition side of the House speak on behalf of those constituents, to put opposing
views to the government.
The National Party will be demonstrating its opposition to the measure during the
Committee stage by proposing amendments to the Bill. On balance, the National Party
hopes the government will adopt a sensible approach to the Firearms (Amendment) Bill
and accept the amendments in good faith.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-The hypocrisy of the Premier and the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services is laid bare by the Bill. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services would have this House believe the Bill is an important one, which I presume is
the reason why the government has truncated debate on it!
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The Bill has been debated this afternoon and this evening and, in approximately 15
minutes, honourable member will be required to devote a short time to the Committee
stage of the Bill.
The Minister has misled Parliament, which has before it a representation of the
government's intention regarding the Bill and its effect on the community. I remind the
government, particularly the honourable member for Coburg who is interjecting, of the
Premier's claim about gun laws in Victoria shortly after the tragedy that occurred in
Hoddle Street.
I refer to an article in the Australian newspaper dated 11 August 1987, two days after
the tragedy in Hoddle Street. The Premier is reported as having said that:
... Victoria's gun laws... were the toughest in Australia by far.

The Minister for Police and Emergency Services was quoted on page 6 of the Sun on that
day as saying that:
... the incident was an aberration which should remain a one-off indefinitely.

However, the Minister by his own ham acting and dramatics besmirched Parliament in
his opening speech when introducing the Bill by saying that "25 people who were going
about their normal business were cut down". It is unbecoming to Parliament and unfair
to Victorians to have been misled by the Minister claiming that the proposed legislation
is important.

Mr Kennedy interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Bendigo West that I will
not tolerate him sitting out of his place and interjecting. I have advised him at least seven
or eight times during this sessional period that he is out of order. I will take further action
ifhe does not respect the authority of the Chair.

Mr T ANNER-The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has shown himself to
be no more than a student of Hitler's propaganda chief, Goebbels. He has presented the
Bill and claimed the benefits that would flow from it. In truth, it is no more than a public
relations gesture.
For years the Minister has received requests from the Chief Commissioner of Police to
increase the powers of police in questioning subjects and in obtaining names and addresses
of people suspected of criminal offences, and to have the ability to fingerprint people who
may be suspected of crimes.
The Minister has done nothing but turn a deaf ear to the pleas of the Victorian community
and the Chief Commissioner of Police, yet he has had the gall to claim that the Bill is
designed to meet a great social need. The reality is that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services has unwittingly helped the public in Victoria, because the Victorian
Opposition will use the Bill to make the Victorian government give the people of Victoria
the protection they need.
The Opposition will use the Bill as a lever to require the government to give the police
the ability to fingerprint people suspected of having committed crimes, and this is a power
the police have been trying to gain for years. Unfortunately, the government, in its attempt
at this public relations gesture, is requiring people who are not suspected of having
committed any crime to hand over their fingerprints to be stored.
Be that as it may, the Opposition and the public are crying out for the police to have the
ability to fingerprint people who are suspected of having committed crimes, and this will
be a lever for that. For years the government has stalled on this measure and now,
unwittingly, in an attempt to gain some advantage, it has opened the floodgates wide.
Thanks to the Opposition the public will be protected and the police will have the powers
they require.
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The government, in its hypocrisy with regard to the Bill, has curtailed the debate
unreasonably. If it is such an important measure, why has the government allowed such a
short time for it to be debated? As the Leader of the Opposition points out, by interjection,
the Opposition yesterday gave every cooperation to the government in regard to its BLF
(De-recognition) (Amendment) Bill. The Opposition helped the government pass the Bill
and yet today, knowing that Parliament had to have ajoint sitting at 6 p.m., the government
hypocritically introduced a requirement that the measure be reduced to an incredibly
small number of hours. Less than 3 hours has been accorded to the 88 members of this
Chamber who may want to debate the matter in the second-reading stage.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services is again in the Chamber wagging his
finger, this time at the Leader of the Opposition; but I assure him he will not get away with
wagging his finger at the Victorian public. They will see through his hypocrisy and realise
that what the government is doing is nothing more than drumbeating. The government
and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services will be exposed for what they really
are and the police, as a result of action taken by the Opposition in the coming months,
will be given power to take the fingerprints of those people suspected of having committed
crimes.
For years the government has claimed that Parliament is open and that the Victorian
public always knows what the government is doing through open debate and open
government. If that is the case, why is the measure being debated in such a truncated
fashion? The fact is that the Premier wants to take an overseas trip. He has to get away in
mid-November and he cannot afford to go away while Parliament is sitting. Therefore, he
truncates debate.
Parliament will not be sitting next week. Then it meets for a week, does not sit the
following week and meets for one more week before closing down for the year. This
highlights the importance given by the government to measures such as this! The
government is not prepared to say that that is the reason, and I shall be interested to hear
what the Minister has to say in the Committee stage as to why the debate has been
truncated. The truth is that the Premier wants to go on his overseas trip.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has the opportunity this evening of
standing up and explaining the comments he made earlier, which were reported in the Sun
newspaper on 11 August. The Premier also has the opportunity of coming into the Chamber
and explaining away his comments as reported in the Australian newspaper of the same
date. The reality is that precious little will be said by either honourable gentleman with
regard to either of those reports.
The Bill is nothing more than a public relations gesture. The government believes it can
divide the Liberal Party but, in fact, it is the only party in the State representing all facets
of the Victorian community-both metropolitan and country Victorians. The government
realises that there is a division within our community and it thinks it has the Liberal Party
in a dilemma. It does not, because the Liberal Party will use the Bill to improve the lot of
the Victorian public and to improve the ability of the Victoria Police to cut down on
crime.
In his introductory speech the Minister for Police and Emergency Services made various
claims, but the reality is that it is a public relations gesture. He is cashing in on the tragedy
that occurred in Hoddle Street because he believes he will get some cheap headlines from
it in the newspaper, as was exposed when he made his complaints about the gun sale
proposed by the Federal government shortly after the tragedy. He was castigated from
Canberra, and it was publicly reported in the newspapers that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services was trying to score a couple of cheap headlines. He scored them and I
assure the Minister that he will fool no-one.
By the time the Bill has been debated and discussed across the length and breadth of
Victoria the Victorian public will realise the hypocrisy that the Minister has exposed of
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himself and of the Premier. They will realise the way the government, with its Goebbelslike techniques, claims one thing and in reality uses measures to achieve another.
In the past the Minister has got away with stalling the police and not giving them the
powers they require. They were promIsed 1000 extra police in 1982-they were never
delivered; they were given only 50 per cent of them. In 1985 they were promised another
900 police-they received only 250. The government has now promised another 900
police, and I guarantee that they will not be delivered either. It will be another promise
thrown away.
The Minister now has the gall and hypocrisy to stand up on behalf of this hypocritical
government and claim that he will introduce gun laws to improve the lot of the Victorian
community, but the Premier himself gave the game away on August 11 when he said
Victoria had the toughest gun laws in the country! The Opposition, though, intends to
make them tougher, and what is more, it will then use the gun laws and the fingerprinting
powers inherent in them to ensure that the Victoria Police have the powers they require
to investigate major crime, to crack down on the crime rate in the community and to do
the job that the government has refused to do for five years.
The police will be given the powers they need to cut down on crime in this State. They
will be able to give the protection for which the public has been crying out for five years.
I deplore the way the debate has been truncated and the way the Minister-who is also
the Minister for the Arts-has attempted to use melodrama to cash in on the tragedy that
occurred in Hoddle Street.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time allotted for the second reading stage of the Bill has
expired.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
71
Noes
9
Majority for the motion
AYES

Mr Andrianopoulos
MrBrown
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrColeman
MrCrabb
Mr Crozier
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
MrGude
Mr Harrowfield
MrHa~ard

MrsHdl
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
MrJohn
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy

62
NOES

MrEvans
(Gipps/and East)

MrHann
Mr Jasper
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcNamara
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrWhiting

Tellers:

MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)

MrWallace
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AYES
Mr Kennett
MrKirkwood
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Maclellan
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrPope
MrRamsay
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimpson
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilkes
MrWilliams
Mrs Wilson
Tellers:
MrLea
MrSheehan
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The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause 1
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The clause states:
The purpose of this Act is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

That purpose has been questioned in earlier contributions to the debate both as to its
accuracy and as to the adequacy of the forethought that has gone into the preparation of
the Bill. I should like to deal with those matters.
The principal purposes of the Bill in strengthening controls over firearms are as follows:
firstly, the Bill sets out to improve shooter education and requires practical testing for the
issue of shooters' licences. Those are matters that have been under consideration for a
long time by the consultative committee, which has put a great deal of preparation into
establishing a network of accredited firearm instructors throughout Victoria to whom
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people seeking to acquire the practical skills and knowledge appropriate to holders of
shooters' licences can turn.
The second principal thrust of the Bill is the introduction of a permit-to-purchase
scheme. Honourable members opposite, and those on the National Party benches, will be
aware that this is not a new proposal, but rather one that was incorporated by the
government in its 1983 legislation after-I might emphasise-considerable prior
consideration and was lost at that time in circumstances where the government gave
notice that it would be reintroduced at the earliest possible opportunity.
The effect of the introduction of a permit-to-purchase arrangement on the likelihood of
tragedies such as the Hoddle Street incident occurring has been questioned. Some speakers
have correctly quoted remarks made by the Premier and me in the immediate aftermath
of the Hoddle Street tragedy to the effect that no system of firearm regulation could have
prevented that tragedy. Of course, I stand absolutely by those statements, as I am sure the
Premier does.
There are ways in which the probability of such occurrences can be reduced and the
introduction of a permit-to-purchase arrangement is one such measure because, under our
present arrangements, a person seeking to own firearms has to front up to the police on
one occasion-and one only-to quality for a shooter's licence. Thereafter the person can
go on renewing the shooter's licence and acquiring additional firearms indefinitely.
The permit-to-purchase system achieves the requirement that each time a person holding
a shooter's licence wants to acquire an additional firearm, that person is required to front
up to the police and make application for a permit to purchase.
It will be plain to honourable members on both sides of the Committee that the
probability is that on each occasion that an application for a permit to purchase is made,
a different member of the Police Force will receive that application and consider the
justification for the additional purchase that is to be made as well as the demonstration of
responsibility and suitability for possession of that firearm that is put forward.
The fact is, of course, that on each occasion when that presentation is made there will
be an opportunity which would not otherwise arise for that member of the Police Force to
take note if a deterioration in the suitability of that person to hold a shooter's licence, to
own numbers of firearms, has occurred since the licence was first issued.
The fourth matter to which I want to refer is the new form of licence that is being
suggested. The new form of licence is being proposed by the Chief Commissioner of Police
in circumstances where, under present arrangements, an accredited gun dealer, to whom a
shooter's licence is produced as evidence of eligibility by the producer to purchase a
firearm, has no way of knowing whether that licence is, in fact, properly the property of
the person who produces it.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr MATHEWS-Quite true. The Chief Commissioner of Police has taken the view
that the signature to which the honourable member for Berwick rightly refers is not an
adequate safeguard in these circUlnstances and he has proposed that two additional
safeguards should be built in. The proposal is that the present shooter's licence should be
replaced by a licence along the lines of the new driver's licence that is being issued, which
has achieved widespread acceptance in the community and which carries a photograph.

I t is also the proposal of the Chief Commissioner of Police that a person to whom a
shooter's licence is issued should, at that time, provide fingerprints. Those proposals have
been taken up by the government on the recommendation of the Chief Commissioner of
Police as expressing the considered view of the Police Force on the matter and is one that
can appropriately receive the support of this House.
There is one other matter to which I should briefly refer and that is, of course, the
requirement for which the Bill makes provision, that a person taking out a shooter's
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licence should provide a statutory declaration to the effect that all fireanns in his possession
are being registered. This requirement is put in the proposed legislation against a
background where there is reasonable evidence to suggest that a significant number of
people have not been adequately aware of their responsibilities to register firearms as
provided in the 1983 legislation.
Mr. I. W. Smith-How many criminals have registered their firearms?
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member is not running a
quiz session and is out of order.
Mr MATHEWS-I need only refer the honourable member to the number of fireanns
that have come forward for registration in the course of the current firearm amnesty when,
in a seven-week period, no fewer than 50 000 fireanns were brought forward for registration.
It has been a continuing theme in the course of the debate that further large numbers of
firearms are unregistered and I do not believe it is acceptable to any party represented in
the Committee that once the will of Parliament has been expressed and a law has been
enacted as the registration system was-Mr E. R. Smith inteIjected.
Mr MATHEWS-I remind the honourable member for Glen Waverley that that
legislation was passed with the support of the Liberal Party and that there should be
compliance with that law. I hope that is not a matter that is under challenge.
I refer to one final point. The honourable member for Benalla raised a concern about
the answer that I gave him at question time today. I have made available to the honourable
member a copy of my Hansard proofs at his request and I hope that has cleared up his
doubt on that point. For the record, I read the reply that I gave at question time:
The government is not in the habit of keeping secret reports on any subjects. I expect to receive the report on
the operation of the Firearms (Amendment) Act, to which the honourable member referred, when the Chief
Commissioner of Police has had the opportunity of considering it.

I believe it would be clear to anyone reading that reply that the context is such that the
word "receive" should be "release", but either is true. It may be helpful, Mr Chairman, if
I make available to the Committee a letter that I addressed to the Chief Commissioner of
Police on 11 August. It reads:
Dear Sir,
I am referring the report on the Firearms Registration System by Chief Inspector Newgreen back to you for
further consideration.
I note from the report that the difficulties with the registration system are based on administrative difficulties
and an inadequate computer process. There is no rigorous discussion of the inherent advantages or disadvantages
of the system however, beyond the assertion that registration has not worked in New Zealand or in South
Australia and a statement of the author's view that registration does not suppress or control criminal misuse of
firearms.
Please ensure that the difficulties identified by Chief Inspector Newgreen are analysed and discussed in the
report in a way which also considers the potential for rectifying the present difficulties and for better utilisation
of the registration system. The report should also detail the programs used during the introductory period to
make the public aware of the requirements for registration of firearms, including the measures taken to enforce
the law in respect of registration.
I am concerned at the problems identified in the report. But before considering further action on the future of
the registry I require a more reasoned report. I would also appreciate your view on whether an independent
review of the operation of the registry would be helpful.

Mr Crozier inteIjected.
Mr MATHEWS-That is correct.
Mr Ross-Edwards-The Minister should not be making a second-reading speech.
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The CHAIRMAN-Order! The Leader of the National Party should show more
decorum.
Mr MATHEWS-I take up the point made by the Leader of the National Party. An
agreement was made between myself and the spokesman for the National Party and myself
and the spokesman for the Liberal Party that I would have 5 minutes at the end of the
second-reading debate.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Just so that honourable members are certain
what we are debating, it is clause 1:
The purpose of this Act is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

It is whether the Act does or does not and that is the scope of the debate. I ask for decorum
from opposition benches. I call on the Leader of the Opposition and remind him that the
debate is on clause 1 as it applies; it is not a second-reading debate.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I seek to speak on clause 1 as it applies
and respond to some of the matters raised by the Minister, given that this is a debate in
the Chamber.
The CHAIRMAN-I might have given him a bit too much scope.
Mr KENNETT-If the Minister is as upset as members of the Opposition are upset
about the way in which the debate is being truncated, then the fault lies with him and his
government, not with the opposition parties. It is important to realise that what members
of the Liberal Party are concerned about is ensuring that the general thrust of this legislation
is agreed to by the members of the Liberal Party.
Given that there will not be time to have all the amendments tested during this debate,
which will be truncated at 10.30 p.m., the members of the Liberal Party did not want the
government to misunderstand or misconstrue in any way, as it has time and time again,
that the Opposition is opposed to every clause in this proposed legislation. Members of
the Opposition are not opposed to every clause; we seek to amend some clauses in it. If
those amendments cannot be made here, we shall ensure that when they are moved in
another place they are carried or the proposed legislation will be put at risk by the
government and not by the opposition parties.
Clause 1 provides for the strengthening of controls over the availability of firearms. It is
important that all members of Parliament do not give this government the opportunity to
misconstrue the position of the Liberal Party and, I hope, ultimately the National Party.
A few moments ago the Minister for Police and Emergency Services said in this Chamber
that the government was reacting to recommendations from the Chief Commissioner of
Police. If that is so, why and on what grounds do the government and the Minister decide
when to react to which recommendations from the Chief Commissioner of Police? Why
have they responded all of a sudden to this recommendation when they have not responded
to the continuing recommendation of the commissioner that criminals and those who
break the law be subjected to the very controls the Minister is trying to apply here?
What the government is attempting to justify the introduction of this proposed legislation
on is a recommendation from the Chief Commissioner of Police. The Opposition accepts
that and does not refute it. Members of the Opposition say to the Minister: why, then, do
you not also accept the recommendations of the Chief Commissioner of Police to tackle
the criminals first-not last, but first?
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr KENNETT-It is all right for the honourable member for Bendigo West to be
arguing from out of his place yet again. I know he is tired and emotional-he has probably
had a long day-but ultimately the people ofBendigo West have no-one but him to blame
for the increasing crime in that city.
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What the Minister has said on clause 1 is that the government is prepared to accept the
recommendation to ensure that those who do not break the law are treated like criminals,
but the Minister will not accept the recommendation of the Chief Commissioner of Police
to treat criminals like criminals. I imagine that every criminal in this State will vote for
the Labor Party in the next election and they have good reason to. They will not vote for
our side of politics.
If the Minister is so concerned about strengthening controls and upholding laws and
avoiding risks, I wonder how he and his colleague, the Attorney-General, will react tonight
and tomorrow to the thuggery, the breaking of the law, and attacks on innocent police by
members of the BLF earlier. Ijust say that-The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! That isjust in passing, I hope. We are dealing
with clause 1 ofa specific Bill. The Leader of the Opposition is straying too wide.
Mr KENNETT-Of course. We are debating the strengthening of controls over the
availability of firearms. The government does not give a damn for any policeman who has
been mugged by thugs today because of the actions of this government. The government
can argue that it wants to take this one section and work towards strengthening controls.
A member of Parliament in the other place has incited a riot which has led to physical
damage being caused and damage being done to property.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! I direct the honourable member's attention to the debate
on the Bill before the House.
Mr KENNETT-Clause 1 is important because it deals with the purposes of the Bill.
In response to a question from the honourable member for Benalla, the Minister clearly
misled the Chamber. A moment ago he read into the record the difficulties of administration
of the current legislative procedure. One of the issues raised by members of the National
and Liberal parties about the purpose of this Bill is the administrative nightmare contained
in the proposed legislation. The Minister deliberately withheld the information and
deliberately lied to Parliament about the information contained in a report that he had in
February.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The words "deliberately lied" are a reflection not only on
the Minister but also on Parliament. I ask that they be withdrawn immediately.
Mr KENNETT-I withdraw the words "deliberately lied". Let me say that the Minister
has deliberately misled the Parliament to suit his own direction of debate.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I ask that the word "deliberately" be withdrawn.
Mr KENNETT-I withdraw "deliberately". Let me then say that the Minister misled
Parliament and he did it in a deliberate fashion to ensure that his line of debate-The CHAIRMAN-Order! I am easy to get along with, but I asked the Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw the word "deliberately". Do not test the Chair again.
Mr KENNETT-I shall not mention the word "deliberately" again tonight, and I
withdraw it because obviously the Minister is concerned-The CHAIRMAN-Order! I am concerned, not the Minister.
Mr KENNETT-Ofcourse. Tonight the Minister addressed himself to a line of debate
in terms of the information he has supplied to Parliament. In February he had a report he
selectively and purposely gave to the Chief Commissioner of Police. Then he implied in
this Committee that he was waiting on the Chief Commissioner of Police to furnish him
with a report that-based on the way he expressed himself-he would lead us to believe
he never received. Why did he do it? He did it for one reason only-what was contained
in that report did not support his argument, so: "Bury it, bury it".
The Minister has entered into a debate on a certain course without being totally frank
and honest with this Parliament, in a way which can only bring disrepute upon the

1550

ASSEMBLY

14 October 1987

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

Minister. The administrative difficulties of the proposed legislation are huge, as expressed
by the police. How much more difficult is it going to be if the Minister is going to require
that 1·5 million fingers be fingerprinted? 1·5 million!
The alleged purpose of this Act-the strengthening of controls over the availability of
firearms-will not be achieved in real terms because Parliament will not have the
administative power to achieve it.
When the Minister comes into this Committee and argues, as he has, that the purpose
of this proposed legislation-Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Niddrie is out of
order and out of his place again. The honourable member for Preston will be taking my
place at a certain time and he knows how hard it is to control the Committee with
disorderly interjections, such as his.
Mr KENNETT -Members of the Liberal Party do not disagree with the spirit of the
proposed legislation. We wish to make amendments to the express form of the clauses.
The government has denied this Chamber and Parliament the opportunity of fully debating
and moving those amendments, but, more importantly, the Minister has argued from a
false base as to the justification for what he is doing, both in terms of the premise of why
he entered into in the first place, and the administration of it ever since.
The public should fully realise that when the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
said, "We accept the recommendation of the Chief Commissioner of Police without
reservation" he was denying the commissioner's recommendations in other areas that are
a lot more basic and of more concern to the people of Victoria, such as controls and
safeguards on the safety of people and the security of their property.
The Minister is once again proving that in this Parliament he would rather walk in line
with those who break the law than those who uphold it. This is a savage attack on the
community at large.
It is a falsely based argument in terms of the report the Minister withheld from
Parliament. The Minister should be ashamed of himself and the government should be
ashamed of itself. Ultimately, a law and order issue will run in this community which will
seriously strike at the question of the government not being prepared to treat criminals in
the way it is about to treat the law-abiding citizens of this land.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I note the honourable member for Benalla has a new clause
to be inserted. He may canvass that particular clause during the course of the debate.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The National Party opposes clause 1 as it stands and I
invite the Committee to vote against it. It is too narrow in its definition and does not
tackle the issues that should be tackled tonight. Clause 1 states:
The purpose of this Act is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms.

That will not remedy the misuse of firearms in the State. It should be amended to read:
The purpose of this Act is to protect the public from criminal and irresponsible misuse of firearms and foster
the education in and the safe use and handling of firearms.

The proposed new purpose clause of the Bill is taken directly from the report of the
Registrar of Firearms to the Minister. At page 6 of the report, Chief Inspector Newgreen
states:
If one is to achieve a proper balance, I am of the opinion that the Firearms Act should:(a) Repress the criminal and irresponsible use of firearms;
(b) look after the public interest; and
(c) not place harsh restrictions on responsible and mature sports shooters, whilst at the same time educating
the public, particularly juniors, in the safe use and handling of firearms.
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I do not believe registration is the answer to the problem.

We have been through the report that has been given to the Minister, and it is clear that
the Minister was not intent on addressing the issues that came from the Hoddle Street
massacre but was interested in getting some cheap sensational publicity.
Some people have suggested that the Ministerjumped on the bandwagon following the
slaughters in Clifton Hill, that he rode on the coffin to grab some cheap and shabby press.
I direct the attention of the Minister to a question without notice I asked him this
afternoon. It was as follows:
Why has the Minister for Police and Emergency Services kept secret a report reviewing the first three years'
operation of the firearms registration process, which found that the system was costly and ineffective, and which
recommended that the most satisfactory course of action would be to scrap the system entirely?

The Minister answered:
The government is not in the habit of keeping secret reports on any subject. I expect to receive the report on
the operation of the Firearms (Amendment) Act, to which the honourable member referred, when the Chief
Commissioner of Police has had the opportunity of considering it.

It is obvious that the Minister is stating that, as of this afternoon he had not received that

report. He did not refer to "a" report, he referred to "the" report. He obviously knew
about the report but indicated he had not received it. He said that he would report on the
matter further when the Chief Commissioner of Police has had the opportunity of
considering it.
The report was with the Chief Commissioner of Police who, according to the Minister,
was considering the report from the Registrar of Firearms on the effectiveness of firearms
registration in this State.
The Minister implied that he had seen nothing of the report; that it was in the hands of
the Chief Commissioner of Police. When the chief commissioner referred the matter to
him he would then be in a position to pass it on to Parliament.
I have a copy of the Minister's letter dated 11 August 1987, a letter the Minister knows
I have in my possession. He clearly states that he was aware of the Newgreen report. In his
letter to police commissioner Miller, he states:
I am referring the report on the firearms registration system by Chief Inspector Newgreen back to you for
further consideration.

This is the report to which the Minister referred during question time when he stated:
I expect to receive the report on the operation of the Firearms (Amendment) Act, to which the honourable
member referred, when the Chief Commissioner of Police has had the opportunity of considering it.

The Minister on 11 August indicated he already had the report and was sending it back to
the Chief Commissioner of Police. The chief commissioner had already considered it on
one occasion and the Minister during question time this afternoon tried to mislead the
House into believing that he had not seen the report; that the report was in the safe hands
of the chief commissioner and when the chief commissioner considered the report it would
then be forwarded to the Minister.
The Minister also went through some of the various matters with which the report dealt.
He said that he was concerned with the problems identified in the report, but before
considering further action on the future of the registry, he required a more seasoned report.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Chairman, I ask that
the honourable member for Benalla identify the date of the document from which he is
quoting because it is relevant to the time that the chief commissioner has had to consider
the report in terms of the Minister's answer earlier today in this House.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Would the honourable member
for Benalla be prepared to indicate the date?
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Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The date is 11 August 1987, approximately six months
from the time the report was prepared by the registrar. The date of 11 August might not
be a significant one to most honourable members, but it is a significant date when we
consider the shootings in Clifton Hill.
The shooting in Clifton Hill occurred two days before. I take the opportunity now of
directing the attention of the Committee to some press comments. Firstly, I refer to a press
report written by David Wilson of the Age on 11 August 1987. He writes about Julian
Knight and states that Julian Knight's score when he applied for his shooter's licence was
100 per cent and that Mr Knight registered six weapons. The article states:
Mr Newgreen said that he had reviewed Mr Knight's licence application and even in hindsight: "I would have
granted the application."

That is how effective the registration system in this State is: Julian Knight was granted a
shooter's licence and had his firearms registered. The registrar stated on 11 August 1987,
two days after the Hoddle Street shooting, that he would have granted Julian Knight a
licence and would have registered his firearms.
It is no wonder that the registrar was so critical of the operation of the registry. He said
that the system should be scrapped and we should get back to something that is basic and
addresses the important principles of shooter education, of ensuring people have the
proper knowledge to handle firearms, the character of the shooter, and all those matters
that were addressed in the report.
Another press report dated 12 August was written by John Schauble, entitled "State to
back tougher gun law". It states:
Mr Mathews said he was determined to stop people building up large private arsenals. He met the Chief
Commissioner of Police, Mr Miller, and representatives of the Police Association yesterday to discuss the
proposals. Both groups supported the change in the law.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Is the honourable member able
to relate his remarks to clause I?
Mr McNAMARA-Yes. I have foreshadowed that I shall move an amendment to
insert a new clause. The date, 12 August, is important. It is stated in that article that the
Minister met with the Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr Miller, and others on 11 August
for the purpose of discussing tougher gun laws.
I will back it that the first thing the police told the Minister was that, of course, he was
aware of Chief Inspector Newgreen's report-the registrar, the most senior person in
firearms matters in the State. It would have been said that the report was six months old
and had been sitting gathering dust, that the Minister had done nothing about it, and that
the Minister had better scurry back to his office to square off that one.
So the letter from the Minister was drafted saying that the registrar's report was not
rigorous enough, that the registrar did not identify various disadvantages and several
other matters-all absolutely fallacious.
The registrar's report has been incorporated in Hansard. It is the most detailed critique
of registration in this State that Victoria has ever had, but it had to be buried before the
Bill came before Parliament and the Minister drafted the letter to the Chief Commissioner
of Police.
A Herald press report on 10 August, the day after the Clifton Hill shootings, stated that
the Minister had said that Victoria's gun laws may come under review following last
night's killings. The Minister said that he expected to take up a number of issues with the
Chief Commissioner of Police as a result of what happened. The article reports the
Minister's statement:
1 think this incident is best viewed as an aberration which-with any sort ofluck-will be a one-off for many
years to come. It is hard looking back at the history of this State to identify any quite similar occurrence.
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The Minister knew that it was a one-off occurrence. The Minister and the government
know that this Bill will not amend it but they saw almost a wilful opportunity of introducing
a Labor Party philosophy to try to disarm honest people in the State who have firearms
for either an occupational or sporting purpose; so, in the wave of the hysteria of the Clifton
Hill shootings, the Labor Party introduced the Bill. But it could not have Inspector
Newgreen's report floating around. It had to be buried, and that was what the letter of 11
August was all about.
When the National Party raised the matter with the Minister he obviously did not know
the National Party had the report. The National Party asked about it at question time and
the Minister's attitude was that he had not seen it, that the Chief Commissioner of Police
had it and we will have to wait, it is not available and the Minister really did not know
about it. That is what one reads into what he said. He said that the government is not in
the habit of keeping secret reports on any subject and that he expected to receive the report
on the operation of the amendments to the Firearms Act when the Chief Commissioner
of Police had had the opportunity of considering it.
We know full well that the report has been viewed by the Minister. The Minister's letter
of 11 August states that. He gives a critique on it. The Minister's letter states that there
has been no rigorous discussion of the inherent advantages or disadvantages of the system.
Chief Inspector Newgreen talked about the unmitigated disaster of the computer program
and so many areas where there were faults. On registration he said:
Other considerations to be taken into account under the present system are:
(a) There is no way of ensuring that firearms purchased interstate are being registered;
(b) there is no way to ensure that firearms disposed of interstate are deleted from records, if indeed they were
registered in the first place;
(c) it cannot be established if a licence holder has registered all firearms in his possession;

(d) firearms can be registered under a number of licences. The program does not facilitate that type of check.

Therefore, duplication can, and does, occur; and
(e) if a person has registered firearms in his name and permits his shooter's licence to expire, and then takes
out another shooter's licence, he is not again required to register his firearm. Section 22 (2F) of the Act cannot be
complied with as the computer program is only designed to accept data from a licensee. Forms that do not show
a shooter's licence number will be rejected. Many firearms are shown to be still registered under expired licences.

Applicants omit to place the required information on application forms, or endorse incorrect information, for
example:
(a) incorrect shooter's licence details;
(b) they have no shooter's licence, therefore, should not have firearms in this possession;
(c) endeavour to register firearms on a junior permit;

(d) still hold "farm permits";
(e) have deficient categories on shooter's licence. "A" and "B" shooters wanting to register "e" class firearms.

(/) fail to forward the appropriate fee, which in many cases causes time consuming and very expensive followup action to obtain $1.00;
(g) overpay the required fee, therefore monies must be paid into the Suspense Account, and re-imbursement

made;
(h) incorrect spelling or illegible writing;

(I) attempting to register firearms on an annual basis; and

(}) incorrect calibres.

The report also referred to the number of firearms and of the same firearm being owned
possibly by dozens of people in the State, because people have sent in the model number
of the firearm rather than the registration number.
The whole thing is a complete farce. It has not worked anywhere else in the world where
it has been attempted and it will not work here. The government will not listen; it will not
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take note of this information. The government does not want this report to bring this Bill
unstuck, and the report does that.
The more serious issue is the Minister's attempt to mislead the Chamber. I am very
concerned about it because I believe through a series of attempts he has quite deliberately
tried to bury any information and claim that no information existed, that he did not know
of the existence of any information and had not seen any information.
There has been a litany of misrepresentation to Parliament and it is not the first time
that the Minister has attempted that. There have been other documents that the Minister
stated did not exist but were later found to exist and, as a result of it, he was forced to back
down.
It is unfortunate that perhaps in his over-enthusiasm to leap on the coffins of the bodies
of those carted away from Hoddle Street to try to gain some cheap political advantage the
Minister has completely run over what should be the accepted principles of a Minister of
this State.
I do not know the view of the rest of the Committee, but I certainly believe this is a
serious matter. The Minister cannot skate out of it by claiming that he should have used a
different word. The intent during question time was quite clear-to deceive the House.
It is up to the Committee to determine the fate of the Minister.

Mr CROZIER (Portland)-The Opposition will support the National Party by agreeing
to omit clause 1.
The Opposition has been at pains to point out that the stated purpose of the Bill has
little to do with what the Minister for Police and Emergency Services told the House
during the second-reading speech. In other words, the objective of the Bill as stated in
clause 1, which is to strengthen controls over the availability of firearms, does not address
the real problem.
Of course, the real problem is the criminal misuse of firearms. The government is clearly
considerably embarrassed because of the disclosures made in this Chamber tonight about
the documents that I have quoted and, in particular, the report of the Registrar of Firearms,
Chief Inspector Len Newgreen, to which the honourable member for Benalla has referred.
I find it very difficult to reconcile the facts with the Minister's initial response, which
the honourable member for Benalla has recently quoted. I can throw further light on this
peculiar saga-and rather a devious one, I suggest-by informing the Committee that this
document was the subject of a question by me some weeks ago. The Minister simply
brushed that off.
I subsequently also wrote to the Minister after the Bill had been introduced requesting
that the Opposition have the benefit of a briefing from the Registrar of Firearms. The
Minister was not very responsive to that request and, indeed, has not formally replied to
it in writing.
However, through the acting deputy secretary of his Ministry, he conveyed to me a
message that, although he was not prepared to allow the Opposition to meet with the
Registrar of Firearms, he was prepared to make the Chief Commissioner of Police available.
The Opposition was pleased about that, and I communicated that information to the
honourable member for Benalla for his interest and information, so that he and his
colleagues could take advantage of that opportunity.
Unfortunately, it was not possible to arrange a meeting at a time that would suit both
the Opposition and the chief commissioner, so the meeting did not take place, but neither
did the meeting with the registrar.
If the Minister is so concerned about the the government's reputation concerning sitting
on secret reports, I wonder why the meeting did not take place. I suggest it was because
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since 26 February the Minister has known the views of the Registrar of Firearms on this
system of registration that is inefficient and not cost-effective and was fearful of the advice
that might be forthcoming from the registrar if that meeting took place and discussion
occurred about the contents of the Bill.
However, there is a further dimension to this saga. Because it was widely suspected by
those interested in the measure that such a report had been in the hands of the Minister
for some time-although the precise contents of the report were not known-a number of
people endeavoured to establish whether the report existed and, if so, whether access to it
could be gained. At least one attempt was made to prise this out by way of a freedom of
information request.
I shall quote to the Committee the letter of 12 October which was delivered to the
solicitors acting for this particular applicant. It states:
I am writing again about your freedom of information request of2 September 1987 on behalf of your client ...
My inquiries indicate that the document sought by your client is a report prepared by Chief Inspector A.
Newgreen, Registrar of Firearms, of 26 February 1987 about matters associated with the registration of firearms.
The report comprises seven A4 pages.
In my view, it would not be appropriate, at this stage, to approve of access to the document by your client.
Access is refused on the ground that it is an exempt document under section 30 (1) of the Freedom ofInformation
Act.

Mr McNamara-The Minister said during question time that there was no secret
document!
Mr CROZIER-That is right. The government has said there are no secret documents.
It has been the advocate and protagonist of open government. The letter continues:
My reasons for refusal are in the attached statement.

The attached statement is perhaps more revealing. It contains the reasons for denial of the
document, which the honourable member for Benalla has revealed to Parliament tonight.
The attachment states:
It is considered that disclosure of the document would disclose matter in the nature of opinion, advice and
recommendation prepared by an officer of the Victoria Police Force in the course of, or for the purposes of, the
deliberative processes involved in the functions ofthe force. the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and
the government and would be contrary to the public interest.
The reason why this is so is that officers, such as the Registrar of Firearms, must be able to exercise ...

This is worth noting... an unfettered discretion to commit to writing their opinions (tentative or otherwise) or findings. matters
considered to require further attention etc., in the knowledge that such opinions, findings and recommendations
will receive consideration in the examination and development of policy by the Police Force, the Minister and
the government.
This rationale is heightened by the knowledge that the substance of the memorandum and its recommendations
are under review and re-examination by the Registrar of Firearms. In these circumstances, the release of the
documents, at this stage, would disclose an incomplete picture of the subject matter and, as such, would not be
in the public interest.

Mr McNamara-The Minister said there was no great secret report.
Mr CROZIER-That is what the Minister said.
That is allegedly the reason why the government sat on the report, but there is nothing
tentative or incomplete about Chief Inspector Newgreen's recommendations. They are
unequivocal and definitive.
The reason why the Minister was at pains to conceal the existence of the report and not
to reveal its findings was that it was highly critical of the government's whole policy and
approach to the question of registration of firearms and the system of registration, let
alone what is proposed by the Bill: that is, to superimpose a permit system on top of the
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already discredited registration system, not because the registrar and his staff are not very
competent people but because they have found considerable practical difficulty in it. As
the registrar-who, after all, is an expert in this field-has pointed out, the process is
certainly not cost-effective. In his report, the registrar states:
In my view does it not represent or control the criminal misuse of, or irresponsible use of, firearms?

The honourable member for Benalla is to be corn mended for trying, even at this late stage
in this truncated debate, to get the emphasis back where it belongs, should be and should
have been all along-on the criminal misuse of firearms; not on control of the availability
of firearms.
If one starts offwith an incorrect objective, one must end up with an incorrect conclusion.
For this reason, I am pleased to join with the National Party and the honourable member
for Benalla in endeavouring to persuade the government that clause 1 should be replaced
by a provision along the lines suggested by the honourable member for Benalla.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-I support the proposal by the honourable member for
Benalla to omit clause 1 with a view to inserting a new provision stating the purpose of
the Bill. That proposed new clause states:
The purpose of this Act is to protect the public from criminal and irresponsible use of firearms and foster the
education in and the safe use and handling of firearms.

On numerous occasions the government has said that there must be more education for
people using the roads; the government has pointed out that people need more education
on a number of matters. That is exactly what the new clause to be proposed by the
honourable member for Benalla provides.
Honest and decent citizens who use firearms in connection with their professions or for
sporting activities will be penalised because the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
is concerned about the unfortunate situation that recently occurred at Clifton Hill.
In a letter to the Minister from the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vie.)
dated 19 August 1987, the organisation asked a number of questions about the person
involved in the shooting at Clifton Hill, namely, Julian Knight. I do not know whether
the Minister has answered those questions. Page 2 of the letter states:
We are aware that you now have a report from the Victoria Police which strongly recommends abandonment
ofthe gun registration system (as was done by the New Zealand government) and concentration on the shooter's
licence which has been shown time and again to be the only workable option.

Surely that is another indication that the Minister was aware of the report. If the Sporting
Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) knew that the report was available, surely the
Minister was misleading the Parliament this morning when, in answer to a question during
question time, he claimed that he knew nothing about the report! The Minister has misled
Parliament, either deliberately or otherwise.
I direct the Minister's attention to the provision preventing the purchase of firearms in
Victoria by people living outside the State. Those of us who live along Victoria's borders
are intrigued about this issue because it will prevent those people who sell firearms in
border towns in Victoria from selling them to anyone living outside Victoria. That provision
will prevent gun dealers in towns such as Mildura, Swan Hill, Echuca and Wodonga, to
name only a few, from selling firearms to people who live across the border. I am not
certain whether that contravenes section 92 of the Commonwealth Constitution.
Clause 11 contains that provision and, if he ever gets the opportunity, the honourable
member for Benalla will propose amendments to that clause. That would be extremely
sensible because it is ridiculous for people living in border towns in New South Wales not
to be able to purchase firearms in Victoria. If that were the case, some people would have
to travel many miles to purchase the firearms they require. I shall be interested to hear
what the honourable member for Benambra has to say about clause 11.
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As I said before, it is obvious that the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.)
knew about the report from the Victoria Police on 19 August, and one would have thought
that the Minister would also be aware of that. The association indicates in its letter that
the Minister had the report. I do not know what happened to the Minister this morning;
he must have had an unfortunate loss of memory when he said that he was not aware of
the contents of the report and that it was still with the Chief Commissioner of Police
awaiting his response.
The Bill is completely unnecessary. Numerous parts of it will tidy up some of the present
provisions, but the Bill takes away so many rights of individuals that it should not be
passed by Parliament. The government's much-vaunted social justice policy will be put
into reverse if the Bill is passed. I ask honourable members to support the invitation of
the honourable member for Benalla to vote against this clause.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Liberal Party will support the National Party in
voting against this clause but, because honourable members will vote along party lines,
the clause will not be omitted.
Before I make my contribution, I declare my interest: I hold a shooter's licence and I
have a number of registered firearms.
On other occasions, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has made known
his views to members of Parliament and the community. The Minister is a member of the
Fabian Society, which has as one of its basic aims the disarmament of the community to
make it subservient to the central government.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Bendigo West should remain silent
because he is one of the biggest targets in this place. He is a sitting duck!
The Minister fails to realise that in each generation the people of this community have
had to take up arms to defend their rights and civil liberties. If the Minister pursued to the
ultimate conclusion his fancy Fabian ideas, when the next challenge to our independence
was made, we would be subservient to whoever wanted to take control. One would need
only a shanghai and not weaponry because no-one would know how to use guns, even if
they were provided by a friendly ally.
That is the ultimate farce being acted by someone far more comfortable with the arts
portfolio than with his police and emeq~ency services responsibilities. What a shocking
embarrassment the Minister is to the Pohce Force, the Registrar of Firearms, the Firearms
Consultative Committee and the Firearms Act Review Team. He has taken no notice of
their expertise and long experience.
Fuelled by the tragic massacre at Clifton Hill by a person who, I presume, was not a
registered shooter with a registered firearm-therefore, the existing Act and this Bill would
not have prevented that massacre-the Goebbels media man leapt into action and told a
frightened and concerned community that this marvellous socialist government and this
fascinating, stunt acting, Fabian Minister would save them from all such incidents in the
future. What a load of rubbish!
If any party in this Chamber has any knowledge of the criminal element in our society,
it should have been the Labor Party. How naive it must be to believe the criminal elements
in our society would bother to register as shooters, let alone pay fees. I have had more
experience than most honourable members with the criminal element of our society
because I was their custodian when I was Minister for Social Welfare. With that experience
I can say that criminals would not want to know about it, let alone be aware of this Bill.
Yet these are the very people the Minister for Police and Emergency Services intends
should be covered by the measure.
There is a far more philosophical and sinister angle to the Bill. The Minister wants to
disarm society. He wants the weak people to voluntarily give up their weapons so that the
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number of firearms in society will be reduced; he can deal later with the criminals. It is a
farce for this measure to purportedly deal with the criminal element.
The Victoria Police Force has been begging for additional powers to control the growing
rate of crime under the Minister's administration. It has not even been given the power to
take fingerprints. The Bill will enable the government to take the fingerprints of 1·5 million
Victorians. That should do away with unemployment in Victoria because everyone will
become a fingerprinter. All the innocent people will be fingerprinted, but a person who
commits a crime can say, "I am sorry, I am not interested in fingerprinting; I have rights
as a criminal".
Mr E. R. Smith-You have to give your consent!
Mr. I. W. SMITH-That is right: a suspect or criminal must give his consent. The
government has the hide to whip into gear its expanding, sinister, Goebbels-like media
machine that incessantly chums out regurgitated, easily read and easily portrayed material
for newspapers and television at great expense to the taxpayer. It is a shame the government
misleads and hoodwinks the public.
Misleading the public is one thing, but tonight the brilliance of the honourable member
for Benalla and the honourable member for Portland has clearly demonstrated how the
Minister has misled honourable members. The Minister cannot have it both ways. Either
he has misled his Parliamentary colleagues or he has incompetent staff who have not
briefed him properly.
The signature of the Minister appears on a letter asking a number of questions of the
Chief Commissioner of Police. The chief commissioner is asked to do a certain number of
things as a result of the report of the Registrar of Firearms to the Minister. When was that
report made? It was not at the time of the Hoddle Street massacre. The Minister has sat
on the report for nine months. Whom will he blame for that? Who will be his scapegoat?
The poor chap does not realise that, despite his qualifications, he does not have a degree
in commonsense. The Minister has not recognised that the weapon is not the problem and
never will be the problem. One can never control the use of weapons used in violent
crime. Kitchen knives are just as popular as are other weapons for violent crime. Motor
cars, broken beer bottles and so on are used in many crimes that the Minister cannot
control. Weapons will always be available for violent crime.
This Minister, who lacks a degree in commonsense, does not recognise that a person
who wants to commit a crime will have no interest in a registered weapon. In fact, the
reverse is true: the person will have every interest in procuring a weapon that he knows is
not registered. If that person is in any doubt and believes the weapon may be registered,
the first thing he will do is grind or file the identification numbers off the weapon.
If the Minister had any commonsense and wanted to pursue to a logical conclusion
what he is attempting to achieve, he would register the bore of the rifle by shooting a bullet
through that bore into a substance that would not destroy the bullet, and the bullet could
then be registered. If that rifle were used in a crime and a victim was involved, after having
extracted the bullet from the victim, forensic scientists could identify the weapon used.
That procedure might make sense but it is not practical. However, it IS much better than
tfY.ing to go down the track which the Minister is hoodwinking Victorians into believing
wIll achieve greater safety for them.

In his scanty, shabby second-reading speech, the Minister has not told honourable
members how many crimes have been committed by licensed shooters with registered
weapons. I doubt whether any crimes have been committed by licensed shooters with
registered weapons. If that is not the case, the Minister has every opportunity of telling the
Committee that licensed shooters with registered weapons are committing crimes.
I would be more than delighted if the Minister could inform the Committee that that
were so. I am certain the same hotels in South Melbourne that sell weapons on the black
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market are also able to do that on an interstate or international basis. The hardened
criminal will not adhere to the provisions of the measure.
The Minister is heaping humbug, shame and insult on innocent shooters. These shooters
have never broken the law in their lives; they never have broken the law and never intend
to do so. They are responsible and in many cases have served their country in at least one
war. Some of them have, as a result of that experience, pursued shooting in some form as
a recreation or hobby.
These shooters are now to be treated as second-class citizens. They have been insulted
by this Minister who, although comfortable with the arts, is an insult to the Police Force
because he will not allow it to fingerprint criminals.
The rate of crime under the administration of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services has increased more rapidly than under the administration of any previous Minister.
The crime rate will continue to increase until the Premier wakes up and puts in place of
the Minister a person with a degree in commonsense and other qualifications so that he or
she can identify with the Police Force and understand what makes ordinary people tick.
The Minister is so remote, so aloof and so far in the clouds that he would not understand
that the Bill he introduced is a sham and a stunt as a result ofa great tragedy. The Bill will
not save one person from crime; it will not work. Many weapons are available to criminals,
and if firearms are not available, something else will be used. The government should halt
the pursuit of this ridiculous measure and should ensure that the recommendations of the
three eminent bodies that I mentioned, which were so ably alluded to by the honourable
members for Portland and Benalla, are implemented. The government does not have the
wisdom of those people, and that will soon be proved.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Today honourable members have witnessed an
incredible debate on one of the most important measures that has been introduced in the
current sessional period. It is incredible to hear the contributions from members of the
Opposition. One after the other, Opposition spokesmen have convinced the National
Party that it is correct in its view. The Opposition has convinced the National Party that
the contribution of its lead speaker, the honourable member for Benalla, and the
amendment moved by him to clause 1, are absolutely correct. But what happened when a
vote was called for? The lead Liberal Party spokesman and all his colleagues crossed the
floor to vote with the government!
The lead speaker for the Opposition, the honourable member for Portland, and the
Leader of the Opposition made impassioned speeches about how draconian the proposed
legislation was. What happened then? The honourable members walked across the floor
and voted with the government. That was as good as saying that it is good legislation.
Now, the honourable members for Glen Waverley, Ripon and Polwarth are convincing
the National Party that the National Party is right.
However, those honourable members will vote with the government to pass the proposed
legislation. They will rest on that by saying that the Bill was introduced by the government
and, although the government sets the pattern of legislation, they will try to correct it on
the way through. The National Party believes that if proposed legislation is bad, one
should vote against it.
The honourable member for Caulfield made one of the most impassioned and best
addresses I have ever heard him make in this place. He was convincing and confirmed
that the National Party is right in its views.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Bendigo West has been interjecting all
night. He has been out of his place and all over the Chamber. He thinks the proposed
legislation is right. Although the honourable member for Bendigo West thinks the National
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Party is wrong, he did not bother attending the meeting in his electorate about the
proposed legislation.
As the honourable member for Benalla inteIjects, he squibbed it. He was not game to
face voters. He was frightened that the member representing North Western Province in
another place might attack him. If the honourable member for Bendigo West is so strongly
in favour of the proposed legislation, why did he not put his views at that meeting and
back up what the Minister had said?
The Minister attended a meeting of 2000 people in the eastern suburbs. At least he was
prepared to stand up to them. The honourable member for Bendigo West was not prepared
to stand up to his voters. Why does he not speak on the Bill in Parliament tonight? I
should like to see him quoted in the local newspaper.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Although the House is in
Committee at present, I remind the honourable member for Bendigo West that Mr Speaker
does not make threats lightly on the consequences of disorderly behaviour in the Chamber.
If the honourable member does not conform to the desires ofMr Speaker, the Chairman
of Committees will be called into the Chamber.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Bendigo West and the speakers from the
Liberal Opposition are good actors. They surpass the honourable member for Dandenong!
If they say the proposed legislation is bad, they might convince the Minister that it is
wrong.
Mr Weideman inteIjected.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN-Order! The honourable member for Frankston South is
out of order and out of his place. Ifhe does not come to order he might be out of this place
before long.
Mr JASPER-If honourable members argue that the proposed legislation is bad, they
will convince the Minister in the end that that is so. In convincing the Minister that the
proposed legislation is bad, the government might join with the National Party to oppose
the proposed legislation, and the Liberal Party, in opposition, will support it. That is the
ridiculous situation in which honourable members find themselves this evening.
At the outset I point out that I have no pecuniary interest whatsoever in the proposed
legislation. I have never owned a gun, and I do not have a shooter's licence. There are no
guns in my home at Rutherglen.
The honourable member for Gippsland East, who will not get an opportunity of speaking
on the Bill is in exactly the same position. He, like me, has extremely strong views on the
proposed legislation.
Many people in the electorate I represent are interested in the gun laws and the Firearms
Act. Many have sporting interests involving rifle clubs and gun clubs. A large body of
people believe they should have guns. Primary producers have guns on their properties
for varying reasons.
All the correspondence I have received about the proposed legislation from constituents,
both inside and outside my electorate, has been against the provisions in the Bill.
Mr McNamara-How many supported it?
Mr JASPER-Not one constituent supported the proposed legislation. Why is it being
introduced? What is its real purpose? Is it a knee-jerk reaction to the Hoddle Street
incident? I suggest-as have other honourable members-that no legislation will prevent
the type of shootings that took place in Hoddle Street.
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The Premier himself admitted that when he stated on 11 August 1987 that no law
enforcement system in the world could have taken any action which would have prevented
the Hoddle Street shootings. Surely that sums up the situation. Why are we moving
towards tougher penalties? Why are changes being made to the existing legislation?
It is interesting to note the attitude of the government. In his second-reading speech, the
Minister stated:
To put it simply, the smaller the number offireanns in the community the lesser the chances of death or injury
arising from their misuse. The crime of opportunity is preventable if the means to commit the crime is not
readily available.

That statement needs to be put into perspective. The second-reading speech is saying that
if the number of firearms is restricted, the chances ofa recurrence of murders such as those
in Hoddle Street will be reduced. However, when dealing with the liquor legislation, the
government says that there is no relationship between availability and consumption of
alcohol. In his report, Or Nieuwenhuysen proved that to himself. However, he did not
prove it to Judge Campton of the Liquor Control Commission, who said that a correlation
exists between availability and consumption. In its report earlier this year the government
said there had been varying reports on this issue and that that conclusion mayor may not
be correct.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the honourable member to
return to the subject of the Bill.
Mr JASPER-My comments are relevant because, in his second-reading speech, the
Minister said a correlation exists between the availability of firearms and the possibility
of incidents such as the Hoddle Street shootings arising.

The government is saying one thing with respect to this proposed legislation and another
thing with other proposed legislation. The honourable member for Benalla said that
numerous problems existed with the current gun registration and licensing systems
operating in Victoria. He said that little notice had been taken of the Firearms Consultative
Committee.
The honourable member proved beyond doubt that all the information provided, as
well as information in the Newgreen report which he tabled-it was apparently a secret
document, but it was not really secret anyway-was ignored by the Minister, who is not
taking any notice of the people who know best. The government adopted the same attitude
with respect to the liquor legislation. Judge Campton is an expert in the liquor industry,
and the Government took little notice of him. The Firearms Consultative Committee has
provided information to the Minister, but he said that it does not matter what it says, the
government will go on its merry way and restrict the availability offirearms in Victoria.
The honourable member for Benalla detailed the New Zealand system, which
concentrates on education and is the key to controllin~ the use and misuse of firearms in
New Zealand. That system should be introduced in Victoria. New Zealand also dropped
the registration system which has also been proved not to work in Victoria yet the
government continues to push for a registration system. That is a costly exercise, it is
unworkable and a total disaster.
The proposed legislation contains many anomalies that will make it unworkable. The
honourable member for Mildura highlighted a border anomaly contained in the Bill.
Honourable members are aware of the range of border anomalies that affect people who
live on the border of Victoria and New South Wales. The anomaly highlighted by the
honourable member for Mildura illustrated the difficulty people who live in New South
Wales may have if they wish to purchase a gun in Victoria. Where does one go from here?
What is the position? Where do we take the proposed legislation?
The National Party is convinced that the Bill is unworkable and that it should be
withdrawn as should the Firearms Act from the statute book. The Minister has spoken
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about the importance of fingerprinting applicants for shooters' licences. He wants to
fingerprint innocent people. Why? Criminals should have their fingerprints taken.
The murderer ofMr Gary Heywood and Miss Abina Madill was apprehended in Albury,
New South Wales. The reason he was charged with those murders was that when he was
taken into custody in Albury, the police took his fingerprints and within 10 minutes the
fingerprints were checked and matched with fingerprints that were found on the car that
was used by the murderer.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member must
relate his remarks to clause 1.
Mr JASPER-Mr Acting Chairman, this incident is vital to the debate on the proposed
legislation, which proposes to reduce the availability of firearms. My comments also relate
to the amendments to be introduced by the honourable member for Benalla relating to
fingerprinting of innocent gun owners but not suspected criminals.
It should be on the record that the fingerprints of the person apprehended and charged
in Albury were matched with fingerprints on the car used when Gary Heywood and Abina
Madill were murdered in Shepparton some years ago. I understand that the same person
was apprehended in Victoria not long after the murders were committed and was taken to
the police station as a suspect, but because the police had nothing on this person and
because they could not take fingerprints, that person was released.
As the honourable member for Balwyn said by inteIjection, he would now be fingerprinted
in Victoria ifhe had a shooter's licence. Perhaps that is why a shooter's fingerprints should
be taken in Victoria-perhaps the government thinks that will ensure the apprehension of
criminals!
On 8 September 1987 an article in the Ararat Advertiser reported the comments of Mr
Cam Cooper, a local gun enthusiast. Many of his comments should be noted by the
Committee. The article is headed, "Gun Enthusiast Calls for Tough Penalties". Mr Cooper
called for "tougher penalties not registration" and said:
... that of all pistols used in crimes since registration came into force almost two years ago, none were registered.

Mr Cooper also quoted two American cases and said:
In both Massachussets and Connecticut a mandatory twelve-month gaol term has been set for crimes involving
firearms-a sentence which must be served.
Since that was introduced, firearm crimes dropped by 90 per cent.
Registration offirearms does nothing more than create a lot of book work.

The Minister for Police and Emergency Services should heed those comments and
undertake similar investigations.
The Minister should examine the New Zealand system to ascertain whether it is
applicable to Victoria. I suggest the New Zealand system will work in this State. It should
be brought into operation throughout Australia. Perhaps the Minister should investigate
also the system operating in some American States. That type of investigation is important.
Mr Cooper also commented on the laws in Western Australia:
Western Australia has the toughest laws in registration yet, per capita, have the highest serious crime rate
involving guns.

And about Tasmania:
Tasmania on the other hand, has the most lax laws yet greater penalties with an automatic six-month gaol
term.
Not surprisingly it has the lowest rate of incidence per capita.

The Minister should consider those facts when investigating ways to deal with crime and
criminals rather than trying to register innocent people, especially country Victorians who
are most affected by gun laws.
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The Firearm Owners' Union of Victoria sent a submission to various honourable
members which stated, in part:
This legislation is designed to confuse, harass and disarm law-abiding citizens from owning, purchasing and
using firearms for legitimate purposes.
The proposed Bill is full of contradictions. People attempting to comply with one part of these new proposals
will in fact be contravening other sections of the principal Act which are already in force and which are not
repealed or amended by the government.

Together with the Liberal Party, the National Party has presented the strongest possible
case for withdrawing the Bill. The National Party will be moving major amendments to
the proposed legislation.
The Bill should be withdrawn; its provisions examined more thoroughly; and redrafted
before it is returned to Parliament. Let us attack the real criminals in the State and not the
thousands of innocent people who are legitimate gun owners in Victoria.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-The electorate of Sandringham has shown considerable
interest in the amendments to the Firearms Act. I remind the Committee of the promises
made by the Labor Party before the 1982 election about firearms. The government has
had five years in which to draft proper controls of firearms yet it has used the tragic and
sorry situation that occurred at Clifton Hill as a reason for introducing the Bill.

In July 1982, Ross Williams said in the Weekly Times:
Labor says in its official policy document: "Reform of the law relating to the possession and use of firearms is
a matter of priority for a Victorian Labor government."
According to party officials "a matter of priority" means that the first moves would be made during the spring
session following the election.

Those comments were made prior to the 1982 State election.
That is wonderful, great memories! I wonder whether the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services remembers those comments made by members of the Labor Party at
that time.
The Bill is a knee-jerk reaction to the tragic shootings at Clifton Hill and firearm owners,
legitimate honest people, are being used as the scapegoats.
I agree with the honourable member for Murray Valley who referred to the Sun of 12
August which reported the Minister for Police and Emergency Services as saying that the
massacre was an aberration, a one-off event, and that gun laws were irrelevant. Having
made that statement, how can the Minister now pursue this proposed legislation?
The Age of 11 August reported the Premier as saying:
No law enforcement system in the world could have prevented it.

The Sun of 12 August reported the Registrar of Firearms as saying:
Clifton Hill could not have been avoided with tougher gun laws.

So the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, the Premier and the Registrar of
Firearms have made similar statements, yet the Committee is debating proposed legislation
that will tighten the gun laws. I cannot understand the logic. Either the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services did not understand what he was saying then or does not understand
what he is saying now. Perhaps the Minister does not understand anything at all! The
Premier must be in a similar state of shock.
President Reagan in speaking of gun control after the attempted assassination of him by
John Hinkley said:
Most violent crimes are not committed by law-abiding citizens.

Yet the law-abiding citizens, the gun owners, are being used as the scapegoats.
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Why should those people be fingerprinted when the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services will not give police permission to fingerprint people suspected of major crimes?
It is lunacy.
I direct honourable members' attention to a letter reported in the Sun in 1982 which
stated:
It is an old communist ploy to plead firearm ignorance and eventually disarm the population so that the only
ones with arms are those in power and in two generations you will all be red.

That letter was signed "Not Fooled" Westmeadows. The honourable member for
Broadmeadows should watch out because in his electorate there could be conservatives
under the bed.
The reality is that the Attorney-General in another place has said that he would lock up
all the firearms in the State so that registered gun owners could collect them when they go
shooting. If honourable members think that is a joke, they should tell it to the Fijians, in
whose country firearms have been banned for many years. The military brought firearms
secretly into the country and honourable members know the result.
The Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) in a letter to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services dated 19 August 1987 states:
We are gravely concerned at the current trend of events and the rash of irresponsible statements in the media
by various people in regard to the above matters. In fact we are sick and tired of the sport-shooting community
and the gun laws being made the scapegoat ...

The report from the Firearms Consultative Committee stated that registration of firearms
did not prevent organised crime as indicated by the New Zealand example and examples
of other countries. If I were a criminal and wanted to commit a crime I would not use a
licensed gun. As the honourable member for Polwarth correctly said, I would file off the
serial number. Surely the Minister understands that! A criminal can obtain a gun in a bar,
an office or a factory.
A friend of mine who began work at a suburban newspaper as a cadet reporter found
that one of the first things that happened to him in the tea room of that newspaper was to
be offered a gun for $100. Licensing is not going to solve that problem.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services would agree that the person who
committed the Clifton Hill shootings was deranged and that no licensing system will cope
with people who suffer from mental instability. The government has allowed the licensing
system for guns to be ineffective. Many people have spoken to me and said that not only
do their shooters' licences frequently not come, but even when forwarded to them they are
not followed up. The licensing program for firearms has been almost destroyed because
the government has neglected it.
The government is using the tragedy that occurred at Clifton Hill to cover up its
mismanagement and to confuse the public into believing that the Bill will overcome many
homicides and criminal acts, but it is a subterfuge. The provisions in the Bill will not work
and the Minister knows it. He is perpetuating a massive hoax on the community. Licensed
shooters are honest people and should be treated better than criminals.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warmambool)-I do not have much time to speak in this debate
and it is a disgrace that the government has guillotined the Bill when its provisions will
have such a significant impact on the community, particularly on the people in the
electorate of Warm am booI that I represent.
Honourable members have had to abbreviate their comments in the debate. The
honourable member for Glen Waverley had considerable material to present to the
Committee, as did many other honourable members, but they were not allowed to make
a full contribution. Is Parliament a place where its members can present the views of the
people they represent? Is that what the Westminster system is about?
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The proposed legislation has created more interest, correspondence, telephone calls and
personal visits to my electorate office than any other issue since I have been a member of
Parliament and during that period Parliament has debated significant and controversial
legislation.
The government is gagging Opposition members from making a contribution on behalf
of their constituents. It is a disgrace that honourable members have not been given ample
opportunity of debating proposed legislation that has been described as a knee-jerk reaction.
Why are honourable members debating the Bill and what is it going to achieve in
relation to the tragic events at Clifton Hill? Many honourable members have already said,
and I believe the Minister also believes this to be true, that the proposed legislation that is
to be jackbooted through the Committee will do nothing to address the problems that
occurred at Clifton Hill or to avert any other disasters that the community may face in the
future. It is an absolute nonsense to believe that the proposed measure will work in the
community. Commonsense has not been applied to this proposed legislation. It is nonsense
to impose that sort of penalty on the rural community. The repository of firearms could
be situated 60 or 70 kilometres from the shooter's property.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The time allotted for the remaining stages of
the Bill has expired. The question is:
That clause I stand part of the Bill.

The question was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! To conclude the Committee stage of the Bill, the question
is:
That the remaining clauses be agreed to.

The question was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its remaining
stages.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
MODash U Diversity
The SPEAKER-I have to report that, this day, this House met with the Legislative
Council in the Legislative Assembly Chamber for the purpose of sitting and voting together
to choose three members of the Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment
to the Council of the Monash University, and that the Honourable James Vincent Chester
Guest, MLC, Dr Gerard Marshall Vaughan, MP, and Thomas William Wallace, Esquire,
MP, have been duly chosen to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the
Monash University.

150TH ANNIVERSARY SECRETARIAT
The SPEAKER announced the receipt from the Council of the following resolution
with which they desired the concurrence of the Legislative Assembly:
That the Government be condemned for its failure to accept the findings by the Ombudsman that an injustice
had been done to two complainants, former employees of Victoria's I 50th Anniversary Secretariat, and that such
injustice was not remedied by compensation in line with that now approved for Crown appointees whose
employment is terminated before the expiration of their agreed period of employment, and calls upon the
Government to make appropriate payments to the complainants as recommended by the Ombudsman.

It was ordered that the message be taken into consideration next day.
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The SPEAKER announced the receipt from the Council of the following resolution
with which they desired the concurrence of the Legislative Assembly:
That this House strongly condemns the Government for rejecting the Ombudsman's recommendation contained
in his report tabled in this House on 20 November 1986 that appropriate compensation be paid to remedy an
injustice to certain complainants following the acquisition of their farming properties for the purpose of building
the Blue Rock dam, and calls on the Government immediately to remedy such injustice.

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

TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL
The debate (adjourned from the previous day) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer)
for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-In considering the Taxation Acts Amendment Bill tonight I
shall examine the Budget strategy and social justice philosophy which in practical terms is
the implementation of Labor Party philosophy.
The Bill deals with three different taxes: payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax. I share
the concern of the honourable member for Doncaster who was gravely concerned because
these matters were not dealt with in three separate Bills; as a result they will not be given
their proper weight.
Although the government professes a social justice strategy it is actually preparing for
its safe return at the next election to be held at the end of 1988 or early in 1989. The three
taxes for which the Bill provides shows well the proposition that I am putting. In fact,
Simon Clarke, who is noted for his moderate comments in economics and who is certainly
not a right winger, had this to say about the government's policies being aimed at the
marginal voters:
With its sixth budget, the Cain Government has begun to woo the one group of people who most immediately
hold the Government's political future in their hands-financially-squeezed young parents in outer Melbourne
suburbs.

I am not sure how this fits in with the terms of the social justice strategy of the honourable
member for Werribee. I shall lead him through the Budget, and particularly the
implementation in the Bill and show him where the argument of the Labor Party is flawed.
The Budget has increased from $10·5 billion in the previous financial year to $11·2
billion this year, which was an increase of $900 million in real terms and a growth of 16·4
per cent.
At the other end of the equation, in terms of the Current Account, which the Treasurer
would understand, there is a massive Statewide deficit which has ballooned from $21·3
billion to $22·7 billion.
The Taxation Acts Amendment Bill is nothing more than a few little lollies in the bin to
try to attract support for the government from voters it hopes will return it to office at the
next election. If one looks at some of the statistics, one sees a ballooning Victorian debt.
This is the State of debt. Victoria is leading in that field and the Treasurer can take every
credit for that because he has presided over every Budget brought down by the Labor
government. Victoria is leading even Queensland-the Treasurer's favorite State.
Taxation cuts are being made up by blowing out the deficit, the consolidated debt, by
the sale of real assets of land and by a 1·5 per cent saving in the public sector. All of that is
very well and good.
A friend of mine had a number of bankcards-in fact, he had six. He paid off each
bankcard with another, in rotation, so that he transferred his debt from one credit agency
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to another. Our jolly Treasurer is in fact doing just this: he is transferring the debt, and the
inducements to people are made by increasing Victoria's total consolidated debt.
I refer to some areas of the debt. The government prides itself on its position and has
tried to achieve a triple A rating and has flirted with private industry. A spokesperson for
the Stock Exchange of Melbourne said that:
One would have hoped that the Victorian deficit would have been substantially reduced if not eliminated in
the current financial year.

There has been a range of minor concessions. The now famous education allowance of
$38·4 million is another inducement to parents-nobly put, graciously put, beautifully
put. It is hard to imagine a better bribe to the Victorian people because it goes to every
household and to every child under fifteen.
I suggest that with winter gas and electricity concessions, the government is planning a
master strategy for the election and getting itself ready to go. This is a cynical strategy.
I shall set the framework before addressing the three areas. The maintenance grant for
children in secondary and primary schools has increased over the past fifteen years by $32.
The new amount is $240. I have a long memory as a principal and throughout that time
the maintenance grant for students was $208. That was during the time of a Liberal
government, admittedly, but we have had five years of Labor government and there is the
social justice strategy plan. The government really cares about low-income families, it
claims, and yet after five years in government and remembering that there has not been
an increase for fifteen years, all it can do is add $32 to $208, which is one-seventh, or 14
percent.
If the government were really concerned about low-income eamers-children in technical
schools who make up a large bulk of those people-it would have doubled the maintenance
grant.
Having set the framework, I return to the Bill. The government has sold assets worth
more than $400 million. These are once-only sales. The Minister for Education wanted to
sell the ovals near the Parkdale High School as the government did not have any other
land. Those are the sorts of assets that the government has sold.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources would be aware of Ayre Street
State School at Doncaster, where sixteen blocks ofland were sold offat $75000 to $90 000
a block-a once-only topping up to help subsidise the three tax concessions in the Bill
before the House.
What are the major revenue earners for the government? They are payroll tax, which
provides $1·3 billion, closely followed by stamp duty, providing $1·1 billion. An analysis
of stamp duty sales reveals that $150 million was raised from marketable securities-a
more than 50 per cent increase over the 1985-86 figure and a sevenfold increase over the
1982-83 figure.
I have already referred to the expected level of public debt. Where is Victoria headin~?
Kenneth Davidson, in an article in the Age of 13 August 1987 naively said that Victona
leads ill growth restructuring. It does lead-in restructuring its debt! Victoria has the
highest debt of any State in Australia. Mr Davidson, who writes from time to time in the
Age, on economics-I think; I am not sure what his field is-certainly creates concern for
doubt in his articles, because he does not seem to understand the facts.
If one looks at the other incentives in the Budget, it is a budget for everybody. There is
a little bit here; a bit of cutting of registration fees; we are treating a few more inpatients
here; you have the promise ofa few more police-I wonder whether they actually hit the
beat; and so on. There is also the sale of assets worth $200 million, as described by Jennifer
Conley in an article in the Age of 13 August 1987.
I refer to the actual incentives and to land tax. I was around at my father's place two
nights ago. He is a part pensioner-not a full pensioner in the terms of the Federal Act.
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He has a small house in Mentone. He said to me, "What is this?" He waved his land tax
at me, and I said, "This is really strange". I said, "How much was last year's land tax?" I
looked at the two dockets and I saw there had been a 20 per cent increase.
I thought about my mother and father with their limited means being hit by land tax. I
wondered about the social justice strategy plan of this government, of how it tries to help
pensioners and other people in need. Indeed, I wondered why there should be a land tax,
because I believe one of the things Australians hold as sacrosanct is the private home-it
is inviolate. Why should the government have a land tax on small people, on pensioners,
on people who are not well off, people who-as the honourable member for Brighton
correctly said-do not have the capacity to pay?
If one looks at the government's social justice strategy, what is the government actually
doing? The public will not be hoodwinked by this, as I believe they know this is a massive
election drive. The public know that poor people who need help are not being helped
sufficiently.

Land tax is a tax on an asset that has already been taxed. People pay for homes out of
income that has already been taxed. So it is not only a tax on assets, it is a double tax. It is
a tax of double jeopardy.
I suggest that honourable members examine this Bill and see what the motives are
behind its provisions, and look for the social strategy plan.
I have been interested to hear the comments made from time to time by the honourable
member for Werribee about social justice. It would be interestin~ if he could tie up the
social justice program and the philosophy of the Labor Party WIth the Budget and the
people it affects. I challenge him to do so. I will respect him ifhe can convince me.
Land tax is an iniquitous tax. The government is dishonest and, like the Federal Labor
Government, wishes to retain office at all costs. That is what its Budget strategy is.
I turn to stamp duty. Stamp duty on land transfers escalates in accordance with the
amounts of the transactions. However, the scale of charges shows extraordinary
inconsistencies.
I notice that the Treasurer appears bemused. I shall direct his attention to some of those
inconsistencies. The effect of the new rates is that on a transfer value of $300 000, the
present duty of $14 250 will decrease to $14 200. On a transfer value of $400 ODD-and
the value of residential property represents a large sum-the present duty of $19 000 will
increase to $20 200. That does not appear to me to be a cut. In all logic, I believe that is an
increase. Yet the Treasurer has announced that the government has rearranged stamp
duty and introduced duty on a broad range. I have often said that the Treasurer has no
mathematical sense and this seems to be evidence of that fact.
The present stamp duty on $500 000 is $23 750 and that is to increase to $26 200. That
does not appear to me to be a cut. In fact, on close examination, it appears to be a hefty
increase.
I also note that a $1 million business-a reasonably small business by modem day
standards-presently attracts duty of $55 000. The proposed duty is the same-$55 000.
The government is helping the millionaires!
The government is not increasing the duty on a $1 million transaction but it is increasing
the duty on a $500 000 transaction by $2450. I am struggling to understand the logic of
that.
If the government wanted to introduce broad cuts in stamp duty, it should have examined
the whole range. What it has done is tinkered with it minimally. I suggest that the only
people who gain are those with land valued at less than $500 000. Even so, an anomaly
exists with the duty on $100 000.
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I am attempting to work out the philosophy of the government and the strategy behind
the Bill. The Bill certainly affects land costs and stamp duty. I notice a small cut In stamp
duty on mortgages. I applaud that move as I have on more than one occasion in my life
had a mortgage.
With regard to export incentives, I am curious why exports to South Africa have been
excluded. The government is happy to deal with Iran, Iraq, Chile, Afghanistan, Russia,
China and so on, but South Africa has been excluded from the magnificent incentive in
payroll tax reduction provided by the Bill. One could say that the countries I have
mentioned all have totalitarian dictatorships and the rights of individuals and citizens are
not considered. I have recently seen documentaries on Chile and the situation there is
very obvious.
The government is not even-handed and it does not think through the consequences of
its actions. The Treasurer is probably not strong on social philosophy. He should speak
more with the honourable member for Werribee. If the two of them had worked together,
an understandable Bill may have been presented to the House.
The honourable member for Bulleen exposed the lunacy behind the incentives for the
Victorian Education Foundation. I can just imagine small businesses rushing in droves to
take up those incentives. The massive amount of$5 million is to be shared around small
and big businesses alike. I wonder whether the government has yet heard from the Ford
Motor Co. of Australia Ltd or from Holden's Motor Co. I am sure they would be interested
in a piece of the action if they could save a little here and there.
I am not sure how far $5 million will go and how the government intends to spend it on
education. It will be interesting for the House to hear at some later sta$e how that money
is to be spent and whether it will bolster educational standards in VIctoria, lift teacher
recruitment levels and build capital works or offer scholarships.
The truth of the matter is that the Bill is window-dressing for the next election. I admit
that considerable savings will be made in payroll tax in the first instance as inducements
for business support but one cannot predict what will happen at a future time, especially
if the government is re-elected.
As a member of Parliament, I am concerned that Victoria should cut down its
consolidated debt. At the same time as the Treasurer is offering inducements and bribes
to voters, taxes and charges are increasing at a corresponding amount to pay for the tax
cuts proposed in the Bill. I defy the Treasurer to argue against that. Ifhe was doing his job,
he would be cutting down on the massive real debt of this State, which is the largest of any
State in Australia-even larger than Queensland.
Victoria cannot substantiate a further ballooning of this debt. Already it has lost its
triple A rating and is on the skids overseas. The Treasurer, like the Prime Minister, claims
that magnificant developments have taken place in this country. What really happened
was that the drought broke, Wall Street shares moved, and exports were maintained. The
Treasurer should be aware that Wall Street is now tottering.
I wonder what the Treasurer would say if investors pulled their money out from Victoria
because of a stock market crash overseas. If another drought comes-as it does cyclicallywill the Treasurer say that it is not his fault? I remind the Treasurer that he claimed the
breaking of the drought and the development on Wall Street as part of his success.
I suspect that the Treasurer is watching the stock market closely. Victoria should be
concerned about its future because the government is tinkering with the consolidated debt
and the Premier and the Treasurer who have carried on philosophically about economic
policies will have to carry the can eventually.
Victoria is the State of debt and has the highest taxes and charges.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr Stllling)-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders
for me to interrupt the business of the House has now arrived.
Session 1987-53
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On the motion of Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.

Mr LEA (Sandringham)-The Victorian public and the community have a right to see
a philosophical connection between the social justice strategies of the government and the
practical implementation of the Budget and its relationship to the finances of Victoria as
a whole.
We have a massive confidence trick, an election preparation and bribe, and a public
being confused by the government. The Bill selectively gives tax cuts.
I am pleased, as the honourable member for Brighton indicated that he was, in broad
terms for some relief in areas of tax. Tonight I wanted to indicate how shallow the
government's thinking is in its theory and practice on economics in this State.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-This Bill was covered thoroughly and professionally
last night by the honourable member for Brighton, who gave a good indication of where
the government has gone wrong.

One authoritative source not mentioned in detail so far in the debate is the Law Institute
of Victoria. That institute is not happy with the Bill and, a letter from that institute to the
Treasurer highlights a number of areas they consider to be suspect. The letter states:
The new irrational tax that hits the sales of business transfers where land is also sold, but does not impact on
the sales of businesses where no land is sold.

This is an area that the government has not tackled properly. The letter goes on to say:
The new tax on transfer of controlling interests in land owning corporations and unit trusts is:
(a) Unbelievably complex.
(b) Places extraordinary discretionary powers in the hands of the comptroller with no guidelines spelled out
and no rights of appeal to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal.

That is a most damning criticism. The letter continues:
(c) Reverses the normal role of the comptroller having to prove liability for tax. The taxpayer has the onus to
prove non-liability.

(cl) The charge provishns will seriously disadvantage innocent third parties and no provision is made to
protect them or give them any rights to protect themselves.
(e) The comptroller's office will be the necessary search point for all prudent purchasers from companies or
trusts which might be caught by this legislation, as the liability arises from a belief by the comptroller, not an
assessment, order of the court or a registered charge.

(f) This whole new division is draconian.
(g) The definition of 'associated persons' and 'related persons' are too broad so that substantial injustice can

occur.

Not only is the Law Institute critical of this Bill, but we have also heard the technical
faults outlined by the honourable member for Brighton. A constituent of mine, Frank
Ford, of Wheelers Hill, is Vice President of the Australian Small Business Association, an
organisation representing 8000 members in Australia and more than 2000 in Victoria.
Dr Coghill interjected.

Mr E. R. SMITH-It is all right for the honourable member for Werribee to inteIject
because he does not understand anything about business. He represents a party that does
not understand anything, least of all small business.
Socialist governments do not understand how small business works. This is one of the
points made by Mr Frank Ford. In his letter he states:
Some of these clauses are inexcusable, they are unjust, vindictive and deserve to be widely distributed
throughout the community where they would receive extensive if not total condemnation.
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It is all right for government members to laugh; they are prepared to see small businesses

go to the wall.
Mr Ford goes on to say:
The law-makers, the government, seem to believe there are two classes of societythe ordinary citizen
the business or employer class. Employers being the ultimate in low form of life that must be controlled,
regulated and generally treated as inherently evil. Punishment for this class should be swift, summary and harsh.
Under the ordinary citizen class there would be a sub-class of criminal who must have all rights under a just
legal system, with access to free legal advice. Nothing a person in this class could do would rival the degradation
of even being in the employer class.

Mr Ford concludes by saying:
Perhaps it may be well to reflect that one day the extent of regulation control and manipulation of the business
sector may have some consequences. By manipulation, I mean the eliminating of sub-contract arrangements and
encouraging enterprises to be controlled by those without a financial interest.

These are the views of one of the leaders in the small business area of the State. People are
desperately worried about their businesses. Small business is teetering and Mr Ford
represents that sector. There are 700000 small businesses in Australia, and they are the
biggest employers of people throughout the community, yet governments insist on
implementing more measures to stifle small business.
This Bill will create more paperwork for the employer and his limited staff. They will
have to fill out the complex mathematical formulae. Instead of the government supporting
small business and business in general, it is imposing more regulations and more paperwork
on businesses and they are sick of it. Mr Ford indicates in his letter that that is the feeling
of small business in the community.
In the Committee stage I shall mention some of the criticisms ofMr Ford regarding the
small business sector, and I shall highlight what the Law Institute of Victoria has had to
say about clause 46-self-incrimination. This is another denial of common law right.
I am trying to get the point across to the thick-headed government members the feelings
of the small business sector in this community. The feelings are backed up strongly not by
small business, me or some of my colleagues but also by the highest legal body of lawyers
in the State, the Law Institute of Victoria.
I give notice that the Liberal Party will criticise some of the provisions of the Bill during
the Committee stage.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-A number of issues have been raised. Firstly, a matter raised
by the Liberal Party related to the so-called constitutional convention and the fact that
different Acts have been joined in one particular Bill. In their contributions to date Liberal
Party members have spent considerable time criticising the government for breaking a
constitutional convention. The Liberal Party is better placed than any other party to talk
about breaking constitutional conventions because it trampled on constitutional
conventions resulting in a duly elected government being thrown out of office in Canberra.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Deal with the issues!
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the National Party has interjected to say that I should deal
with the issues in the Bill. Two particular issues were raised by the honourable member
for Brighton on constitutional conventions.
The first matter related to the fact that the revenue Bill has come before Parliament and
deals with a number of amendments to different taxation Acts. Presumably that is a cause
of concern for the honourable member for Brighton.
Secondly, the Opposition has pointed out that the Bill also includes a number of
different measures and, in particular, specific moves by the government to eliminate tax
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avoidance in Victoria. The honourable member for Brighton was concerned that the
government has joined measures that reduce taxation with measures that are designed to
eradicate tax avoidance in Victoria.
I turn now to what the Liberal Party did when it was in government. It did not worry
about the niceties; it introduced a number of Bills that joined measures, including reductions
in taxation with increases in taxation and measures to outlaw tax avoidance.
I direct the attention of the honourable member for Brighton to the Stamps (Further
Amendment) Bill 1981, which included an array of measures that dealt, firstly, with tax
concessions, and I admit that, and secondly, tax increases.
Mr Stockdale-Give us details!
Mr JOLLY-The Opposition wants details relating to that particular Bill: firstly, it
included provisions making deeds of gift no longer dutiable-that was a reduction in
taxation; secondly, it imposed credit card duty for the first time-entirely unrelated to
deeds of gift being no longer dutiable; and, thirdly, it closed the loophole whereby creditors
were unfairly obtaining exemptions if they also happened to be shareholders.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the Leader of the National Party
to cease interjecting from out of his place.
Mr JOLLY-The three cases I have referred to are: firstly, a reduction in duty; secondly,
an increase in duty; and, thirdly, a move to close off tax avoidance.
The major issue raised on this constitutional convention is that different measures have
been included in the one Bill. The very point that the honourable member for Brighton
was making was that the government is joining so-called unpopular measures with popular
measures. The government's approach, as indicated in the second-reading speech, is that
the Bill is the most si~nificant package of tax reduction measures ever introduced in this
place, and is linked WIth attempts to rid Victoria of tax avoidance.
That is, in no way, breakin~ a constitutional convention. When the Liberal Party was in
in Victoria, it Incorporated a number of different measures in one Bill,
Including measures that increased taxation, measures that reduced taxation, and measures
that led to reductions in tax avoidance. That situation is not new.

~overnment

The honourable member for Brighton raised two issues: one was the amendments being
made to a number of Acts and the second was that the Bill deals with a number of different
measures-some popular and some unpopular. Presumably, the unpopular measures
relate to the government's continued attempt to reduce tax avoidance in Victoria.
I shall deal with another specific comment made by honourable members in the debate
on taxation measures in Victoria. There is no doubt, as I indicated in my opening comments
in reply, that the Bill introduces substantial taxation relief.
The Leader of the National Party must be pleased that the payroll exemption level has
been increased from $250000 to $300000, a significant assistance to small businesses.
Obviously he is pleased with that provision.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton is wrong again but I am so used to
his being wrong that it does not matter any more. He has no credibility in these matters.
There has been a reduction in payroll tax at a significant cost to revenue. In particular,
small business will benefit. The Bill provides significant relief in land tax and stamp duty
has been rationalised.
Most taxpayers will pay lower rates of stamp duty on transfers as a result of the
introduction of measures introduced by the government. I reiterate that it was made clear
in the Budget Papers that most individual taxpayers will be subject to lower rates of duty.

Taxation Acts Amendment Bill

14 October 1987

ASSEMBLY

1573

The overall effect of the measure is that total taxation revenue as a percentage of nonfarm product will fall in 1987-88. It is significant that a number of honourable members
who participated in the debate indicated concern that the level of taxation in Victoria was
stifling economic activity in the State. When one examines the government's record, one
finds that Victoria is performing better in economic terms than other Australian States
because the government has selected taxation methods that have stimulated Victorian
economic activity.
The government shares the interest of the Leader of the National Party in developing
Melbourne as a financial centre. The government has done more than any other government
in Victoria's history in establishing the financial base of Melbourne.
That effort has borne fruit. The State has accounted for a large proportion of the total
employment growth in the financial services sector, which is a testimony of the stimulus
that has been given by the Victorian government to the financial markets in Victoria.
That stimulus is also generally acknowledged in the central business district of Melbourne.
One has only to look around Melbourne to see the number of cranes, which are a clear
indication of the level of building activity in Melbourne. Honourable members should be
pleased that Victoria is performing extremely well indeed.
I shall deal with the issue that has been the most sensitive issue in the debate, the fact
that the Cain government has a comprehensive and consistent approach to getting rid of
tax avoidance in the State. I must say that the Liberal Party has a very poor record in this
area.
During the debate the Liberal Party has raised several issues. One was the present
artificial practice where related transactions take place on the sale of property and the sale
of chattels. There was a situation where related companies were set up to purchase the
chattels and so avoid the land transfer stamp duty.
The honourable member for Brighton said that there should be an explicit decision that
chattels should be included in the value to be determined for stamp duty purposes. In
point of fact that decision was made in the last Parliament and honourable members who
were in the last Parliament will be aware that that was the case. The government is
concerned that the chattel splitting practice is increasing. It is the view of the government
that it should be outlawed.
The Leader of the National Party will be interested to know that Queensland has chattel
duty and if one buys a business in Queensland without associated land one pays a rate of
duty on the chattels.
Mr Stockdale-Is this to be a new tax?
Mr JOLLY-The government is not introducing a new tax. If the honourable member
for Brighton had listened, he would know that an explicit provision included chattels as
part of the basis for duty. That decision was made in the last Parliament. I realise that the
honourable member for Brighton was not in the last Parliament, but he did refer to the
late nineteenth century in his speech and I should have thought he would have checked
the record of the last Parliament also.
I shall comment on the statements made on the public trusts. The honourable member
for Brighton was concerned about the impact on the public trusts. The provisions do not
affect the public trusts in respect of tax avoidance.
There is also a claim by the honourable member for Brighton concerning the transfer of
shares by way of security to finance a particular venture. This will not be caught by the
provisions of the Bill as the individual or organisation involved does not get any beneficial
interest or entitlement so, really, that is not caught. That is clearly the advice I have on the
matter.
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In summary, the Bill is important because, as I said, it includes the most significant
range of taxation reducing measures that have ever been brought to the Parliament of
Victoria. It is certainly of benefit to individuals who receive the advanta~e of these tax
concessions. In economic terms it is extremely important because it WIll ensure that
Victoria continues to outstrip the nation on economic growth. The government has
introduced further steps to outlaw tax avoidance in the State, so honest taxpayers get a
better deal and there is greater justice in the taxation system in Victoria.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and it was ordered that it be committed later this day.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
That the proposals contained in clauses 6 and 7 in the Bill be referred to the Legal and Constitutional
Committee for inquiry, consideration and report with particular reference to the foUowing:
(a) Whether stamp duty is being avoided by way of artificial schemes at which the clauses are directed, and in
that event, to what extent the revenue is being depleted;
(b) What means are available to counter such artificial avoidance schemes without unduly interfering with the
nonnal and legitimate operation of commerce and industry; and
(c) The fonn of amendment to the Stamps Act 1958 recommended by the Committee.

The motion is related to the proposal of the Opposition, which I understand will be
supported by the National Party, to oppose clauses 6 and 7 of the Bill which deal with very
complex and far-reaching so-called anti-avoidance provisions.
I outlined in my second-reading speech the nature of the objections to these provisions
and I simply wish to elaborate by directing attention to the fact that the Treasurer has just
stated something that disagrees with points I put on advice and considered legal opinion
in the course of my second-reading speech.
The Treasurer stated that in one of the examples I gave of the impact of clause 7 I had
referred to a person taking a mortgage over shares in a corporation as security for a loan.
The Treasurer suggested that the person who took that interest gained no beneficial
entitlement or interest.
I made the point at the time that the very reason the Bill impacts in those circumstances
is that the person who takes the security does obtain a beneficial interest in the shares. Yet
again, the Treasurer has displayed an ignorance of the way in which the normal course of
business is conducted.
It again only highlights the fact that these very complex, vague and uncertain provisions
have scope far beyond the intentions of the Treasurer, and it is yet another case where at
the urging of the Stamp Duties Office the Treasurer's enthusiasm for attacking what he
sees as tax avoidance has run away with him and he has drafted quite draconian and
sweeping provisions which run counter to the whole basis of British law and which have
consequences that he does not intend.
Nothing could more clearly illustrate the need for a proper inquiry where all these
matters could be considered, including the views of the Stamp Duties Office and the
Treasurer as to the incidence and importance of tax avoidance, than that failure to
appreciate the full effect of the provisions that the Treasurer is sponsoring in the Bill.
For that reason the Liberal Party proposes that, whatever happens to the Bill, all parties
ought to agree that there should be an inquiry by the Legal and Constitutional Committee
at which all these matters can be canvassed. The intention is bona fide. It is to deal with
the issues raised by the Treasurer.
This is now the third consecutive year in which the three political parties represented in
Parliament have been brought into conflict over these broad issues. This is the third form
in which the Treasurer has proposed to grapple with what he sees and with what the Stamp
Duties Office obviously sees as a problem area.
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We are concerned that it should not continue on the basis of the Treasurer's proposed
measures. We are prepared to defeat the draconian and unintended consequences of those
provisions in the other place and, as a result, the Bill will not redress any problem that the
Treasurer wants to redress.
The only real way to clarify the position is for an inquiry of the sort proposed in the
motion to be conducted. I submit to the Treasurer that this is a matter that the government
should support, whatever befalls the clauses in the Bill, because it is in the government's
interest to have a proper inquiry at which all appropriate views can be expressed. The
government can have consultation with people that it has not had to date, people outside
the Stamp Duties Office, for example.
Correspondence of the Law Institute of Victoria has been sent to me.

Mr Jolly-Do you mean the property law institute?
Mr STOCKDALE-The property law section is part of the Law Institute of Victoria. It
represents the views of the lawyers actively engaged in this commercial activity. I
understand that the Leader of the National Party also has had that consultation and the
benefit of that correspondence in which very serious matters have been raised.
It is as much in the government's interest as it is in the interests of effectively tackling
any tax evasion or avoidance that is taking place for there to be an inquiry.

I put it to the Treasurer that the history of these provisions over the past three years is
such that he oUght to put the weight of the government behind this motion and there
ought to be a full, open public inquiry at which all interests can be represented and taken
into account.
On the motion ofMr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

COURTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill seeks to make a number of technical amendments, mainly to the County Court
Act. Most of these amendments arise from recommendations of the judges of the County
Court and are designed to assist in the smoother flow of business of the court. The
provisions which derive from suggestions of the County Court judges are found in clauses
3 (b), 4 and 5.
Clause 3 (a) is linked to the government's reforms in respect of liquor control. This
clause is designed to ensure that the judges presently employed full time as members of
the Liquor Control Commission may be appointed as judges of the County Court once
that commission ceases to function. The provision is designed to preserve the rights and
entitlements of the judges of the Liquor Control Commission.
Clause 3 (b) amends the current provisions of the County Court Act to enable the court
to deal better with civil actions which, on their face, are beyond the County Court's civil
jurisdiction. At present the County Court is forced to strike out summonses which may
have a relatively inadvertent mistake in the claim made. For example, a summons in a
breach of contract action may claim $100 000 when the limit of the jurisdiction is $50 000.
Often slips of this kind are merely clerical but at the moment the County Court has no
reserve discretion to continue the proceedings by amending them to bring them within
the jurisdiction. This often means that needless expense is caused to solicitors and clients
by having to start proceedings afresh.
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Clause 4 is designed to amend the Evidence Act to empower a County Court judge to
order the issue of a warrant of apprehension to compel the attendance of a witness who
has failed to answer a subpoena. At present the County Court lacks this power which is
able to be exercised only by the Supreme Court. The absence of this power means that
occasionally the court is frustrated in dealing speedily with a recalcitrant witness.
Clause 5 (l) reinstates the option of six-person juries in civil trials in the County Court
by amending the relevant provisions of the Juries Act. The reduction of the size of civil
juries to four persons was an unintended consequence of provisions contained in the
Supreme Court Act 1986, passed late last year. The amendment has been made at the
request of the Chief Judge of the County Court. To avoid doubt, clause 5 (1) also declares
that any verdicts of six-person juries in civil matters made early this year are effective. A
doubt has arisen because some juries were empanelled early in the year on a six-person
basis overlooking the amendments made by the Supreme Court Act.
Clause 6 relates to the planning appeals jurisdiction of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal and seeks to overcome doubts which have arisen as to the provisions in force
under the planning appeals legislation. The proclamation which conferred the new
jurisdiction on the Administrative Appeals Tribunal took effect on 1 September 1987 and
inadvertently included Schedule 4 in the proclamation. This provision renders ineffective
the proclamation of Schedule 4.
Clause 7 amends the Administrative Appeals Tribunal Act by extending the role of the
Registrar of the Administrative Appeals Tribunal to allow him to conduct preliminary
conferences, where directed by the president. This amendment has been sought by the
president of the tribunal, and the ability to use the registrar in this way will contribute
significantly, it is felt, to the speedy despatch of business at the tribunal.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 27.

ADJOURNMENT
Antang Pty Ltd-Extension of resin factory, Springvaie-"Streetwize" comic-Wangaratta
and Cobram police stations-Home Renovation Advisory Service-Sale of railway landOpposition requests for government expenditure
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I desire to raise a matter of some urgency with the
Minister for Labour, but noting that he is not in the House, I ask that the matter be raised
with the Premier and that it be treated with some urgency.
I have today been telephoned by a Mrs Nita Antoniou, a solicitor in the State of Victoria
and a partner in the firm of Antony Sdrinis & Co. She has been kind enough to give me a
copy of a letter she delivered by hand to the Minister for Labour, and has the reasonable
expectation of receiving an urgent and clear statement from him in Parliament tonight,
before the adjournment of the sitting, to clear her name, the name of her husband, the
name of their business associate and the company concerned.
The letter is dated 14 October 1987 and is addressed to the Minister for Labour. It reads:
Dear Minister,
I am deeply concerned to read in this morning's Financial Review and the Age statements alleged to have been
made by you in Parliament yesterday in relation to the activities of Mr Norm Gallagher and the Builders
Labourers Federation. Of particular concern is the statement attributed to you in the Financial Review that the
Melbourne Trust Company "Antang Pty. Ltd.", the directors of which are Mr Chris Ng and Mr Stylianos
Antoniou, is "not at arm's length from officers of the BLF'
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Mr Antoniou-currently overseas-is my husband and partner in this firm and he and Mr Ng, who is a
reputable and respected architect practising at 603 Elizabeth Street, Melbourne, as directors of Antang Pty Ltd,
in fact purchased the property known as 442-456 Swanston Street, Melbourne in February this year for the sum
of $1 500 000 through Real Estate Agents, George T. Collings Pty Ltd. I enclose for your attention copy extract
from page 3 of the Age newspaper, Tuesday, 24th February 1987 in relation to the said purchase. The soliciton
acting for the BLF in this matter were Messrs. Holding Redlich of 478 Albert Street, East Melbourne (Ref
LF:LB). Apart from the above purchase, which was a legitimate transaction, neither my husband nor Mr Ng are
in any way connected with Mr Norm Gallagher, the BLF or any of its members. If you require any further details
in relation to the purchase, you are welcome to inspect our file.
You will no doubt appreciate that the statements made by you implicating my husband, Mr Ng and Antana
Pty. Ltd. with the BLF are highly defamatory, extremely embarrassing, harmful and detrimental to my husband
and Mr Ng personally and I fear will have severe repercussions in the running of their respective practices.
Your statements in Parliament were totally inaccurate, careless and grossly negligent and I ask that you forward
an apology in writing and that you give a full explanation and exoneration to Parliament this day.
I have made several telephone calls to your offices this morning but regret that my calls have not been returned.
I await your reply as a matter of urgency.
Yours sincerely,
Nita Antoniou

This woman and her husband and Mr Ng have nothing to do with the Builders Laboure~
Federation. The company concerned is a legitimate purchaser of the property in a ~~olic
sense and has had no connection with any dealings of the BLF.
The Minister for Labour ought to have the courage to come into the House, exonerate
the people concerned and make it clear that their reputations should never have been
brought into question in his second-reading speech yesterday.
The Minister's action and his failure to take action in the House during the course of
the day are at best cowardice and a disgrace to him and to the office he holds. He should
know that if he makes a mistake he ought to have the courage to come back into this
House and correct the situation. He has not done so, and hour after hour has elapsed.
Innocent purchasers of a propery who are in no way associated with the BLF have been
blackguarded by the Minister in this House, and the Minister has not even had the courage
to return to the House to correct the situation. I ask that he do so.

Mr'MICALLEF (Springvale)-I raise with the Minister for the Arts a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Planning and Environment. It concerns a $10 million extension
to a resin factory in Centre Road, Springvale. It is located at less than arm's length from
dwellings in the area.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MICALLEF-I realise that the Liberal Party is insensitive to these sorts of issues
and the concern expressed by residents. The factory is located less than 25 metres from
the nearest residential dwellings.
The location is obviously a result of inept and bad planning in the past. The site is
totally unsuitable for further development, yet a $10 million development is planned.
A council permit was granted in December 1986, which went unnoticed by local residents.
It was discovered when a local resident, Mr Wayne Jones, sought to use part of the vacant
land for agistment purposes. He discovered that the planning permit had been granted for
the development of a chemical factory. Mr Jones made further inquiries and raised the
issue with other residents. That resulted in the establishment of a residents' committee
that sought further information.
The company concerned was seeking an Environment Protection Authority permit, and
the residents were concerned about storage and transportation of chemicals, including
toxic chemicals.
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The community group had 21 days in which to appeal against the granting of the permit.
Mr Wayne Jones made further inquiries of Health Department Victoria and the Country
Fire Authority but had difficulty in obtaining information.
The residents are concerned about the secrecy of the planning procedures and the
proximity of the proposed development to community facilities, such as Whiteside Primary
School which is less than 500 metres away. I suppose that could also be considered as
being at arm's length from the factory.
Local residents recall that a fire at the existing plant caused dangerous chemicals to
explode and to be emitted into the environment.
The residents are not pleased with the council for issuing the permit. The council said
that it has no power to oppose the permit because the area was zoned for general industrial
use.
On Wednesday, 7 October, which was a Parliamentary sittin~ day, a public meeting was
held. The residents received a report from an industrial hygienIst, Mr Michael Beale, who
was appointed by the resident's group. He raised the following concerns: emissions from
the fume incinerator, emissions from the work environment and emissions as a result of
accidents such as spills associated with bulk delivery of chemicals or with a breakdown in
the incinerator plant.
Toxic chemicals are associated with the plant and the residents are concerned about the
environmental impact of those chemicals on their well-being. I ask the Minister to request
an environment impact statement on behalf of the residents.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister
for the Arts-in the absence of the Minister for Transport-and ask him to convey my
concern to the Minister for Health in the other place. On previous occasions, I have
referred to the suitability or otherwise of documents provided to young people. I have
referred to documentation provided by the Fitzroy Legal Service transmitted through
youth groups in the Mornington Peninsula area. Tonight I refer to the document, Streetwize,
which is comic-type advice for young people. The magazine is produced by Youth Rights
Comics, which is a publishing project of the Redfern Legal Centre in conjunction with the
Marrickville Le~al Centre and the Legal Services Commission of New South Wales. The
distributor in VIctoria is situated at 14-16 Gertrude Street, Fitzroy, which is the address
of the Fitzroy Legal Service.
I have no objection to the issues that are raised in the comics. However, I object to the
way which the issues are dealt with. The comics attack the rights of parents and encourage
children to break away from their parents and rebel against authority. Streetwize is priced
at $1.95 and the issue I have contains, among other things, a story ofa young Vietnamese
gentleman who leaves home. The story contains advice of how to obtain unemployment
benefits. In the story, the Vietnamese gentleman leaves home to become a snooker
champion and a hero. That is misleading.
The magazine also refers to other problems. Streetwize is made available in the
Mornington Peninsula area through the Frankston Community Health Centre and it was
the subject of complaint from mothers at a recent meeting.
One of the stories in the comic refers to incest and how a young lass attending sex classes
at school realised that she had been interfered with by her father and how she went through
the process of reporting it to the police. That issue should be presented to young people,
but I object to the way it is presented in the comic. It is a serious issue and it should not
be put in comic form. The people reading the comic will have great difficulty in
understanding the legal ramifications involved.
I should prefer that these issues be raised with young people in a better form than that
contained in these documents. I do not believe such documents should be available
through a community health centre.
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It would be more appropriate if the documents were made available through a legal
service where young people might seek information if they had specific problems. Young
people might be directed to a legal service by a health worker or other members of the
community. I shall provide these documents to the Minister and I request that he take
action.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and ask that he take action to ensure that the capital works
program of the Ministry for Police and Emergency Services will continue at two police
stations in the Murray Valley electorate.
On his recent visit to the City ofWangaratta the Minister became aware of the dreadful
state of the police station at Faithful Street, Wangaratta. The police operate from a
building that also houses the Wangaratta courthouse. Recently more than $1 million was
spent on renovating the 50-year-old court complex, which provides an excellent service to
north-eastern Victoria.
The other part of the building houses more than 50 officers in a 24-hour police station,
but it is in a deplorable state of disrepair. That fact has been acknowledged by the Minister
and some funds have been spent on minor maintenance, including the installation of airconditioning, some renovation and internal painting.
It is clear that a new 24-hour police station should be built. It has been agreed that
Crown land known as Batchelor's Green should be the site for that police station; plans
have already been developed for that site.

The residents of the City ofWangaratta were disappointed that no funds were allocated
in the Budget for the construction of the Wangaratta police station. I seek information
from the Minister about the plans for the police station and also about funds which should
be provided to the Cobram police station. The Minister is aware that the Cobram police
station has been included in the capital works program, and plans for that project were
produced and developed. In correspondence to me the Minister stated that funding would
be provided and that works would commence in the 1987-88 financial year. The new
police station was to be built over two years.
I seek from the Minister information about the capital works program for police stations
in the Murray Valley electorate and request details about what funds will be provided, and
when, for the new complex at Wangaratta and for the new police station at Cobram.
The existing Wangaratta and Cobram police stations have provided excellent service to
the City of Wangaratta and the Shire of Cobram. What action is the Minister taking to
ensure that funding will be provided this financial year so that these important areas of
the Murray Valley electorate will have appropriate facilities for the Police Force?
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Housing, but in his absence, I direct it to the attention of the Minister for the Arts. I refer
to the specific case ofMr Blankly of Little Dodds Street, Ballarat, and the Home Renovation
Advisory Service.
This excellent service provides comfort to many aged people in Victoria and arranges
loans for people to renovate houses that are in a state of disrepair. A number of people
living in the Ballarat South electorate have taken advantage of the service.
In the case of Mr Blankly it seems there might be some impediment to his application
because his home is regarded as being in too good a condition.
As Mr Blankly is now becoming aged-as he put it to me-and because, in his view as
a professional painter, the house is not in the best possible condition, he is concerned
about its future. He is concerned that if something happens to him, his wife's ability to
remain in the house might be impeded.
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I ask the Minister to examine the project to ascertain whether it is possible to widen the
terms of reference under which it operates. Inspections of the house revealed that $2000
worth of painting was needed to bring the house up to standard and that approximately
$750 needed to be spent on repairs to the spouting and guttering generally around the
house.
A significant amount of money is required to bring the house up to a standard regarded
by the inspector, in this instance, as reflecting its real value. It appears that the inspection
report was taken back to the office, but a subsequent decision was made that the house
was in too good a condition.
As I said, this excellent scheme has provided enormous comfort to a number of people.
I hope it may be possible for the Minister to examine the possibility of widening the terms
of reference to take into account the age of the occupiers of the house and their ability to
maintain it over a period. As Mr Blankly pointed out, he is in his early 70s and he is
concerned about the way in which the house might deteriorate over the next few years.
I ask the Minister for the Arts to direct the attention of the Minister for Housing to the
problem in the hope that the terms of reference can cover this problem and improve what
is already an excellent scheme.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for the
Arts to pass on to the Minister for Transport. I regret to say that the matter has been raised
in this House on many occasions during the past few months. I refer to the sale of V/Line
land that is subject to leases.
In the electorate I represent a number of businesses are established on V/Line land and
are subject to leases. Those businesses are under threat as a result of the government's
current policy which orders the sale of surplus land by public auction or by tender. The
government's policy is heartless and rigid, and ignores the rights of tenants, small
businessmen and the interests of medium-sized businesses, which are some of the largest
employers in Bendigo. Throughout the debate, the Opposition has been concerned about
the sale of land policy of the government. The Opposition has suggested that tenants
should be given the first right of refusal with the price determined by the Valuer-General.
I have raised previously in this House the problems faced by a number of people and
businesses that will be affected in the electorate ofBendigo East. I have raised the sad saga
of the Bendigo Model Railroaders whose clubhouse is under threat; the Rochester Nursery
and Florist operated by Ken Brooks; the Bendigo Recycling Centre operated by one
Graeme Adamson; and the Rochester Motor Cycle Centre operated by Ron Murphy. All
of those businesses are under threat because of the policy adopted by the government.
The latest controversy brought to my attention in recent weeks is that involving the
Northern Seed Supply in Bendigo, which is run by Ray Vincent, a small businessman who
has ploughed everything into his business. He has a long-term lease on Crown land, which
the government now intends to sell over his head. Like all the others whom I have
mentioned, Ray Vincent has been given every indication that his rights would be protected
by the government-this heartless government, which does not care a hoot about small
businessmen or about jobs in the State.
Many of these tenants of railway land owned by the government do not have the
financial resources to bid at auction on short notice. They do not have the opportunity of
competing with big monopolies or large agencies that wish to threaten their businesses.
Honourable members will be surprised to learn that in the next few months, if the
government does not change its policy, some very large businesses and employers will go
public. At present they are scared of reprisals because they are negotiating privately. The
government will reap a bitter harvest unless its policy is reviewed by the Minister for
Transport. Again I urge the Minister to undertake this review as a matter of urgency.
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Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-The matter I raise with the Minister for Education concerns
the method that he adopts to advise the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet about
submissions that the Minister receives and approvals that he gives to those proposals that
emanate from the Opposition benches.
Last Thursday the House witnessed the spectacle of the Parliamentary Secretary of the
Cabinet reading a list of names of honourable members who have requested the government
to fund proposals in the electorates they represent. I was one of the honourable members
who was named as having suggested that the government ought to spend some money in
the electorate of Syndal. Through the Freedom of Information Act, I was able to obtain a
list of the requests that have been made and my request amounted to $4000. I shall now
indicate what the request for $4000 was for.
I hope the Minister for Education will advise the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet
that the Minister supported the proposal I submitted to him. The request for the $4000
originated with the Turana Youth Training Centre and was to fund a driver training
campaign. In its midst, the centre has most of the young people who commit driving
offences. For three years the training centre has tried to obtain funding to enable this
education program to go ahead. To his credit, the Minister accepted the challenge and
provided the relevant information to the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet.
The honourable member for Werribee read out a list of names of honourable members
who were supporting community projects-even the honourable member for Frankston
South received a mention!
They are all there, chapter and verse-people who try to pursue some specific request
in the community's interest.
I give full credit to the Minister for Education, who funded the project for $4000. A
mechanism should be put in place for those Ministers who accept the request to provide
the same information to the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet so that at some stage
the requests accepted by the Government are struck off the list.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker the honourable members for
Wantirna and Thomastown have infringed Standing Order No. 46 by reading a newspaper
in the House and I ask you, Mr Speaker, to rule on that Standing Order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am asked to rule on a point of order raised by the honourable
member for Malvern. I uphold the point of order. Standing Order No. 46 prescribes that
the reading of newspapers by honourable members, unless being used in the course of the
debate, is out of order.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr LEIGH-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask the honourable member
for Springvale to withdraw a comment that he made. The honourable member accused
me of being a wimp. I find that remark objectionable, particularly when it comes from a
person like the honourable member for Springvale.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Malvern advises the Chair that
he finds the expression unparliamentary and offensive to him. I ask the honourable
member for Springvale to withdraw that remark.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-I withdraw, and I think the honourable member stands
as accused.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The honourable member for Berwick raised
with me, for the attention of the Minister for Labour, a letter that he received from Antony
Sdrinis and Co. I shall comply with the honourable member's request and draw the letter
to the attention of the Minister.
The honourable member for Springvale raised for the attention of the Minister for
Planning and Environment in another place the matter of a factory development in his
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electorate which he believes poses problems arising from the storage of toxic chemicals.
The honourable member believes further that an environment impact statement on the
project is needed, and I shall pass on the letter to the Minister.
The honourable member for Frankston South drew to the attention of the House copies
of a publication called Streetwize, which he believes is in poor taste, and I shall draw that
material, which the honourable member has left with me, to the attention of the Minister
for Health.
The honourable member for Ballarat South raised for the attention of the Minister for
Housing a matter concerning the Home Renovation Advisory Service and believes that
wider terms of reference are required for that service. I have no doubt that the Minister
will look sympathetically on what has been said to him in the House when I direct that
matter to his attention.
The Minister for Transport had raised with him by the honourable member for Bendigo
East a number of concerns regarding the sale of VjLine land. I understand in one instance
a tenant has tenure for a 39-year period, which rather vitiated the case put by the honourable
member, but nevertheless, I shall raise that matter with the Minister for Transport.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised with me building projects at Cobram
and Wangaratta police stations.
I am delighted to inform the honourable member that I expect that construction of the
Cobra m police station will commence during the course of the current financial year. It is
estimated that the total cost of that police station will be $600 000, of which $150 000 will
be expended in the current financial year and the balance, which will bring it to completion,
will be expended next year.
The Wangaratta police station is a much lar.ser scale project than that at Cobram,
representing an estimated cost of approximately $9 million. The honourable member will
appreciate that in the current financial climate that is a matter which will require careful
scrutiny and consideration indeed. Nevertheless, the Wangaratta police station
development project has the highest priority of work proposed in rural areas.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Eduction)-It is a mystery to me what action the honourable
member for Syndal wants me to take in the administration of education regarding the
matter he raised. It is true that he did raise with me the need for driver education at
Turana Youth Training Centre and that was a matter to which we responded in our
normal sympathetic and caring way.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.12 a.m. (Thursday).

Joint Sitting of the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly
Wednesday, 14 October 1987
Monash University
Ajoint sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly was held this day
in the Legislative Assembly Chamber to elect three members to be recommended for
appointment to the Council of the Monash University to fill three vacancies for a fouryear term.
Honourable members of both Houses assembled at 6.4 p.m.
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The Clerk-Before proceeding with the business of this joint sitting it will be necessary
to appoint a President of the joint sitting.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the Honourable Roderick Alexander Mackenzie, MLC, President of the Legislative Council, be appointed
President of this joint sitting.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I second the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie)-I thank honourable members for
conferring on me the honour of presiding over these proceedings this evening.
I direct the attention of honourable members to the extracts from the Monash University
Act 1958 (No. 6184) which have been circulated. It will be noted that the Act requires that
the joint sitting be conducted in accordance with rules adopted for the purpose by members
present at the sitting. The first procedure, therefore, will be the adoption of rules.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Mr President, I
desire to submit rules of procedure, which are in the hands of honourable members, and I
accordingly move:
That these rules be the rules of procedure for this joint sitting.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I second the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDENT-The rules having been adopted, I am now prepared to receive
proposals from honourable members with regard to the three members to be recommended
to the Council of the Monash University.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I propose:
That the Honourable James Vincent Chester Guest, MLC, Gerard Marshall Vaughan, Esquire, MP, and
Thomas William Wallace, Esquire, MP, be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Monash
University.

They are willing to be recommended for appointment if chosen.
Mr. BROWN (Gippsland West)--I second the proposal.
The PRESIDENT-Are there any further proposals?
As there are only three members proposed, I declare that the Honourable James Vincent
Chester Guest, MLC, Gerard Marshall Vaughan, Esquire, MP, and Thomas William
Wallace, Esquire, MP, have been chosen to be recommended for appointment to the
Council of the Monash University.
I now declare the joint sitting closed.

The proceedings terminated at 6.8 p.m.

