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Wednesday, 11 November 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 permission for the ABC
television unit, on its behalf and on behalf of other channels, to film question time today.
The camera is operated under the usual guidelines and conditions.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

FOREIGN CURRENCY LOANS
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I direct a question without notice to the Treasurer: is it
a fact that, despite warnings last year by the Auditor-General against unhedged borrowings,
the Department of Management and Budget encouraged authorities to borrow in foreign
currencies, and that the Treasurer personally authorised and guaranteed the loans concerned
but that his department has still not finalised proper guidelines for hedging of foreign
currency loans?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I am delighted that the honourable member for Brighton has
asked this question. It was, I must say, totally unexpected!
In respect of the overseas loan position, the honourable member for Brighton will be
very pleased to note that overseas borrowings by the State were initiated by the Liberal
Party.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JOLLy-It is a fact of life. Members of the Opposition will love this! When one
considers the Port of Melbourne Authority, in particular, one finds that the former Liberal
Party regime entered into relatively high-Interest rate loans in order to finance the World
Trade Centre.
Secondly, it is interesting to note-I think it occurred two days before the 1982 State
election-that the then Minister of Transport entered into an overseas loan on behalf of
the Liberal government in this State. That was just two days before the 1982 State election!
The other thin~ that should be made clear in relation to this particular issue is that the
government of VIctoria has been involved in active exchange rate management--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JOLLY-Members of the Opposition laugh, but they will not laugh when they
analyse the picture I am about to present. There is a need for considerable time to explain
the position.
First of all, I indicate that since about mid-1984 government authorities that have been
involved in overseas borrowings have had the exchange rate position completely covered,
primarily by swap currency arrangements.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition says it is ridiculous. His contribution has
been in respect of Dave and Mabel; it has not been much else in the business area, so he
should listen rather than say it is ridiculous.
Mr Kennett interjected.
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Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition says he never lost money. I shall come to
that particular issue as well, because it is time honourable members opposite were
enlightened as to the true position in respect of that matter.

As I have stated, the exchange rate was covered, primarily by swap currency
arrangements. It is important to explain to honourable members opposite what that
means. Essentially, it means that when one borrows overseas, initially the loan is expressed
in foreign currency and then it is converted to Australian dollar liability-it is a two-step
transaction.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton-who is known as "Flipper" around
the traps because he changes from one day to the next-should listen as well. The facts are
that in respect of swap currency arrangements, the government is in a position where it
receives the advantages of lower interest rates without exchange rate risk. That is the
method which has been used primarily since about the middle of 1984. That was well
before the Liberal Party even thought about the issue, and obviously it was well before the
Auditor-General initiated his inquiry.

I have said that the government has been involved in active management of foreign
borrowing, and it is also important to recognise that the performance of Victorian
government authorities has been better than that of their interstate counterparts. The
Victorian government has been successful in reducing foreign exchange exposure. If one
examines the position from June 1986, one finds that at that point Victoria's foreign
exchange exposure stood at 5·7 per cent of total debt. By June 1987, the figure was 4·2 per
cent.
Victoria has the best record of any Australian State. Honourable members opposite
would be interested to know that in the case of the only conservative government in
Australia, foreign exchange exposure in Queensland in June 1986 stood at 15·3 per cent
compared with 5·7 per cent in Victoria. Clearly that is an outstanding Victorian record
compared with the conservative Queensland government.
With respect to the so-called losses that have occurred, I have already said that from
mid-1984-the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should listen-our foreign borrowings
have been mainly through the vehicle of swap currency arrangements, which has ensured
that we have lower borrowing costs and no exchange rate risk. I should also point out that
when one compares the position of domestic borrowings with overseas borrowings one
must take into account two different aspects: firstly, the movement in exchange rates; and,
secondly, the interest rate differential between the domestic loan and the foreign loan.
As the Auditor-General recognises, offsets have to be taken into account and it cannot
be denied by anyone that the interest rates on overseas loans were lower than those
prevailing domestically at the time of taking out those loans.
When one takes that position into account one finds that the offsets in respect of interest
rate benefits for the State's statutory authorities are in the order of $500 million. More
importantly, as the Auditor-General once again said, in order to assess whether one has a
loss or a benefit compared with a domestic borrowing, one needs to examine the total
position over the life of the loan. When one does so, one finds, on the assumption that
there is no further depreciation of the Australian dollar, that, comparing domestic loans
with overseas loans, we are better off.
I make two points in summary. We have had effective exchange rate management which
has been recognised by authorities, such as the survey in the Business Review Weekly.
When one examines the total position, one realises that the cost to Victoria of borrowing
overseas-on the assumption of no further depreciation of the Australian dollar-is such
that we are better offwith overseas borrowings than domestic borrowings.
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TRADING HOURS
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Does the Premier stand by his statement of 8 October
1981 that extended shop trading hours would result in many small businesses going to the
wall, sacrificed to the greed of the supermarket chains? In light of that statement, how does
the Premier justify the actions being taken by his government to extend shop trading hours
into Saturday afternoon?
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot allow the question as the matter to which it refers is
still before the House. If the honourable member for Murray Valley wishes to rephrase the
question, I shall allow him to do so. The honourable member cannot anticipate debate.

Mr JASPER-I shall refer to the first part of my question: does the Premier stand by
his statement of 8 October 1981 that extended shop trading hours would result in many
small businesses going to the wall, sacrificed to the greed of supermarket chains?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Murray Valley may not think the
world has changed since 1981, but I believe it has. Life in this State has changed because
it has been governed during the past five years by the best government it has had. That,
above all else, has changed the world!
Prior to the 1982 State election, I made clear the government's stand with respect to
shop trading hours. I made that clear again prior to the 1985 election. The essential
ingredients of the requirements laid down in 1985 have been satisfied. The government is
responding to the wishes of the majority of people in this State.
The people the honourable member for Murray Valley represents can make a choice
about whether they wish to have extended shop trading hours. They are given that
opportunity, and I expect that they will make their views known to the appropriate council
and will make applications accordingly.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, the Minister responsible for shop
trading hours, has indicated that the government will make the customary arrangements
for the extension of shop trading hours across the State-in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas-on the three Saturdays in December, leading up to Christmas. I
expect that the people of Murray Valley and those in other electorates will regard that as
according with their wishes. As for the future, individual country municipalities can make
their own decisions on extending shop trading hours and can make those decisions known
to their local councils.
The government's response to this issue reflects the attitude it has displayed towards
social issues over the past two and a half years. The Leader of the Opposition IS chuckling,
but the government has made decisions that are backed by its membership and by
Victorians across the State. The government has tackled the hard social issues that the
Liberal Party was afraid to tackle when it was in government. Members of the Opposition
still shiver in their shoes about those issues.
I have no hesitation in naming the hard social issues the government has tackled:
prostitution, shop trading hours, liquor trading and tobacco. When in government, the
Liberal Party ran away from those issues. Members of the Opposition are concerned only
to curry favour for the moment. They have no perception about social values; they have
no perception of how issues affect people in the long term.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Premier may be
an expert on prostitution, but that has nothing to do with the question that was asked.
The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The government has tackled shop trading hours and has got
results. When the Liberal Party was in government it ran away from the social issues year
after year. Members of the Opposition are a heap of squibs; they are never prepared to
tackle the hard issues, and they will be the same if they ever return to government.
Session 1987-74
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NATIONAL PARKS IN EAST GIPPSLAND
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Will the Premier advise the House of the impact on the National
Estate of today's decision by the government to establish new national parks in east
Gippsland?

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Monbulk has had a deep interest in
this matter for some time. Earlier today I announced steps to protect the world-class
forests and coastline in east Gippsland. The steps represent measures that will protect
some of the State's most important assets and they are the result of work carried out over
a long period. I welcome them.
However, I shall clarify some matters concerning the new parks. They will include areas
of national and international significance and they represent about 70 per cent of what has
been characterised as interim National Estate. To avoid any confusion about these parksthere will be an attempt by some to confuse the matter-the remainder of the area will be
logged provided flora and fauna surveys are carried out and logging practices meet the
draft code of forest practice.
The main purpose of the register of the National Estate is to provide a mechanism for
alerting the Commonwealth to the aesthetic, historic, scientific, or social significance of an
area. In contrast with national parks, listing on that register will not necessarily mean that
productive activities should be excluded. I shall clarify that point because some will try to
confuse the two listings. The Prime Minister clarified those points at a national level prior
to the last election.
The Leader of the Opposition scoffs. I wish he and his party took this issue seriously.
The National Estate means a lot to those Victorians who are concerned about and have
regard for the great areas of national beauty in Victoria.
Because listing on the register takes no account ofland-use considerations, listing cannot
be used as a basis ofland-use decision making in the same manner as are recommendations
of the Land Conservation Council. I pay tribute to the LCC process and affirm the
government's support for the process that was established by the previous Liberal
government. The LCC process is unique-I do not use that word lightly. It is a fine means
for determining the appropriate use for public land and a method that should be applauded.
Any area that is not included in the proposed national parks will have its environmental
value fully protected. By that I mean that no logging will take place in rainforests, areas of
high flora and fauna value, alongside streams or on steep slopes; wildlife corridors and
habitat trees will be maintained; logged areas will be regenerated with local species and
varieties; and logging plans will allow for the maintenance of a natural mosaic of aged
classes of trees. I have detailed those points because I heard catcalls from members of the
Opposition.
The flora and fauna guarantee, the draft code of logging practice, and bans on logging in
rainforests are further measures of demonstratin~ the environmental sensitivity of timber
harvesting in this State. The Commonwealth Will recognise the soundness of Victoria's
national park decision and of its forests management policies, and it will accept them as
being so and will not conduct an inquiry as has been mentioned.
I welcome today's announcement as, I believe, will also people across the State.

AUDITOR-GENERAL'S REPORT ON FOREIGN EXCHANGE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Will the Treasurer request the AuditorGeneral to update his special report on foreign exchange which was released yesterday, as
a matter of urgency,· to establish how much money has been lost on foreign exchange
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markets and share markets by the Victorian government and its authorities since 1 July
1987 until 30 November 1987? If not, why not?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-No wonder the honourable member for Burwood is the Leader
of the Opposition! I am amazed that he does not analyse his own ratings. With his erratic
behaviour and the irresponsible statements he makes he will be the Leader of the Opposition
for some time-so long as he does not go on a holiday!
In respect of the share market issue, I have indicated that the Accident Compensation
Commission is a statutory authority significantly involved in the purchase of equities.
Decisions have been made in that area by leading fund managers in Australia. The only
way the financial performance of the authority and its investments can be analysed is to
apply that test from the beginning of the date of its operations.
It is absurd to look at the performance of an organisation over a very short period, as
has been suggested by the Leader of the Opposition. When the performance of the Accident
Compensation Commission is examined since it has had the opportunity of making
investments, it is a fact oflife--

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
Treasurer is now debating the issue. The question was quite specific as to whether the
Treasurer would request the Auditor-General, in the public interest, to update his special
report on foreign exchange tabled yesterday, to take into account the trading period from
1 July 1987 until the end of November 1987. If the Treasurer will not answer the question
I suggest you sit him down, because he is now debating the issue.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. I do not believe the
Treasurer is debating the issue. As honourable members are aware, a Minister may answer
a question in a manner that he regards appropriate.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Thank you, Mr Speaker. I was explaining why it is not
necessary for such a report to be prepared and why it is necessary to look at the financial
performance over a long period.
For the edification of the Leader of the Opposition, when that is done it is found that
the investment performance of the Accident Compensation Commission shows that it has
earned a rate of return of 28 per cent per annum as compared with only 16 per cent per
annum ifit had not entered the equity market.
Once again, the Leader of the Opposition is totally confused. He is running the area of
share market transactions into the area of foreign borrowings. They are two entirely
different things.
It is not appropriate to request an update of the report tabled yesterday in respect of
share market transactions because the Auditor-General's special report on foreign exchange
had nothing to do with share market transactions. I also point out-and the Leader of the
Opposition should listen to this-that because the government is involved in swap currency
arrangements the position has continued to improve since the Auditor-General prepared
his report.

Even if it is assumed that there will be no further appreciation of the Australian dollar
it will be found that the government's overseas borrowings produce a lower borrowing
cost than if the government had entered into domestic loans. That is especially true when
the interest rate differential for the balance of the loan program is taken into account.
The honourable member for Brighton, who has no idea about these matters, should be
briefed on this matter. If the honourable member would like to be briefed on this matter I
shall certainly ensure that the relevant officers of the Department of Management and
Budget will be available to brief him so that he can understand the position.
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ETHNIC COMMUNITIES COUNCIL OF VICTORIA
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-Will the Minister for Ethnic Affairs inform the
House why the Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria has withdrawn from the Language
Services Policy Task Force? Will the Minister give an assurance that ethnic communities
and professional organisations representing interpreters and translators will be adequately
consulted prior to the tabling of the report of the task force?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-I thank the honourable member for his
question. Obviously he has good advisers advising him about ethnic affairs. This
government has done a great deal to ensure that interpreters and translators are made
available over a wide range of areas.
The latest area for joint Commonwealth-State funding was the legal interpreting and
translating services, which make translators and interpreters available to courts and police
as required. The major language groups have full-time staff available, while minor languages
are catered for on an as-needs basis. The Ministry wants to ensure, wherever possible, that
the service is made available.
The Ministry of Ethnic Affairs is reviewing the range of services provided through the
Ministry of Education, Health Department Victoria, and the Attorney-General's
Department to ensure that the service delivery is as effective as possible. Lengthy
consultation is taking place with the Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria and other
bodies that want to consult with the Ethnic Affairs Commission. I am delighted to make
the information available.

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES IN DANDENONG REGION
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
to inform the House of the steps that the government is taking to promote the establishment
of information technology and electronic industries in Victoria, particularly in the
Dandenong region?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for his question and his continuing support of the government's
initiative in implementing its technology statement commitments.
Obviously, as I have said in the House before, the government's emphasis, in fostering
technological development in Victoria, is clearly linked to one of the central objectives of
the electronic strategy itself, encouraging the growth of manufactured exports. I am pleased
to inform the House that Fujitsu Australia Ltd is today confirming its commitment to
manufacturing and research development in this State. Fujitsu Australia Ltd is to build a
new $30 million state-of-the-art electronics manufacturing and research plant at Dandenong
that will see the creation of approximately 200 jobs.
It is another example of combining Japanese know-how with Australian skills and
resources. The government is strongly supporting this initiative, which will provide goods
for markets, not just in Australia but throughout South-East Asia.

Only yesterday it was announced that the Victorian government would participate in
an initial $20 million venture with a consortium of private sector management investment
companies, together with the New South Wales government and BHP Co. Pty Ltd to
establish a world-class high technology infrastructure for the information industry.
Similarly, just a week ago, I announced the establishment of a joint venture artificial
intelligence unit with the Stanford Research Institute.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr FORDHAM-I am sorry that members of the Opposition are displaying such
ignorance in this area. I am sure that the honourable member for Prahran understands the
importance of these initiatives and I only wish that his colleagues supported him.
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I welcome this important initiative by Fujitsu Australia Ltd at Dandenong, which is yet
a further recognition of the services that Victoria has to offer and an acknowledgment of
the bright prospects for growth of industry in this State, particularly those with export
orientation.

TREASURER'S RESPONSIBILITY
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I direct to the Premier a question that relates to the
activities of the $7-billion man. I ask the Premier to confirm that the Treasurer is
responsible for the loss of$7000 million through his gross mismanagement of government
activities on the foreign exchange market, the stock exchange, WorkCare, and the Victorian
government debt.
The SPEAKER-Order! I was not clear on the initial part of the honourable member's
question as to the responsibility of the Premier. The honourable member used the
expression "$7-billion man" and I am not clear what his intentions are.
Mr BROWN-Mr Speaker, I asked the Premier to confirm that the Treasurer was
responsible for the loss of$7000 million. The community should understand that he is the
$7-billion man.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member is in order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I can only assume that I continue to receive questions like this
from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition because he and his party do not understand
that I have confidence in every one of my Ministers and they in me. I understand that that
is a concept foreign to all Opposition members.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, once again I direct
your attention to Standing Order No. 127. Obviously, the Premier is debating the question
and I ask you to bring him back to order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order and ask the Premier to respond to
the question.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I have already said that I believe this State has the best Treasurer
in Australia.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Opposition members do not understand what mutual confidence is because
they have none in their Leader and that is the problem. They will never understand how
the government functions and achieves success matched by no other government in
Australia.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-The reason they do not understand is that they are all out to get rid of him;
they have no confidence in him.
The honourable member for Sandringham was taxed at great length about his confidence
in the Leader of the Opposition and he would not declare his support for his Leader. He
thinks the Deputy Leader is okay but he would not have a bar of the Leader of the
Opposition; he would not commit himself.
The honourable member for Balwyn was the seventh candidate in the last leadership
challenge; he came up seventh.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I submit that the Premier is
deliberately defying your calling him to order in terms of debating the question and you
should order him to be seated.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order raised by the honourable member
for Balwyn and, if the House will come to order, it will be possible for me to control the
proceedings of the House. If the House is in uproar, it is impossible.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I say again that I do not accept the nonsense assertion made by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. If he had taken the trouble to listen to the answer
given by the Treasurer to the first question today, he would not have stood up and made a
fool of himself. Do Opposition members want me to go through the answer again? I will
run through it again chapter and verse: the Treasurer explained what had occurred; he
explained why the State is doing far better than any other State.
The Treasurer has made it clear that the Auditor-General has regard to one aspect only
and he has made it clear what has occurred over the whole range of transactions carried
out in respect of overseas borrowings over the past five years.
If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition listened, he would learn, as would the honourable
member for Brighton-who is shadowing the best Treasurer in Australia. Every Opposition
member is shadowing the best government in Australia by far.

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

Defence force personnel
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the Queenscliff Area Consultative Group of Service Spouses showeth that withdrawal
of the policy of providing exemptions for motor vehicle licences to defence force personnel and their immediate
families will cause considerable inconvenience and expense to a group of citizens who already make many
sacrifices in the service of Australia and hence, the State of Victoria. In support of our petition we draw your
attention to the Federal government's Hamilton report 1986, paragraph 46, which urges that a high priority be
given to 'securing satisfactory arrangements for service families in respect of the interstate transfer of drivers'
licences and car registration'.
Your petitioners therefore pray that, as previously allowed, defence force personnel and their immediate
families be permitted to drive in Victoria provided they hold current Australian drivers' licences.

By Mr Ernst (144 signatures)

Southern Mornington Peninsula
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:
We are concerned at the lack of facilities and resources on the southern peninsula. Issues of concern include
law and order, health, public transport, unemployment, and vocational training.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will call upon the Victorian government to
establish a task force-consisting of Federal, Victorian, and local government representatives to examine the
economic and social needs of the southern Mornington Peninsula. The task force should furthermore plan a
strategy to meet these needs and restore to the southern Mornington Peninsula equity in community development.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (11 signatures)

Police manpower in Rosebud
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:
We are concerned at the lack oflaw and order on the southern peninsula and that crime has escalated to the
stage that citizens no longer feel safe.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will call upon the Victorian government to:
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provide a 24-hour police service based in the new regional police headquarters at Rosebud from the date of its
opening in October 1987.
provide the required manpower and support to operate an efficient, effective 24-hour police service from that
date.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (3 51 signatures)

Victoria Police Force
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 there has been a large
increase in all types of crimes within the community with resultant loss of property, harm to the citizens, and
breakdown of 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.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Shell (87 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 in 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 Brown (495 signatures), Mr W. D. McGrath (277 signatures), and Mr Hill (343
signatures)

Mont Park health reserve
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:
1. That it is the intention of the government of Victoria to dispose of cenain lands which form part of the
facilities attached to institutions which cater for the provision of mental health services at Mont Park, Bundoora.
2. That the lands surrounding the Mont Park complex are an integral part of the proper provision of services
for mental health patients.
3. That the lands in the Mont Park complex play an integral part in providing wildlife habitat and public open
space in the district.
4. That subdivision for housing will create enormous traffic problems for surrounding municipalities.
Your petitioners therefore pray that:
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1. This honourable House resolve that the lands in the Mont Park mental health reserve be not disposed of by
the Urban Land Authority.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Heffernan (5343 signatures)

Poll provisions
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:
Unless amended, the Local Government Bill 1987 would remove council power to adopt site value rating.
It also takes away from the public the right to a petition of demand signed by 10 percent of voters as under the
1958 Act.

Since 1920,40 of Victoria's 66 cities have by petition and poll or by uncontested council decision, adopted site
value rating. Sixty per cent of the people of greater Melbourne and a majority of Victoria's population have by
public demand rejected rating on homes, factories and commerce, while attempts to revert to rating on
improvements have been reje<.:ted by overwhelming majorities.
We, your petitiorlers, therefore pray that. ..
The democratic right of citizens to choose their rating system be retained by keeping the poll provisions as
provided in the 1958 Acts Parts X and XI.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Hayward (10 signatures)

Tobacco restrictions
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 support the government's proposed Tobacco Bill 1987.
And that we support the establishment ofthe Victorian Health Promotion Foundation to promote a healthier
community and to provide replacement funding to sport and art groups, and for other purposes.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the proposed legislation is given speedy passage through the
Parliament.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Hill (28 signatures)

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

CONSULTATIVE COUNCIL ON OBSTETRIC AND PAEDIATRIC
MORTALITY AND MORBIDITY
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of the report of the Consultative Council on Obstetric and
Paediatric Mortality and Morbidity for the year 1985.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) presented the report in compliance with the
foregoing order.

It was ordered that the report be laid on the table.

Leo Cussen Institute
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LEO CUSSEN INSTITUTE
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of the report ofthe Leo Cussen Institute for the year 1986.

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

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Activities of the committee, 1985-87
Mr HAYWARD (Prahran) presented a report from the Economic and Budget Review
Committee entitled "A Report on the Activities of the Committee, 1985-87", together
with appendices.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table and be printed.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL COMMITTEE
Support services for victims of crime
Mr WHITING (Mildura) presented a report from the Le~al and Constitutional
Committee on support services for victims of crime, together WIth appendices, extracts
from the proceedings of the Committee and minutes of evidence.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table, and that the report, appendices, and
extracts from the proceedings be printed.

COMMAND PAPER
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts) presented, by command of His Excellency the
Governor, the report of the Supreme Court judges for the year 1986.
It was ordered that the report 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:
Alpine Resorts Commission-Report for the year ended 31 October 1986.
Crimes Compensation Tribunal-Report for the year 1986-87.
Education Ministry-Report for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Gas and Fuel Corporation-Report for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Geelong Regional Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Latrobe Regional Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Legal Aid Commission-Report for the year 1986-87.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-Report for the year 1986-87.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968-Report of the Minister for the Arts on the action taken with respect to
the recommendations made by the Economic and Budget Review Committee'S inquiry into certain matters
concerning the National Gallery of Victoria.
Property and Services Department-Report for the year 1986-87.
Public Trustee of Victoria-Report for the year 1986-87.
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Victorian Prison Industries Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced the presentation of a message from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that an appropriation be made from the Consolidated Fund for
the purposes of the Melbourne Lands Bill.
The SPEAKER announced the presentation of a message from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that a further appropriation be made from the Consolidated
Fund for the purposes of the Liquor Control Bill (No. 2).

HEALTH (GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Health Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to
establish the Children's Court of Victoria, to provide for the constitution,jurisdiction and
proceedings of that court, to make fresh provision in relation to the protection of children
and in relation to children who have been charged with, or who have been found guilty of,
offences, to repeal the Children's Court Act 1973, to amend the Community Welfare
Services Act 1970 and various other Acts and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ABATTOIR AND MEAT INSPECTION (ARRANGEMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 8) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-The purpose of the Bill is to transfer responsibility for the meat
inspection service in Victoria from the State to the Commonwealth. Some months ago a
similar Bill was before Parliament. The matter of responsibility for meat inspection has
been very much of concern to the meat industry, primary producers, those involved in
meat processing at abattoirs and at meatworks, as well as the Victorian Farmers Federation,
for many years. Originally the argument centred around what was popularly known as a
dual inspection system. The fact that the dual inspection system operated was of concern
to farmers and the industry generally. The reason the dual system existed was because in
a few export licensed abattoirs in Victoria the responsibility for meat inspection was with
the Federal Department of Primary Industry.
In other words, Commonwealth meat inspectors with the responsibility of inspecting all
meat that was slaughtered in those abattoirs were so licensed that meat that came back
into the domestic system, whether it was a whole carcass or part of a carcass, was then
reinspected by State meat inspectors. It was what was popularly known as a dual inspection
service. It was clumsy and obviously expensive.
The excuse or the reason given, whichever one likes to call it, was that it was necessary
for the dual inspection to occur so that the trace-back system for disease could be properly
in place. In other words, the stamp on the carcass meant that if a disease was found it
could be traced back to the particular owner, grower, or farm.
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It was not until December 1985, from memory, that the Minister of the day, the Minister
for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, chan~ed the rules so that the dual inspection no longer
operated. It is not true to say that the BIll has nothing to do with overcoming the problem
of dual meat inspection. It is interesting to remember the meat substitution scandal when
Mr Justice Woodward was in charge of the Royal Commission into the meat industry. He
made a point in his report of saying that the Commonwealth meat inspection service left
quite a bit to be desired but he certainly praised the Victorian abattoir and meat inspection
service.
It is interesting to recall the views of the senior people in the then Department of
Agriculture when the honourable member for Polwarth was Minister of Agriculture and
when I was Minister of Agriculture. If one mentioned the possibility of handing over the
inspection service to the Commonwealth, one heard every possible reason why that would
be the wrong thing to do. The whim of a Minister can change the whole operation of what
is considered to be an important and vital service.

The real reason behind the desire to hand over the service is not any of the reasons
given; the Minister wants to unload a responsibility that he currently has and, in so doing,
will obviously save the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs a substantial sum. It
will mean that he will not have to cut back in other areas. It is a clear example of the
Minister wishing to unload responsibility, as he has with the garden advisory service,
quality control in the dairy industry, and responsibility for young farmers, which he has
handed over to the Youth Affairs Division of the Department of Labour.
Part of the argument on this issue revolves around the cost structure and part of it
revolves around efficiency of services. One of the other arguments put forward, which I
believe deserves the concentration of Parliament's attention, relates to industrial relations.
I am certain that Mr Wally Curran of the Australasian Meat Industry Employees Union
would like the responsibility for meat inspection to be in the hands of one authority. He
would have far more effective control over the union if one government department, such
as the Federal Department of Primary Industry, and one union, had responsibility for
meat inspection throughout the whole of Australia.
Another part of the argument relates to standards. Different standards apply to various
meatworks which is evident when one considers what is required in the export works
compared with what is required in the domestic killing works throughout the State. The
high standards of hygiene and conditions that apply to the eleven or so licensed export
meatworks came about because of the demands, particularly from America, which were
quite unrealistic, but there was nothing the industry could do when those demands were
made.
There are two different standards, although it should be made clear that the standards
in the State domestic killing works are quite adequate. I cannot envisage the Commonwealth
not insisting on an upwading of domestic standards beyond what is really necessary to
bring them more into hne with the standards that exist in export works, and that would be
another added burden on the processors and meatworks operators in this State.
The issue of costs can be argued from several different points of view. The State
inspection service, being more efficient, is less costly than the Commonwealth service but
the issue of who bears responsibility for those costs is changing. The Commonwealth
currently pays for 50 per cent of the costs of meat inspection in the Commonwealth
service, whereas fairly recently the State discontinued any subsidisation of the costs of
meat inspection.
When the proposed legislation was previously dealt with the Minister declared, and has
been consistent since in his declarations, that he would wear down the objections of the
Victorian Farmers Federation to the transfer of the service. The Minister has never missed
an opportunity of doing so. Finally, the Victorian Farmers Federation agreed with the
Minister on the handing over of the service because the Minister gave certain undertakings,
but the Liberal Party does not share that view.
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The Minister established a meat inspection review, which produced what has become
known as the Delaney report. Recommendation No. 4 of the report is that a more equitable
basis of recoupment of the costs of meat inspection services should be introduced. As I
said a moment ago, since the change brought about by the Minister, the industry in
Victoria meets all the costs, whereas currently the Commonwealth pays for half the costs.
A letter dated 30 June 1987 from Mr Kevin Shiell, executive officer of the pastoral group
of the Victorian Farmers Federation, to Mr Kevin Isles, Executive Director of the Domestic
Meatworks and Wholesalers Industry Council, states:
I note you have drawn our attention to statements by Minister Kerin and the Department of Primary Industry
head, Geoff Miller, favouring industry paying the full cost of meat inspection. It is interesting to contrast that
with the Federal Liberal and National parties' policies for abolition of inspection charges.

That is a direct reference to the Federal Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr
Kerin and the head of the Federal Department of Primary Industry. It refers to the fact
that the industry will have to pay the full cost of meat inspection.
Further on in the letter Mr Shiell·said that the organisation's efforts will continue to be
directed towards gaining a recognition that this is a community service and that it should
be funded by the community. Certainly, we on this side of the House share that point of
view. The argument is about costs. When one notes the reference to the Federal Minister,
Mr Kerin, and Mr Miller, one realises that there is no guarantee that the Commonwealth
will continue to subsidise the cost of meat inspections by 50 per cent.
An extra burden will be placed on the Department of Primary Industry because of the
handing over of this responsibility. There will not be Commonwealth inspectors in just
the eleven or so export licence abattoirs-I believe there are more than 100 domestic
works throughout Victoria. Will the Commonwealth pick up 50 per cent of the cost of that
service? I do not believe there is any guarantee that it will.
Another document put out by the Victorian Farmers Federation pastoral group says:
(a) The long-standing 50 per cent cost recovery principle must not be varied by the Commonwealth government
without the knowledge and agreement of the Victorian government and producers.

That is another reference to the possibility of this occurring:
(b) The future overall rates for meat inspection must not be increased during the life of the present government
beyond CPI increases.

Of course, the life of that government was well past because this was in September 1986,
but we now still have a Federal Labor government and it will be in office for another three
years:
I regard breach of either of these matters as being most unlikely in the light of the assurances given by the
Commonwealth to me on future costs and consultation proposed on future charges. However, if this were to
occur, the Victorian government would see that as a breach of the spirit of the transfer agreement and would
withdraw from the transfer.

It is understandable that the producers and the industry generally had been swayed by the

Minister to accept the transfer, because taking away the subsidy that has been provided
for some time has removed the prop, and the Minister used that as a lever to gain
acceptance.
The pig industry, in particular, has been unfavourably treated because of the amount it
pays for its inspection service. That has come about because of the unit relationship
between a pig and a head of cattle. That is a most unfair ratio. Castle Bacon Pty Ltd in
Castlemaine has estimated that the cost of the service provided to them by the department
is $193 566 a year; the actual amount that company paid was $810 000.
Of course, although the management of Castle Bacon Pty Ltd believes as a matter of
principle that the responsibility for the inspection should stay with the Victorian abattoir
and meat inspection service, it cannot afford to have that happen because of the formula
used. Naturally, the government will not change the formula because that would remove
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the lever that it was using to persuade the producers and the Victorian Farmers Federation
to agree to the transfer of the service.
In regard to the industrial relations side of the matter, I suggest that if there were an
industrial relations problem in Darwin, in the Northern Territory, or in Western Australia,
that would quickly flow across the rest of Australia. In the past under the Victorian
inspection service that frequently has not occurred. That, in itself, is a good reason for not
handing over responsibility for this service.
There are four reasons why I believe the responsibility for meat inspection in the
domestic market ought to stay with the State. Firstly, because of the industrial relations
arrangements and what might happen if those were transferred. Secondly, the costs-it is
a cheaper service and that is one of the reasons why the Commonwealth government is
eager to have it. Thirdly, the reduction in the total ratio of export meat to domestic meat,
in fact, there are a large number of Commonwealth meat inspectors who are without jobs.
Naturally, they have to be paid and they would prefer to have something to do. Fourthly,
from the efficiency point of view, I have no doubt that the State system is more efficient
and, so far as the future standards in abattoir work around the State are concerned, I
believe they will suffer the consequences of this move if the service is handed over.
The view of the Opposition remains consistent with the position it took earlier; it is
opposed to the transfer, and it is opposed to the proposed legislation.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-In responding to this second-reading debate I am indebted to
my Parliamentary colleague in another place, the Honourable Bernie Dunn, who is the
National Party spokesman on agriculture and who prepared extensive material on the
proposed legislation.
He has been involved in many of the negotiations and discussions, particularly with the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, over many years and not just in past months.
The matter has been ongoing for some years and I believe earlier discussions began with
the former Minister for Agriculture, the Honourable Eric Kent, in the early days when the
government first proposed the transfer of meat inspection from the State to the
Commonwealth.
My understanding was that the major reason why the government was proposing to
transfer this service was to save approximately $2 million. A report was prepared for
Cabinet but the government has not been prepared to release it. I sought a copy under the
Freedom of Information Act because the former Minister said that he could not give me a
copy and that I should apply for it under the Act. When I applied under the Act the
document was declared a Cabinet document. The former Minister should have said
simply that I could not have it.
My understanding is that the original report was prepared on the State meat inspection
service and its possible transfer to the Commonwealth, and that, in fact, it recommended
against that transfer because it was thought not to be in the best interests of the meat
industry in Victoria. However, the government proceeded with its desire to make the
transfer.
To go back in history a little further to the inquiry into the meat scandal, many aspects
of meat inspection services were exposed and the question of dual meat inspection was
reviewed by a former Federal member of Parliament, Mr Bert Kelly. He was critical about
dual inspection. It was argued that dual inspection should be eliminated to the extent that
there should be State inspectors for the Victorian abattoirs and meat consumed in the
State and Commonwealth meat inspectors for export meat.
The government was committed to a decision because of a financial policy rather than
to what was necessarily in the best interests of the Victorian meat industry. It then
introduced proposed legislation which was rejected by the opposition parties.
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The Bill was rejected because the opposition parties believed the Victorian meat
inspection service was efficient and because meat inspection costs might have been
increased if the Commonwealth government had changed its subsidisation policy of
charging only 50 per cent of the full cost.
Another major concern expressed by the National Party related to the Mudginberri
abattoir dispute: that abattoir was closed for a number of weeks because of industrial
trouble. Commonwealth meat inspectors refused to provide meat inspection services at
the abattoir, despite the Federal Minister's attempts to force them back to work.
The National Party was also concerned about the industrial question involved in this
issue. Earlier the honourable member for Ripon referred to this matter in his contribution.
At present if Commonwealth meat inspectors are out on strike, State meat inspectors can
continue to operate.
If meat inspection services are transferred from the State to the Commonwealth, no
meat inspectors will be employed in Victoria. My understanding is that, at best, all the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs could do in an industrial dispute would be
to employ private veterinary officers and contractors engaged in the meat industry, but
there would be insufficient to cover all requirements. Consequently, the National Party
believes serious ramifications will result from the government's decision.

When the Bill was rejected on the previous occasion, the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs took what I consider to be a vindictive action. Instead of the government
charging 70 per cent of meat inspection costs, it moved to full cost recovery, which meant
that costs for meat inspection services increased significantly in Victoria.
It is interesting to compare the current Victorian charges with Commonwealth charges.
Meat inspection charges in Victoria amount to 68 cents a head for sheep; $5.44 a head for
cattle; and $3.40 a head for pigs. The Commonwealth charges, which are at 50 per cent
cost recovery, are 26 cents, $2.61, and 87 cents a head, respectively. The figure for pigs
points to a basic flaw in the formula which the government and the department could
have corrected, but they chose not to do so.
The reason was that it involved an effective pig industry lobby. The pig industry lobbied
long and hard in the early stages of the proposed transfer of meat inspection services
because the transfer would have cost individual pig producers and the abattoirs thousands
of dollars. Ultimately, consumers would have had to pay for the increased meat inspection
charges. The government could have corrected that overnight by simply changing the
formula.
A pig producer with a lOO-sow piggery could pay an additional $4000 annually for meat
inspection services under the State system as compared with the Commonwealth
arrangements. Some significant changes have occurred in the meat and abattoir industry
over the past decade. In the eight-year period to 1984-85 employment in establishments
with more than 100 employees declined by 60 per cent. In Melbourne a number of large
establishments closed down.
Mr Williams-With good reason!
Mr HANN-Not entirely for all the reasons suggested by the honourable member for
Doncaster. A number of large establishments closed down for a range of reasons, but
partly because of irresponsible attitudes adopted by the Australasian Meat Industry
Employees Union which has been extremely militant. Sadly, its militancy has cost
thousands of jobs over the years. The classic example is the closure of the Mayfair Hams
& Bacon Co. abattoir in Bendigo, which was a direct result of industrial action.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr HANN-The honourable member for Bendigo West is making a big noise in the
House at present, and he probably supported the union in its activities. The tragedy is that
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the major abattoir, which employed hundreds of people, has now been closed for many
months.

Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr HANN-The honourable member for Bendigo West claims that the closure of the
Mayfair plant was a direct result ofanta~onism between the union and Mr John Elliott. It
makes me even more angry that a unIon has been prepared to take such action. The
closure of the 'abattoir resulted in the loss of hundreds of jobs in Bendige,.
That is just one abattoir, but employment in large abattoirs has declined by 60 per cent,
although employment in small establishments has increased by 30 per cent, particularly
in local abattoirs, and that is welcomed by small communities.
The number of animals slaughtered in local abattoirs has increased from 5·9 million to
7·7 million over the same eight-year period, an increase from 38 per cent to 59 per cent of
the total number of animals slaughtered in the State.
There has been an interesting trend in interstate trading of meat produced in local
Victorian abattoirs, especially lambs, with an estimated 2·3 million carcasses or one-third
of the total slaughterings for that year having been traded interstate in 1986.
I have been quoting statistics contained in the Review of Meat Inspection Report by
J oe Delaney and Associates Pty Ltd under the heading "Executive Summary". That report
states:
Under the Act, the Chief Manager ofDARA is required to provide meat inspection services to licensed meat
establishments. The services are provided by VMIS, under the Meat Inspection Branch ofDARA.
The meat inspection legislation, and services provided by VMIS, extend beyond the inspection in abattoirs to
retail pet meat shops, knackeries, pet food establishments and to licensing of meat transport vehicles.
On-farm practices in relation to the use of pesticide, antibiotics, food additives and cleanliness of stock all
have a bearing on the quality of animals offered for slaughter.

The report was released in May 1987, but the statement about the use of pesticides,
antibiotics, food additives and so on has relevance today because our major meat export
industry has been adversely affected by residues found in meat sold, particularly in overseas
countries. The government introduced further proposed legislation to deal with that issue,
but this matter also raises the issue of the use of antibiotics.
I have grave concern, particularly for companies that not only slaughter animals but
also provide them from their own piggeries and feedlots. I have serious doubts about the
extent to which those animals are tested for residues and antibiotics.
More recently I carried out an extensive study into leptospirosis in the animal industries
in Victoria. This is a disease that has only come into the State in recent years. There has
been a significant cover-up by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs so far on
the issue. In recent correspondence I have received from government Ministers, they have
denied that it is a serious problem. There are extensive files on this subject within the
departments. A comprehensive study has been made into the problem and it is a serious
disease.
It is a disease that can cause severe illness in man; it is a disease that can actually lead
to psychiatric illness and can be fatal. A number of people have been affected by this
disease over the past ten years in the State, particularly dairy farmers, but also pig producers
and abattoir workers.

When I raised this matter with the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in relation
to a particular project in my area, he denied there was any problem. When I sought more
information under the Freedom of Information Act, I found that research projects are
being undertaken. It is recognised that it is a serious problem. It relates to the spread of
effluent, particularly from intensive piggeries and also from dairy farms. More people have
been infected, particularly over the past ten to fifteen years.
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I intend to pursue this matter because stricter controls should be in place where intensive
animal industries, such as large piggeries, are involved. There should be strict control of
the diseases and over what happens to the effluent from piggeries. More information about
antibiotics should be available because currently very little testing is being undertaken
into the antibiotics used in these intensive industries. There should be independent and
comprehensive testing because of the serious disease problems that are occurring.
The Victorian meat inspection service comprises approximately 300 meat inspectors,
30 branders, four veterinary officers and three administrative staff. In 1985-86 the service
cost $11·064 million, and, as I said, the government's policy on cost recovery from 1982
to 1986 was to recoup 75 per cent of Victorian meat inspection costs. That target was met
over the four year period to 30 June 1986. When the Bill was defeated, the Minister
adopted a new policy of total cost recovery and that significantly increased the cost of
inspection of the various carcases.
Initially the National Party opposed the transfer, and at the time I spelt out to the House
the reasons why. We did that with the support of both the Meat and Abattoir Wholesalers
Industry Council, which represents the abattoirs throughout Victoria, and at that time we
had the strong support of the Victorian Farmers Federation. The federation subsequently
changed its attitude towards the proposed legislation, particularly when the Minister
introduced full cost recovery which, effectively, meant that meat inspection was costing
more than the service provided by the Commonwealth. The change in attitude largely
resulted from the concern of people involved in the pig industry and the enormous
disparity in the charges between the Commonwealth and the State. I quoted those figures
earlier, the difference was 87 cents, which is 50 per cent of the cost recovery of the
Commonwealth versus $3.40 for the cost of meat inspection for a pig in Victoria.
Both the Liberal and National parties found themselves in the difficult situation, where,
on the one hand, we were supporting the Meat and Abattoir Wholesalers Industry Council
and, on the other hand, the Victorian Farmers Federation, which we were originally
supporting, but the federation then changed its views. At that stage the National Party
reviewed its policy on the transfer.
Further discussions took place with the Minister and the National Party sought a
number of assurances. In the early stages the National Party sought an assurance that the
transfer would not take place until the review of meat inspection was carried out by Joe
Delaney and Associates Pty Ltd, and the Minister agreed to that.
Subsequently, my colleague in another place, Mr Dunn, sought an assurance from the
Minister that he would obtain certain assurances from the Commonwealth Minister for
Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Kerin.
On 29 October 1987 the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs gave the following
assurance in answer to a question from Mr Dunn, who asked:
Approximately two weeks ago I asked the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs to obtain an assurance
from the Commonwealth Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Kerin, on the future of fees if domestic
meat inspection is transferred from Victoria to the Commonwealth Export Inspection Service.
Can the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs provide an assurance from Mr Kerin in the terms I have
requested? Can he assure the smaller domestic abattoirs throughout Victoria that in the case of a transfer to the
Commonwealth those abattoirs will not be disadvantaged when the Commonwealth moves to full fee for service
proposition, as is proposed from 1 July 19871

The Minister responded accordingly:
I do have certain assurances from the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy. Those assurances are not in
writing but I am happy to give them in the House as they were given to me by Mr Kerin in a conversation on, I
think, 21 October. I have followed up the matter raised by Mr Dunn.
The Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Kerin, guaranteed that the present 50 per cent recovery
rate charge by the Commonwealth Export Inspection Service will not be increased during his term as Minister; it
is reasonable to expect that a Minister can make such an assurance only while he is the Minister for Primary
Industries and Energy. I hope he will remain as the Minister for a long time because he is a good Minister.
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The introduction of the fee for service charge probably will occur in the Commonwealth Export Inspection
Service from approximately 1 July 1988. The Minister said it will mean significant reductions in meat inspection
fees for large export works. He has assured me that the 50 per cent recovery rate will continue to apply for fee for
service charging.
The Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, Mr Kerin, has made it clear that financial assistance will be
provided for small abattoirs, to ensure that the meat inspection service fee will not be higher than under the
present arrangements.

The last assurance, in particular, is relevant to the smaller abattoirs because one of the
major concerns for the people whom the National Party represents, and the people who
are represented by many members of the Liberal Party, was that with the transfer of meat
inspection services to the Commonwealth government, the cost of meat inspection could
increase dramatically under a fee-for-service arrangement because their throughput is
much smaller than the larger abattoirs.
The Federal Minister has given an assurance that the fee will not be higher than under
the present arrangements. I hope the Federal Minister can look also at reducing the fee
because, unless it is evenly represented across all sectors of the industry, it would create
an unfair situation for the small abattoir as against the large abattoir. Certainly the
Minister has given that assurance and it is one of the reasons why the National Party has
changed its views and stance on the proposed legislation and agreed to support it.
Earlier I raised the question of who pays for meat inspection. There are three parties
that believe they pay for the cost of meat inspection, and probably each party does.
Certainly the farmers believe they pay for the cost of meat inspection because it is deducted
from the price of the animal. It is a form of consumer protection to ensure and protect the
health of consumers. The record of prevention of disease is very good and the meat
inspection service has been very good. Recently we have had the chemical residue problem,
but that is not a meat inspection question, it is a much more complicated issue. The
processors at the time of slaughter also ar~ued that they pay towards the cost. It is a cost
imposition on the producer in that he obVIOusly receives a lesser return for his animal.
Because meat inspection is a form of consumer protection, the National Party believes
it is not unreasonable for the government to make a financial contribution. The National
Party would have preferred to retain the State meat inspection service, if it were in a
position of influence in government.
However, in this instance the government has seen fit to increase the fees on the basis
of full cost recovery, thus creating an enormous disparity between the cost of State meat
inspection and Commonwealth meat inspection. The National Party believes that is
costing the producers literally millions of dollars.
The pig industry alone estimates that that disparity in the fee costs pig producers some
$2 million a year. The National Party believes the government has a responsibility in this
area. Of course, the government will maintain the responsibility for the hcensing
arrangements for individual abattoirs, which is important.
However, as I said, the government will place itself in a situation where it will not be
able to provide a meat inspection service if some form of industrial dispute occurs. There
is also a danger that, at some time in the future, the Federal government will increase the
cost of meat inspection. I have examined the current costs, and if the fee were increased,
pig producers would still be better off.
As I said, the National Party has sought an assurance, through the Victorian Minister
for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, that the Federal Minister for Primary Industries and
Energy will ensure that the cost recovery rate of 50 per cent is retained. The National Party
is pleased that the assurance has been given. I have read all the assurances into the record.
The other concern relates to individual meat inspectors. One fascinating aspect of the
measure that was debated on a previous occasion was that uniforms were purchased on
the assumption that the Bill would pass through Parliament and that meat inspectors
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would become Commonwealth inspectors. I understand that matter has been either
transferred back to the Commonwealth or otherwise disposed of in the meantime.
I understand the Victorian Public Service Association has reached agreement with the
government about providing employment opportunities for those employees who do not
wish to transfer to the Commonwealth for various reasons, such as that they would have
to relocate to another place of residence, and that approximately twenty meat inspectors
will be given the opportunity of being redeployed into other areas of the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I seek an assurance that the officers will definitely have that
opportunity.
The National Party has changed its stance on the Bill. It understands the reasons why
the Liberal Party still opposes it and I have sympathy with the Opposition's view. As I
said, my preference would have been to retain meat inspection as a State service. However,
the government is anxious to transfer this service; and the producers are anxious to see
the transfer take place because of the significant cost imposition that currently results from
full cost recovery. For that reason, the National Party will support the Bill.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-In speaking on the Bill, which is of some significance
to the Bendigo region, I extend my congratulations to the government for its persistence,
perseverance and patience in the face of three years of obstruction of this worthwhile
measure by the opposition parties.

The Bill not only relates to financial savings by the Victorian government but also is
important to the meat industry in Victoria and Australia as a whole. The measure has
been introduced by the Victorian government because the government recognises that
Victoria is part of a national meat production system and a national export trade, and it
wants to do all it can to strengthen that trade.
Mention was made earlier of the Mayfair company. I regret the continuing assault by
the opposition parties upon the Australasian Meat Industry Employees Union and, most
importantly, the continuing assault upon the people ofBendigo. Every time the opposition
parties raise this issue in the House, they attempt to suggest that the problems of the
Mayfair company, which led to the entire plant being scrapped, can be attributed to the
company's employees in Bendigo. I regard that as a calumny.
It is outrageous to make those sorts of suggestions, particularly when one considers
precisely who was the principal actor in the Mayfair matter. All honourable members
know of John Elliott's involvement in the control of Elders IXL Ltd, which owned the
Mayfair company. A deliberate attempt was made by John Elliott to create the impression
that an industrial dispute had occurred and, behind the veil of that supposed industrial
dispute, he took the opportunity of removing his funds and investing them in bigger things
throughout Australia and overseas.

That was part of the process by John Elliott to withdraw his funds from Bendigo. He
also took similar action in other parts of Australia, where he closed down a number of
other operations. This is part of the process by which John Elliott tried to make himself a
minerals magnate by taking over the BHP company and a booze baron by taking over the
Courage breweries in the United Kingdom.
It is extremely regrettable that hardworking, responsible workers in Bendigo are being
blamed for the antisocial behaviour ofMr John Elliott, who it is now known has emerged
not only as the spokesman of the new right but also as the President of the Liberal Party.
Bendigo has experienced a solid dose of what the new right is all about: it is about the
pursuit of naked profit, and has nothing to do with the welfare of workers and communities,
such as Bendigo.

I add in passing that, when the Mayfair situation arose last year, a tirade of abuse was
directed by the opposition parties against the union and its members. All opposition
members joined in and took the side of John Elliott against the workers. They were
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virtually in John Elliott's pocket and assisted in his attack upon the workers of the Mayfair
company.
No National Party politician made an effort to determine what could be done to assist
in resolving the problem and enabling discussion between the union and the management.
The Minister for Labour and I became involved in the matter and attempted to instigate
discussions between management and employees. Discussions did occur, but they were
frustrated by Elders IXL Ltd and got nowhere.
The Bill is important to the Bendigo region, which is a significant producer oflivestock.
The government is to be commended for its effort over a lengthy period to prepare the
measure; it is pleasing that its efforts are now bearing fruit.
The Bill represents a considerable saving for the meat industry by way of reduced
inspection costs. I instance the situation of the Castle Bacon Pty Ltd factory at Castlemaine
in the electorate that I represent. Like the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, I also
point out that the transfer of the meat inspection service to the Federal government will
represent a saving of some $300000 a year to that company. The transfer will also be
advantageous to other sections of the meat industry.
The National Party says it has now seen the light: it says it has received an assurance
from the Minister. One cannot blame National Party members for wishing to save some
face in what can be seen only as a fairly humiliating retreat after three years of obstruction.
They had a number of reasons for opposing the transfer of the meat inspection service. At
the beginning of the year, they said they wanted to wait until the presentation of the
Delaney report. Even at that stage, they signalled that they would be prepared to drop
their opposition in principle. However, they still delayed the passage of the measure. They
then found another face saver: they sou~t an assurance from the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs and the Federal MinIster for Primary Industries and Energy, and they
have received the assurance, which has enabled them to save face.
I appreciate that the Bill will now be passed, but I point out that the National Party
continually paints itself into impossible corners and then finds it has to back down. The
National Party took similar action in regard to the Loddon-Campaspe Regional Planning
Authority Bill: it continued to obstruct the passage of that measure for more than two
years, and eventually found it necessary to allow it to pass.
I again commend the Minister for the way he has guided the proposed legislation
through. He has had the interests of the meat industry in Victoria and in Australia at
heart. As a representative of a significant livestock-producing area, I am delighted that the
Bill is going through, and I trust it will meet no problems in the other House.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-The Bill seeks to improve the meat inspection services
in this country. It is long overdue. As honourable members will be aware, since I have
been a member of this House-from 1973 on-I have been inveigling the government
into taking a stand against organised crime in the meat industry. I say with some pride,
looking back, that I interjected when the Deputy Leader of the National Party spoke and
complained about union action in closing one of the abattoirs in Melbourne. I know why
the company which operated the meatworks at Flemington and Richmond was closed
down-it was closed down because of grossly improper practices which reflected very
badly on this country and, unfortunately, on government authorities in both State and
Federal administrations.
Despite strong representations to the then Liberal government in Canberra, subsequent
events proved quite conclusively that malpractices were going on. It is some six years
since substituted kangaroo meat was discovered in a carton of meat destined for export to
the United States of America. That discovery started a string of inquiries, and led finally
to a Royal Commission into the meat substitution scandal.
The meat substitution scandal did enormous harm to the meat industry in this country.
As a result, the Export Inspection Service was established and many cases of malpractice
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were investigated. It was found that the labels on the boxes described contents that were
not what they purported to be.
I should have thought that as a result of the inquiries-particularly through the efforts
ofMr Justice Woodward-matters would have improved, but I regret to say that the old
malpractices are continuing and only twelve months ago in an Address-in-Reply debate I
referred to or~anised crime. Your colleague in the chair, Mr Acting Speaker, was trying to
pull me back Into line, because of his great knowledge of the meat industry. Off the cuff, I
blew up and said in substance, "Mr Deputy Speaker, scandal still occurs in the meat
industry and great problems will occur as a result of those malpractices". Any honourable
member can check Hansard to see when I predicted the sorts of things that were going on
would be exposed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Would the honourable member
confine himself to the Bill? I do allow and expect to allow that the honourable member
will go over what has happened in the past but I hope that he will return to the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am seeking to support the Bill.
Mr I. W. Smith-Support the Bill?
Mr WILLIAMS-To support the objectives of the Bill in respect of an improvement
to the meat inspection service. I presume that is what the Bill is concerned with.
The high rejection rate of Australian meat once it reaches export markets is indisputable
evidence of the corruption, complacency and plain laziness that still exist in the industry.
They are not in my words; they are the words of the director of the Export Inspection
Service, Mr Peter Langhorne. The managing director of the Australian Meat and Livestock
Corporation, Mr Peter Frawley, last year was quoted as saying, that he:
... is astounded at the number of complaints and malpractice incidents still occurring in the Australian meat
industry.
He sees just three reasons for them-deliberate deception or sabotage on the part of a company or worker,
sloppy or lazy work, or accidents.

Unfortunately-while Mr Frawley believes sloppy and careless meat preparation and
inspection form the bulk of the problem-he accepts that malpractice is still rife in some
parts of the industry.
Mr Frawley indicates that he hopes that as a result of the improvements in the inspection
service, following the exposure by the Woodward Royal Commission about corruption,
some of the malpractices would have been cleaned up. Mr Frawley continues:
The EIS's own internal investigation bureau has had only two reports of inspectors accepting free meat in the
past two years.

Five or tell years ago-this fact was proved before the Woodward Royal Commissionthere were too many meat inspectors on the take, getting free meat. It is interesting to note
that: the cost of the meat inspection service has been cut, substantially, by streamlining
the number of inspectors, eliminating dual State services and encouraging companies to
take greater responsibility for quality control.
If my colleagues in the rural sector are to really look after their constituents, they must
see that the malpractices are eliminated through the sort of legislation we have before us
today.

I make no apologies for my actions. I am, of course, bound by party discipline to vote
with my rural colleagues, but so far as I am concerned, legislative measures to improve
the standard of inspection in the meat industry are long overdue.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-This afternoon's debate is a continuing one which has taken
place on a number of previous occasions. It relates to whether this State should divest
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itself of powers in relation to meat inspection and, in divesting itself of those powers,
whether it should hand the powers over to the Federal government.
The Liberal Party has steadfastly held the view that the local meat inspection service is
an efficient one. It is one which should be maintained and in this debate the Liberal Party
will maintain that position.
Members of the National Party have previously voted with the Liberal Party, but this
time they have determined that they will support the government legislation. In that
instance, honourable members must establish the reasons why that shift should take place.
From comments made in the debate by the Deputy Leader of the National Party, it
comes down to the situation of the changes in the industry. One change has been the
reduction in the numbers and size of the meatworks that are operating in Victoria. The
second change was the increase in the number of small local abattoirs where stock from
the country district is being killed. The third change has been the increase in disease
control, which has steadily improved. The Deputy Leader of the National Party also
mentioned the matter of antibiotics.
The crux of the reason why the National Party might have decided to change its position
is probably held out by the decision of the Victorian Farmers Federation to support the
Minister on this matter.
One must go back to September 1986, when this matter was previously discussed, and
consider the undertakings on which the Victorian Farmers Federation based its view.
Given the breakdown of undertakings that a number of members of this House have had
from the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, one must consider whether it is a
matter which should be pursued in terms of undertakings.
In a letter to Mr Bill Bodman of the pastoral group of the Victorian Farmers Federation
on 18 September 1986, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs states in part:
Secondly, with regard to future charges for domestic meat inspection, two situations need to be covered and
indications of intent given:
(a) The longstanding 50 per cent cost recovery principle must not be varied by the Commonwealth government
without the knowledge and agreement ofthe Victorian government and producers.

That is an amazing statement given that it was one of the reasons why the State inspection
service was to be transferred to the Commonwealth. In effect, the Victorian government
will be saying to the Commonwealth government, "We will hold you to the 50 per cent,
but we want a mechanism in the agreement which says we have some right of veto over
any change that takes place". If one has agreements between parties, one would think it
would be necessary to have some right of veto, and the Victorian government should have
a veto over decisions by the Commonwealth to increase the cost recovery figure from 50
per cent to a higher figure. However, that was not included in the undertaking the Minister
provided to Mr Bodman at the time.
The letter further stated that the future overall rates for meat inspection must not be
increased during the life of the present government beyond consumer price index increases.
I find that difficult to handle. The Victorian government is directing the Commonwealth
to hold charges to the consumer price index. Those are the two principle issues dealt with
by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in September last year when a similar
Bill was previously before the House.
A third item concerned the continuation of Victoria having an input into domestic meat
inspection. That is included in the Bill, and Victoria will continue to have this capacity to
have meat inspection services conducted by local inspectors. A capacity exists for standards
to be set by the Victorian government. A unit needs to be established to deal with
industrial relations matters that might arise.
The proposed legislation recognises that if the services are wholly transferred to the
Commonwealth, meat inspection will be in the hands of one organised group-an organised
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group that made it clear that it had the capacity to obstruct the operation of the meatworks.
The classic case occurred in Mudginberri where a lockout occurred.
Victoria now has export meatworks, local meatworks which kill for the domestic market,
and a range of other meatworks that kill for pet shops and knackeries. Under the proposed
legislation, the Commonwealth government will have the responsibility of running the
inspection service. One wonders why, given the proud record of the State inspection
service, Victoria should want to give it away, except when one realises that the Victorian
government has determined that in doing so there will be a budgetary impact on the
activities of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
The services provided by the department are being whittled away and rural communities
which were extremely dependent on the advice they received from the department are
being subjected to progressively declining services as well. A crucial part of that service is
the trace-back system. Further legislation with which the House will be dealing, concerns
tail tagging.
The trace-back system operates through the abattoirs and, although the way in which it
operates might not be as effective as it could be, a considerable amount of information
flows from the inspectorate service to individual producers. It is a valuable service for
producers and consumers. Consumers have a guarantee that producers, when producing
stock, will take into account the reports they receive from the abattoirs. That method
ensures that stock produced and killed in Victoria is of a high standard. If that service is
transferred to the responsibility of the Commonwealth government, that affinity will no
longer exist.
Although it is necessary for the Commonwealth government to conduct meat inspection
in export meatworks to ensure the meat is certified as export standard, there is every
reason to suggest that in the local meatworks the trend that is emerging-and which was
correctly identified by the Deputy Leader of the National Party-is that larger numbers of
stock are killed in the country and transported to butchers~ shops in Melbourne. That
trend should be encouraged because it ensures that employment in country districts is
maintained and, in some cases, increased.
That trend also means that the environmental difficulties associated with the
establishment of large meatworks close to metropolitan areas have been circumvented. It
also means that consumers are receiving a product which has undergone far less travelling
time between the time it is pastured and the time it is sent for slaughter. That trend has
emerged because small local meatworks are able to control their costs and buying patterns
and meet the buyer requests in terms of deliveries to various locations. For those reasons
it seems that many small butcher shopkeepers are purchasing meat from small local
country abattoirs.
In the area in which I live, I often see trucks delivering meat to city shops. I have seen
trucks from Campbells in Bairnsdale and Comelli Bros in Daylesford. Occasionally I see
trucks from north-eastern Victoria delivering meat to city shops. This means metropolitan
consumers are able to have the benefit of a full selection of the meat products available.
The Liberal Party will continue to maintain its position on the matter. The local inspection
service should be maintained. The workers employed in the industries will benefit from
the continuation of the local service.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-A couple of points need to be made about the transfer of
meat inspection services because of the change of stance of the National Party in the
period between now and when the proposed legislation was last before the House. In 1986
the Delaney report had not been completed or tabled and there were many ifs and buts as
to the benefit or otherwise of transferring Victoria~s meat inspection services to the
Commonwealth government.
Everyone on the conservative side of politics has some fears about supporting this type
of measure. People in country Victoria have lost faith in the government; they do not trust
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the government and the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs to carry out any
function or operation that they promise. It is true that the Minister and the Victorian
Farmers Federation, when it changed its stance on this matter, won the battle for the
media. Anyone who opposed the transfer of meat inspection services to the Commonwealth
was informed that he was completely wrong and out of step.
The National Party had some problems with that; honourable members should not
think it was an easy decision for the National Party to withdraw its opposition to the Bill.
The government has used almost every trick in the book to win the support of primary
producers. It has won that support mainly because of economic reasons, particularly with
regard to the pig industry because of the overheated charges that the Minister has applied.
The Commonwealth scheme is currently based on 50 per cent cost recovery. I shall
quote the costs of meat inspection services provided by the Commonwealth and Victorian
governments: sheep, 26 cents from the Commonwealth government and 68 cents from the
Victorian government; cattle, $2.61 from the Commonwealth government and $5.44 from
the Victorian government; pigs-the industry in which most of the pressure and blackmail
has been applied-87 cents from the Commonwealth government and $3.40 from the
Victorian government. It is difficult for the Minister and his department to justify those
charges. In fact, they have not tried or even been prepared to justify the charge for pigs.
The Commonwealth fees are based on 50 per cent cost recovery, but there is no agreement
for that to continue after 1 July 1988. The Federal government has indicated that it will
move to a fee-for-service system, and the National Party is not certain how that will affect
the various abattoirs. It will probably mean that costs for the large abattoirs will decrease
while costs for the small abattoirs will increase.
When the Victorian government introduced the system based on 75 per cent cost
recovery and started to tighten the screws by increasing the charge to 100 per cent cost
recovery, every farmer in the State was frightened. The Victorian Farmers Federation has
succumbed to the pressure applied by the government. It is a popular belief within the
industry that the transfer of meat inspection services to the Commonwealth will be of
benefit. In the past year, some ridiculous situations have occurred which have been
accentuated by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and by the Minister. The
Minister transferred inspectors from one end of the State to the other to pick up shortfalls,
and that was done to prove his point. However, that is the name of the game and all
honourable members understand the rules.
The industrial relations aspect of the Bill is something of which the National Party is
fearful. The Bill will put the union movement in an interesting situation. If another
Mudginberri type problem occurs and it applies across Australia, the Labor movement
will be weakened. The honourable member for Bendigo West spoke about the great worker
movement, but his contribution to the debate could best be described as strange and
ridiculous.
The costs of the transfer are unknown. Honourable members know how dishonest the
Minister has been in applying costs, and that can flow to the Federal Minister when he
sets the costs for either a fee-for-service system or a cost recovery scheme. The efficiency
of the service will be enhanced by the transfer.
The honourable member for Ripon was concerned about the lifting of standards of
grading for the domestic market. It is of concern that domestic standards will be increased
to match export standards. It will be the job of the industry to ensure that a ridiculous
application of standards does not apply.
After 1 July next year, there will be nothing to stop the Commonwealth government
from doubling the costs of the scheme. After that time, it will be able to introduce a system
based on 100 per cent cost recovery. If that happens, it will prove to country people why
conservative parties must get back into power in both the State and the Federal spheres so
that honesty and integrity can be applied in this matter.
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It has not been easy for the National Party to withdraw its opposition to the Bill. The
State's abattoirs are in a mess; the Minister knows that and members of the Opposition
know that. I have been appalled at what has been going on, and the battle for efficient
operation has been thrown out the door in the government's efforts to force people in the
industry to agree to the transfer for economic reasons.
The operation seemed to have been dishonest and the National Party has some misgivings
on whether the measure will work. The party will rely on the judgment of the Victorian
Farmers Federation to ensure that an equitable system is put in place.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I support the honourable member for Ripon and other
members of the Liberal Party who oppose the Bill. I have more than a slight interest in the
measure because I set up the Victorian Abattoir and Meat Inspection Authority to take
over the powers in this area of the then Department of Health, which had neglected those
duties for many years.

The thrust of establishing the authority was to set up a no-nonsense, commonsense
operation that not only protected the quality of the meat supplied to consumers, which
was of paramount importance, but also more particularly traced diseases back to farms.
Through that ability the authority reduced and finally eradicated the communicable disease,
brucellosis, between animal and man. This State was a leader in the fight against brucellosis.
All the targets that were set were exceeded by the Victorian Abattoir and Meat Inspection
Authority and the objective of the eradication of brucellosis was achieved.
Honourable members have short memories. The Bill hands over all the power of meat
inspection in this State to one Commonwealth body and one union for short-term, financial
expediency. It is really the same union that was the subject of corruption inquiries under
the jurisdiction ofMr Justice Woodward. I shall not regurgitate the findings of that inquiry
other than to say that the Federal meat inspection service did not come out of the inquiry
well.
The reason for that sort of occurrence is the size and scale of the operation. Honourable
members are being asked to be party to increasing the size and scale of the operation and
making it a single operation, thereby exposing the system even more to a repetition of the
reasons for the Woodward Royal Commission.
Earlier I mentioned with pride the former Liberal government establishing the Victorian
Abattoir and Meat Inspection Authority and the no-nonsense, low-cost capacity of the
service. I shall compare that service with what happens now under the Commonwealth
government. The all up cost of a Commonwealth meat inspector, when one takes into
account the overheads and superannuation, is nearly $90 aaa-last year it was $89 958.
That is one-third more than the comparable cost for the State meat service inspector doing
the same job.
On that ground alone, the community oUght to question what the State and Federal
are doing with this Bill. Surely the more efficient service should be given the
Inside running and the advancement of its staff and responsibilities. That is not the case;
the most inefficient service is in fact getting the plum.
One of the sad factors in the transfer-which happens all too frequently in the handover
of power from one government body to another-will be the established pecking order
and hierarchy which will be difficult for the State meat inspectors, who may be transferred,
to grapple with. This has already been established in the Federal meat inspection service.
The transferred State meat inspectors will be the poor relations and will find themselves
at the bottom of the pecking order for a long time to come.

~overnments

Although expressed at the Federal level, equity and fairness will not occur in reality. On
the surface the State meat inspectors may have wage parity and parity in other conditions
but in reality promotion and advancement in the job will be ~ven to those already
entrenched with the central core of the meat inspection service In Canberra. I shall be
interested to hear the honourable member for Werribee refute that claim. I should like to
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have the honourable member on record saying what will not happen so that I can
demonstrate that that has happened in a year or so.
Many of the State meat inspectors have made representations to members of the Liberal
Party asking that the State meat inspection service be retained at all local abattoirs; that
is, the abattoirs that are not licensed to kill for export. They have a keen eye for cost and
are aware of the no-nonsense, commonsense, low-cost approach of the State meat inspection
service. They wish for that service to be preserved.
Ironically, at joint meetings held between National Party and Liberal Party agricultural
committees on this subject the views of the industry were expressed. Up until now a
universally held view between the National and Liberal parties was that the inspection
service be retained. I wonder what expediency has now caused a change of heart in the
National Party because the facts have not altered. Metropolitan members of Parliament,
like the honourable member for Forest Hill, have also received representations about the
service being retained. The honourable member for Forest Hill made his thoughts known
to the agricultural committee of the Liberal Party and said that the State meat inspection
service should be retained as it is.
One of the overwhelming considerations is that the measure grants all power to a single
meat inspection union, which in the past, has not proved itself to be utterly reliable. That
meat inspection union has been fraught with internal power struggles and struggles between
the union and abattoir management. The example of Mudginberri was mentioned and
other examples will also be given. One of the greatest benefits of a dual meat inspection
system is that elements of competition keep everyone honest and it operates in the longterm, best interests of efficiency and in the service of domestic and overseas markets.
I mentioned the term "dual inspection", which is an emotive term in the rural
community. There used to be a dual meat inspection service, with Commonwealth and
State inspectors carrying out similar tasks-in duplicity-in export licensed abattoirs.
That was almost inevitable upon the takeover of the meat inspection services from the
then Department of Health when the Victorian Abattoir and Meat Inspection Authority
was established.
That took longer than I would have liked to overcome but the result achieved, which is
fact now, is that no dual inspection takes place. Dual inspection at abattoirs is a myth, a
furphy raised by those who want to support the government. The dual service is certainly
not a cost nor a reality. One of the recent phenomena in the meat industry has been
someone blowing the whistle in America on chemical residue, which is not a harmful
health problem in the levels discovered but certainly a harmful marketing problem. Far
be it for me to say that the Federal meat inspection service actually tipped off the United
States of America Department of Agriculture, but the service would not be beyond
suspicion.
The result of that tip-off is a considerable expansion of the service and the need for
more meat inspectors to take samples at every level from the farmgate thro~ the
processing chain to the consumer. It just so happens that the greatest beneficiary In this
exercise is the meat inspection union, the union that the Bill will expand, if it is supported.
Whether we like it or not the chemical residue issue is up and running and something
must be done about it. More inspectors will have to be employed. But, no matter how
hard it tries, the Commonwealth meat inspection service does not have the facilities to
trace the problem back to its source. Ironically, the people who have the expertise are
those employed by the State meat inspection service under the banner of the Department
of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
They not only have direct access to the farms but also know where the residues are,
because officers in that department were responsible for recommending the use of chemicals
in various agricultural operations. Those operations have been the cause of the chemical
residue problem.
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The government wants to wipe its hands of the matter and force the costs back on the
industry. The relevant State department has the expertise to sample and test because there
are samplers, laboratories and farm extension officers in the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs.
The very people who recommended the use of chemicals caused the problem. That
close-knit organisation of people should clean up their own backyard and should be under
rigorous supervision by the Minister to ensure that the chemical residue problem is
overcome without delay.
The Minister is weakening his capacity to overcome the problem. There is no other way
the Bill can be interpreted. The Minister wishes to sound sincere about cleaning up the
chemical residue problem on the one hand but, on the other hand, he is causing himself
increasing difficulty by handing over control to the Commonwealth which does not have
the capacity to trace either the residues or the diseases caused by them. The Minister's
department has the expertise and knowledge to undertake such tasks. Such action makes
the Bill a farce.
The Bill is no more than a stunt by the government to try to save a few million dollars.
It might look attractive at this time. I do not want to be accused by members of the

government of wanting to incur additional State government expenditure, yet I could
examine the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs-and most other departments,
for that matter-and I could show the government where it could save more money than
this measure will save.
This measure amounts to false economy. While it may save money for the State
department and the government on the surface, costs are being pushed over to the
Commonwealth. Costs have increased by a third because of additional costs and the less
efficient Commonwealth meat inspection service.
The taxpayer bears half the brunt of the cost to the Commonwealth and the industry
bears the other half. The industry has been seduced by what appears to be less of a cost to
them but they forget they are taxpayers as well and that that Commonwealth cost increases
the amount of tax they will have to pay.
The industry forgets that the Commonwealth government keeps changin~ its word on
these matters. Once the meat inspection service is a single inspection servIce under the
control of the Federal Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, the Commonwealth
government will rapidly move to a full cost recovery.
There will be no-one to oppose it. Farmers will be caught with their pants down. A
promise made to them will have been broken-part of a long list of broken promisesand they will again realise how naive they were in agreeing to the measures proposed by
the State Minister.
As the honourable member for Syndal pointed out, the Minister in his naivety in
handing control to the Commonwealth has no ~uarantees on this account. The MinIster
has no power of veto. There is no sunset clause In the Bill which will allow him to review
the position or to hold a gun to the Commonwealth's head to maintain the service of
tracing back chemical residue. There will be only a 50 per cent cost recovery, which is the
case at present. In his naive haste, the Minister has sold out the valuable low-cost meat
inspection service that has been established in this State.
The National Party has correctly supported the Liberal Party in the past in opposing
these intentions. The National Party now supports the government without any new
evidence at all. Perhaps the National Party has a way of explaining its stance to the
Victorian Farmers Federation. Perhaps it is terrified of the VFF.
In my experience with the VFF-and I do not forget I had a hand in setting up that
organisation, as well as the United Dairy Farmers of Victoria-such organisations were
used to 27 years of extraordinarily honest Liberal Party government where a Minister's
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word was his bond. Such organisations have not adapted themselves to the fact that things
have changed.
Pragmatism-to put the kindest connotation on lies-is now the order of the day. Such
organisations naively believe when a Minister in this government gives his word he will
mean it. In agreeing with the Minister on this measure they will learn they have been
wrong and that they should not have placed their trust in this government and in this
Minister.
The National Party should have the courage of its convictions and should say to the
VFF, "We hear what you say but you are babes in the wood who are used to dealing with
honest people; you are not dealing with honest people now; bear with us and believe us".
That is the line the National Party has previously taken. It is a mystery to me why the
National Party should change and now support the government.
The National Party stands condemned. I do not know how it will wriggle out of this.
Perhaps it is a case ofhavin~ two-bob each way. The National Party will stand condemned
by the rural community WhICh will ask it why it was so stupid as not to ensure there was a
power of veto and guaranteed arrangements between the State and the Commonwealth in
this Bill. Such measures would ensure that farmers received the deal the Minister is telling
them they will receive.
If the National Party were true to its changed attitude it would ensure that the deal it
wants is enshrined in some form of agreement. They have not given notice of that, and
that is tragic.
I support the comments made by the honourable member for Ripon, by the honourable
member for Syndal, and one or two of the comments made by the honourable member for
Doncaster. I oppose the Bill.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I support the remarks of the Deputy Leader of the
National Party. I understand the stands taken by the various spokesmen from the Liberal
Party. This is a controversial issue. It is a difficult issue for the National Party, especially
when the charges that have been imposed on meat inspection are considered.
I have canvassed the opinions of people in my electorate to gain an understanding of
what they believe should be the arrangements involving meat inspection charges in Victoria
and have received extensive responses.
I direct the attention of the House to the representations that I received from Mr Frank
Vodusek, who runs the Cobram Abattoirs. He has been in constant touch with me over
the past twelve months because of the actions taken by the government last year to
increase Victorian meat inspection charges.
It is on the record that the government introduced legislation last year to transfer the
Victorian meat inspection service to the Commonwealth. At that time the National Party
voted against the legislation on the basis that there was an effective system operating in
Victoria a~d that no assurances were given by the Federal government that it would not
raise the charges once it had complete control of meat inspection throughout Australia.

In December 1986 the State government proceeded to increase the charges to provide
for a 100 per cent recovery of costs compared with the 75 per cent recovery of costs that
had been operating up to the end of 1986. This increase had an enormous impact on
abattoirs operating in Victoria, particularly the Cobram Abattoirs. I refer to Mr Vodusek
because his problem highlights the problems that have developed. Mr Vodusek employs
110 people in his abattoirs, which he commenced in 1977. He is a most efficient operator
and produces the highest quality product. He kills cattle, sheep, and pigs. Under the 75
per cent recovery of costs system, the weekly charges at the Cobra m Abattoirs were $7380.
The changes imposed by the government from the beginning of 1987 increased the charges
to $11 152. Those charges were at the rate of $5.44 a head for cattle; 68 cents a head for
sheep; and $3.40 a head for pigs.
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A considerable number of representations were made to the government asking for
changes to the new system. Particularly strong representations came from the pig industry
because of the significant increase in the charges for inspecting pig carcasses. The revised
charges were $5.16 a head for cattle, 86 cents a head for sheep, and $2.15 a head for pigs,
which meant that the amount the Cobram Abattoirs is paying for the inspection service
has increased to $12083. Those charges should be compared with the Federal government
charges. The Cobram Abattoirs kills 800 cattle, 8500 sheep and 300 pigs a week. The
Commonwealth government charges $2.61 a head for cattle, 26 cents a head for sheep,
and 87 cents a head for pigs, so the total charges under the Commonwealth inspection
system would be $4559. I repeat that the charges under the Commonwealth system would
be $4559 a week, compared with the new charges under the Victorian system of$12 083a 265 per cent increase compared with the Commonwealth system.
The National Party considered its attitude on this issue and decided that it should
support the proposed legislation on the basis that it would reduce the charges overall,
recognising that the charges are spread over the producers, agents, and abattoirs.
Mr Vodusek is in an impossible situation because a large proportion of his meat is sent
interstate and he has to compete with interstate abattoirs, particularly those in New South
Wales, which are now operating under the lower charges imposed by the Commonwealth
~overnment. The National Party supports having one authority so that a uniform meat
Inspection standard is developed throughout Australia, but that has been the subject of
considerable debate. Concern has been expressed about charges rising, when the
Commonwealth government takes complete control of the meat inspection service, to
more than the 50 per cent recovery rate. That is a concern of the National Party, but it has
no alternative other than to support the proposed legislation. The Bill will give protection
to everyone involved in the industry in Victoria, particularly abattoirs.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank honourable members for their contributions to the
debate. It is a logical development to have a single meat inspection service at the
Commonwealth level. The government has noted the comments made by the honourable
member for Murray Valley and reiterates that the Minister for Primary Industries and
Energy has said that during his term of office there will not be an increase in fees above
the 50 per cent cost recovery rate. Honourable members have that undertaking from the
Federal Minister.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
52
Noes
28

Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
MrHann
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey

24
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrGude
MrHayward
MrJohn
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
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NOES

AYES

Mr Richardson
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith

Mr Jasper
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMcGrath

(Polwarth)

MrTanner
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams

(Lowan)

MrMcNamara
MrMathews
MrMicallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWallace
MrWalsh
MrWhiting
Mrs Wilson

Tellers:
MrHeffeman
MrLea

Tellers:
Mr Cunningham
MrSteggall
PAIRS

MrSheehan
MrWilkes

I

Mr Stockdale
MrKennett

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

AGRICULTURAL ACTS (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 8) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-This is an important and extensive Bill. It amends, in effect,
eleven different agricultural Acts, and I suggest that it is a fairly unsatisfactory way of
going about it because the various Acts do not have a great deal in common. It would have
been much tidier and more efficient and effective to keep those items separate.
Several of the amendments are fairly minor. They are administrative matters. However,
some are extremely important. Agricultural Bills are inclined to come before Parliament
in the dying stages of a sessional period, which allows little discussion to take place while
the Bills are between here and another place. This is another example of discrimination
and lack of regard for the farming community.
On this occasion, however, I should thank the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources for bringing on the Bill today rather than waiting until some ridiculous time in
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the early hours of the morning. This would have been an even greater insult to farming
communities, and so I thank him for that.
The other matter of a general nature that I should like to raise, before specifically
speaking about the Bill in detail, concerns the lack of consultation, which has become
characteristic of the government in dealing with people affected by various Bills. It is an
incredible and arrogant way for the government to go about making major changes that
affect vital industries. Many people who will be affected by the Bill did not even know that
it existed.
The proposal relating to processors was drafted without any consultation with companies
such as Bonlac Foods Ltd or Murray Goulburn Co-operative Co. Ltd. That is a disgrace.
The dairy industry has experienced and is still experiencing difficult times, but the Minister
seems to have lost control.
It was expected that a proposal relating to Midland Milk Pty Ltd would be introduced,
but I believe it was not able to be incorporated in the Bill. However, a Bill has been
introduced into another place that deals with that matter and that Bill will eventually
reach this House.

Part 2 of the Bill deals with amendments to the Dairy Industry Act 1984 and relates to
specific changes to prosecution and legal proceedings. When milk is tested, three samples
are taken. One sample is sent to the processor, one to the Department of Agriculture and
Rural Affairs and one is retained for later use, if required.
The amendment will provide that prosecution cannot be based on a sample that was
retained for future comparison but has deteriorated from natural causes with the eftluxion
of time. A sample that is held over for a considerable period would not be in the same
physical state at the time of prosecution as it was at the time of taking the sample.
Problems have arisen with prosecutions and the provisions in the Bill will overcome
those problems. It is, in fact, a direct lift from the Food Act. It will provide for a certificate
to be used in a court case rather than the production of a sample as evidence. In other
words, a certificate of a test carried out in a laboratory registered under the National
Association of Testing Authorities is sufficient. If the matter is to be taken further, the
services of an analyst can be called for.
As I said before, it was disappointing to discover that major dairy manufacturers such
as the Bonlac and Murray Goulburn companies had not been consulted about the Bill.
The changes being made by the Bill will have an effect on their businesses. Those companies
have since examined the amendments. At first, they foresaw problems and were not
inclined to agree with the proposed changes. They have now received more detail of the
Bill and have a full understanding of how it will affect the industry. They are satisfied that
these changes will assist in prosecution matters and they no longer are concerned. The
Liberal Party supports the amendments contained in Part 2 of the Bill.
Part 3 relates to amendments to the Barley Marketing Act. Clause 6 relates to a machinery
matter that will bring Victoria into line with South Australia and will improve the overall
marketing arrangements for the board. It clarifies the hed~ng procedures and allows for a
hedging contract to be entered into or dealt with that Will minimise the risk of adverse
variation in the price obtained for barley under a contract of sale.
Clause 7 protects the board from any claims made under a bill of sale. At first
investigation, that clause appeared somewhat strange and complicated. I understand that
it provides for a stock firm or a lending authority to obtain a lien over a farmer's crop.
Obviously a case must have arisen where a farmer or a sharefarmer responsible for the
production of the crop took the grain to the board and received payment but, at a later
stage, the lending authority or stock firm with a lien on that crop made a claim for payment
after payment had already been made incorrectly to the farmer. The responsibility for
payment in those circumstances should not be held by the barley board. The clause
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provides for the parties to make their own arrangements and be responsible for the
distribution of the payment for the crop without the board being involved.
Clause 8 extends the life of the board for a further five years. If that did not occur, the
board would cease to exist. The Liberal Party supports Part 3 of the Bill.
Part 4 relates to the Dried Fruits Act and provides for the streamlining of the
administration of the board and the remuneration of allowances for members of the board
to be fixed by the Governor in Council under the determination of the Public Service Act
rather than by regulations as is currently the case.
Clause 10 refers to the special fund paid by packing houses towards the operation of the
Dried Fruits Board. In 1981 the levy paid by packing houses was $1.20. It has since
increased to $6. This clause allows for the Governor in Council to increase the levy when
considered appropriate.
Clause 15 omits all references to dehydration. When I inquired about this provision, I
was informed that on a review of the Dried Fruits Act it was found that this section had
been unused and was not necessary. The Liberal Party has no quarrel with that.
Part 5 relates to amendments to the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act. It gives wider
powers to inspectors by allowing the testing and taking of samples. It also allows for testing
programs in abattoirs. Currently that sampling process takes place only prior to slaughter
although other taking of samples and testing occurs on a voluntary basis. The Bill makes
that practice secure. Provision is also made for tests to be performed and the results to be
es andsent direct to the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
Part 6 amends the Stock Diseases Act. This is an important issue and is why it is
necessary to pass the Bill during this sessional period of Parliament. Honourable members
would be well aware of the serious problems that have arisen following the use-illegal or
otherwise-of DDT, dieldrin and other chemicals. In most instances, the instructions
given for the use of those chemicals have come from the Department of Agriculture and
Rural Affairs. As was stated earlier by the honourable member for Polwarth, DDT, dieldrin
and chemical residue is not so much a health problem as a marketing problem.
Nevertheless, the chemical residue problem exists and, in a bipartisan way, everything
possible should be done to ensure that the problem is overcome as quickly as possible. It
is paramount to Victoria's export meat industry that the problem is remedied as quickly
as possible.
The chemical residue problem has been identified and has received much publicity.
Overseas countries are reasonably satisfied that everything that ought to have been done
has been done. The recent incident involving a consignment of beef exported to Japan
with an unacceptable level of chemical residue occurred at the beginning of July, and is
not a recent problem, because of the measures taken.
The increased use of chemicals, insecticide and antibiotics over the past few years
hpefully has been recognised and understood in time; therefore, given another twleve
months, there should be no concerns as at present exist.
The amendment in that Part of the Bill will allow measures now carried out for diseased
stock to be extended to cover cattle with unacceptable levels of chemical residue, and will
allow for on-farm testing of stock. There is also provision for the quarantining of properties
that have unacceptable levels of chemical residue. Farmers have readily accepted voluntary
quarantining of stock. The provision legalises that requirement; that is acceptable because
there may be the odd farmer who objects to his cattle being quarantined, although that has
not yet occurred.
Part 7 refers to amendments to the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. Some
provisions in Part 7 have caused tremendous concern among certain members of the
community. Clause 26 refers to debarking of dogs. At present only those with a prophlactic
reason can be debarked; they are problems directly affecting the health of the dog.
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The amendment is to allow debarking under a code of practice where those dogs have
been guilty of incessant barking. On the face of it, that may sound tough and some people
would be very concerned that because a dog was barking a little more than it should that
would be a reason for it to be debarked. Dogs who do have that problem usually cannot
be cured. If the barking is causing undue nuisance, the only remedy is to put the dog down.
The proposal would allow the dog's life to be saved. The Opposition accepts that provision.
Clause 26 also relates to dogs from pounds being used for experimental purposes. That
is one of the most contentious areas in the Bill. All honourable members will have received
a large amount of correspondence and representations from people presenting both sides
of the argument. The question is not whether dogs be used for experimental purposes. The
community and animal welfare organisations accept that there is a need to use animals,
including dogs, for experimental purposes, although most animal welfare organisations
suggest there could be fewer dogs used for this purpose.
Important research is being carried out at the Baker Medical Research Institute,
particularly in relation to heart problems and open-heart surgery performed on dogs. The
use of animals can play a very important part in perfecting open-heart surgery techniques,
especially when the health of human beings is at risk.
It is not a question of whether dogs should be used for experimental purposes, the
argument relates to the supply of dogs for experimental purposes. The supply of dogs to
the Baker Medical Research Institute predominantly comes from dogs impounded but
not claimed in municipal pounds. An air-conditioned vehicle takes the dogs from the
pounds-which suits the municipalities-and the institute selects the dogs suitable for
experimentation; those not suitable are put down. It is important to make the point that if
the dogs remained in the pounds they would eventually be put down.

The government has developed a code of practice coverin~ the use of dogs for
experimental purposes. One of the most significant provisions In the code of practice
refers to the time a dog must be in a pound before it can be taken and used by the Baker
Medical Research Institute. In spite of the code of practice, probably all animal welfare
organisations are opposed to the use of dogs in experimentation. Thelf argument is based
on the fact that dogs that wander often 20 or 30 kilometres from home have been raised
in a family environment. Frequently the owners cannot trace the dogs that have travelled
a large distance. Although the owners may check the local ounds, they cannot check every
pound in every municipality.
One claim is that the dogs cannot be retrieved; they finish up in the institute, in a foreign
environment. Most of the animal welfare groups would prefer that dogs that are to be used
in those environments should be bred specifically for that purpose.
Where does the supply of dogs come from for experimental purposes? The Baker
Medical Research Institute and veterinarians, in addition to all who use dogs for
experimental purposes, would argue that dogs from pounds are quite suitable, that it is a
cheap source of supply. They also use some greyhounds.
It is a cheap source of supply. The Baker Medical Research Institute estimates that if it
is forced to set up a breeding establishment it will cost it $1000 for each dog reared to the
age of twelve months, which is a suitable age for experimentation. People who argue the
other way claim that those dogs could come from existing breeding establishments, which
would cost approximately $400 a dog.

The Baker Medical Research Institute uses approximately 300 do~s a year. If each dog
costs $400 the total cost will be approximately $120 000 for that Institute alone. That
estimate has caused considerable concern because the institute already experiences a
budget overrun.
When this matter came before Parliament twelve months ago, the Liberal Party moved
an amendment in another place that provided that dogs from pounds could not be used
for experimentation purposes. However, that provision has not been proclaimed. The
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Opposition has given this issue considerable thought and has decided that dogs from
pounds ought not to be used for experimentation purposes. Therefore, the Opposition will
oppose that provision in the Bill.
Part 8 sets out amendments to the Animal Preparations Act. When this matter was
before Parliament some time ago the Liberal Party strongly argued for an additional
member on the Animal Preparations Board. The Opposition argued for a user member
because it believes people who use the material that the Act seeks to control should be
represented on the board. The Bill seeks to increase the membership of the board from
seven to eight. The additional representative will be a user. The government has realised
the commonsense of what the Opposition proposed and, belatedly, is doing what the
Opposition sought some months ago.
Clause 32 deals with the powers of authorised officers in inspecting properties. It appears
that such officers can enter properties to test material and the Bill will further provide that
they will be able to test animals as well. It is important to recognise that that power is
wider than that which is given to the police and, therefore, it is important that such officers
are properly educated and instructed so that they have appropriate knowledge and
understanding to ensure that they act in a responsible manner.
Part 9 of the Bill seeks to amend the Cattle Compensation Act. It seeks to increase the
amount payable as compensation from $550 to $700 to keep pace with the increase in the
price of cattle in recent times.
Clause 35 seeks to widen the scope of payments that can be made under the Cattle
Compensation Act. For example, it would allow the cost of the tail tagging of cattle that
identified a trace-back purpose to be paid from the Cattle Compensation Fund. I have had
discussions on this matter with industry groups and the Victorian Farmers Federation.
They are concerned about the method of paying those costs, as is the Liberal Party. It may
be argued that it is not an appropriate way to meet that cost but, if it does assist in
overcoming the problems of chemical residues and if it is the only way the department
can meet those costs, the Opposition, reluctantly, will not oppose that clause.
I should like the Treasurer to indicate whether my interpretation of that provision is
correct. I believe the proposed legislation clearly provides that the Cattle Compensation
Fund will be used for paying the cost or part of the cost of tail tagging. Last night the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs informed me that that was not so and he said
the Leader of the National Party in another place, the Honourable B. P. Dunn, had made
the same claim. He said that Mr Dunn was wrong. I ask the Treasurer whether I am wrong,
or both Mr Dunn and I are wrong, or whether the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs has not read the Bill.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr AUSTIN-He said that the cost, or part of the cost, of tail tagging would not be
paid out of the Cattle Compensation Fund and he also said that Mr Dunn was wrong ifhe
thought the same as I did. That was my understanding from reading the proposed
legislation. I should like to know whether I am wrong or whether the Minister is wrong.
Honourable members will be aware that costs of the brucellosis and tuberculosis
eradication program are paid for by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
Therefore, one must ask why there has been a sudden change in practice. I understand
that the Cattle Compensation Fund contains approximately $3·5 million. If it was good
enough to pay for the tail tagging connected with those other diseases one wonders why
the Minister would not use the fund for the trace-back purposes, even if only because of
the emotional nature of the issue.
The Bill also seeks to amend the Fruit and Vegetables Act to allow Commonwealth
export orders to be made under the Act. The Opposition does not oppose those provisions.
Session 1987-75
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Part 11 of the Act contains amendments to the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable
Market Trust Act. It seeks to allow the trust to manage and purchase land. I understand
the trust is keen to purchase an extra 28 acres of land and that some time ago problems
arose with land which adjoins the trust property and which was to be auctioned. The trust
recognised that if the land were auctioned it would be lost to it for all time. The provision
is an attempt by the trust to purchase that land, not that it will require it for immediate
use but so that it will be available-and not leased forever-if it is required for some
development.
The Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust currently owns 55 acres of
land. As it is self-funding, the Liberal Party supports that provision. Clause 37 seeks to
reconstitute the board and increase the membership of the trust by one-from three to
four members, who are to have business, management, financial, or technical expertise. It
also gives more power to the Minister.
Part 12 refers to the Canned Fruits Marketing Act; it contains a small amendment of
the definition of "season". The Opposition has no argument with that.
The Opposition supports most of the Parts in the proposed legislation but it is concerned
about the Cattle Compensation Act. I understand amendments will be moved by the
Minister in the Committee stage; some of the changes have been indicated to me. The
Opposition reserves the right to oppose those amendments if it does not believe they are
appropriate.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I agree with the views of the honourable member for
Ripon about agricultural Bills because here is a Bill that encompasses amendments to
eleven agricultural Acts. This is possibly the second or third last day of this sessional
period and there is an atmosphere of push and pressure to pass Bills so that we can be
home by Saturday.
We have had all year to debate this and other Bills, along with other problems with the
Department of Agnculture and Rural Affairs and the Minister. I am disappointed with the
way the Minister has treated his portfolio and he way he has handled his responsibility to
agriculture.
As the honourable member for Ripon pointed out, the Bill amends, among others, the
Dairy Industry Act, the Barley Marketing Act, and the Dried Fruits Act. I shall not go
through the Acts in detail because the Bill will be fully debated on behalf of the National
Party by the Honourable B. P. Dunn, one of the members for North Western Province in
another place.
I suggest that that debate will be handled under the pressure of time constraints, which
may help the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in that place, but I am sure a
proper and detailed debate will take place.
The Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act is amended along housekeeping lines by the Bill.
The real changes will be made by amendments to the Stock Diseases Act and the Cattle
Compensation Act.
Hidden among amendments to these Acts is the significant question of how our society
will handle the problems of chemical residues in our foodstuffs and in the food chain. The
Minister explained some weeks ago the way the government will handle the chemical
residues problem. He said that more testing was to be done not only on meat products but
also on fruit and vegetables and other parts of the food chain.
Why is it that, all of a sudden, science has shown this to be important? Is it as important
as it appears or is it actually more serious? Scientists have given us these exotic chemicals;
agricultural scientists have encouraged their use and, in fact, chemicals are an integral part
of current farming operations.
I wonder who is to ,pay and why is it that the government is now doing more testing to
provide a clearer identification of the problem. Inherent in most of the statements made
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by the Minister and in the proposed legislation is the belief that primary industry is guilty
because there are chemical residues in our food chain. The pressures that have been
brought to bear on primary industry during the past few years have been enormous and
the use of chemicals is one farming method that has been encouraged by all the scientific
experts and agricultural scientists.
It is strange to label the industry in that way when it is the desire of the government to
have cheap food available to the community that makes the government squeeze hard on
the primary producer or any other wealth-creating area. That is what has led to the
situation in which primary industry is suffering so badly.

If the population of Victoria wants chemical-free foodstuffs, they will be produced but
at a higher cost. The food will also come in a different form and in different shapes, sizes
and colours. It will be necessary to have an increase in the cost of food to compensate for
low yields.

Although there are agricultural areas that contain chemicals, the level is nowhere near
as high as the chemical levels in food chains in the United States of America or in Europe.
Honourable members should not believe we are the only ones in the world who are
suffering this problem. It is a smaller problem here than it is in most other places in the
world, but for some reason we are prepared to look for scapegoats.
The government wants the power under the Bill to isolate certain farms and animals
with high chemical residues; the amendments to the Stock Diseases Act do that. The
~overnment is suggesting a buy-back program-I do not have a problem with that; in fact
It is a good idea that is moving along well in most parts of Victoria-not only for chemicals
but also for animals with high chemical residues.
This situation has come about not because of bad management and not because of
someone doing something stupid but because of normal farming practices and because of
a mixture of farming practices that the scientific world did not foresee as being a problem.
The measure does not cover the primary producer who has foolishly handled chemicals
and created a problem with chemical residue. An appropriate approach of considering
whether the government or the community should play some role in overcoming the
problem has not been taken.
With the recent problem in the cattle industry, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs has looked around and discovered the Cattle Compensation Fund. That fund plays
a vital role in the cattle industry but its control is vested in the Department of Management
and Budget. The industry does not receive any of the interest accruing to the fund. The
Minister has decided to use that fund to deal with the chemical residue problems, firstly,
by buying back contaminated animals and, secondly, by paying for the tail tagging
identification program.
I am not sure why those costs should be paid for by the Cattle Compensation Fund.
Why cannot the Minister and the Treasurer use the interest on moneys in that fund, unless
they have been swallowed up by general revenue and used in other areas?
The interest accumulated by the fund would more than pay for the operations suggested
in the proposed legislation. I suggest that the Treasurer consider that matter carefully.
The way the matter has been handled by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
puts the blame on cattle producers for having done the wrong thing, but that is not the
case. The cattle industry will be forced to pay for that perceived indiscretion. The chemical
residue problem, if it is as big a problem as the community has been led to believe, is a
community problem and not a farmer problem. Any cost involved in eradicating or
solving the chemical residue problem should come from the community, not from the
private sector.
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I assure the House that the community has benefited enormously from chemical
applications through yield quality and in having food products that Australia and many
other countries have enjoyed because of their efficient operations.
The honourable member for Ripon referred to Part 7, which relates to amendments to
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act and specifically to the use of dogs from pounds
for animal experimentation. He stated that the Opposition would not support that
provision.
The National Party and the Opposition are having a bad day. The National Party will
support those amendments, particularly clause 28 which provides for a code of practice
for animals. The National Party has no opposition to research in that area being handled
according to the code of practice.
Part 8 refers to amendments to the Animal Preparations Act and includes provision for
an additional member of the Animal Preparations Board. That provision has been sought
for some time and finally comes to fruition in this Bill, which will amend a multitude of
Acts.
Part 9 refers to an amendment to the Cattle Compensation Act. I have already referred
to clause 35 which puts the buy-back costs of animals contaminated with chemical residues
onto the Cattle Compensation Fund. That provision will be opposed by the National
Party. I hope the community will begin to understand that the chemical residue problem
is one that confronts the whole community and not only primary industries.
Part 10 refers to an amendment to the Fruit and Vegetables Act and provides for any
regulation made under Commonwealth export orders to be included under State
regulations.
Part 11 refers to amendments to the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market
Trust Act, which is a subject that honourable members representing electorates in the
Murray Valley area would like to debate at length on another occasion.
Today, following his response to a question without notice in the other place, the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs issued a press release which severely slammed
the Opposition and the Victorian Farmers Federation. That press release states:
Opposition by the Victorian Farmers Federation may wreck a $850000 assistance package that would have
helped farmers with pesticide affected properties re-establish themselves in the livestock industry.

This is another trick of the Minister: if an individual or organisation does not do things
his way, the Minister will belt the hell out of that individual or organisation. The opposition
parties are becoming used to the Minister making threats of that nature.
I should have hoped that a Labor Government, particularly one dealing with a social
problem such as that brought about by chemical residues, would understand the community
implications and not attempt to make the primary producer the villain of the piece.
Members of the opposition parties recognise that the farmer is not alone in this difficult
area. The press release further states:
State government plans to give up to 200 farmers direct financial and management aid may now be blocked by
the Liberal and National Party Opposition, Agriculture and Rural Affairs Minister, Evan Walker, said today.

The Minister must have known how honourable members intended to vote! However,
having listened to the honourable member for Ripon earlier today, I am still uncertain
about how the Liberal Party will vote on the Bill. The Minister apparently has a good
network operating for him! His press release continues:
He told Parliament 91 farms were under quarantine after chemical affected livestock had been traced back to
the properties.

Honourable members should recall that the 91 farms are under voluntary quarantine. My
understanding is that all farming communities have cooperated with the Department of
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Agriculture and Rural Affairs on this issue. Until this Bill is passed, any quarantine is
voluntary. The press release quotes the Minister as saying:
I expect about 200 farms will eventually have to be quarantined but the VFFs opposition means they will be
denied government assistance to cope with the problem.
Property owners will lose out on a package worth over $4000 per farm.

Those statements will lead to an interesting debate in the other place when the Minister
for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is asked to respond to the issues raised in his press
release.
I ask the Treasurer to undertake a similar defence of the press release today but,
unfortunately, the Labor government has no interest in agriculture, and the Treasurer,
unfortunately for him, lost the toss when the Premier handed out the areas to be covered
by Ministers in the Lower House and the Treasurer won agriculture and rural affairs. The
news release further states:
Mr Walker said he was "astounded and disappointed" at the VFFs response because the residues issue was
one of the greatest threats facing Victorian agriculture.

I hope the government will seriously examine the problems with which we are faced. Noone denies that we have a problem with chemical residues. If the position is as bad as the
Minister has stated today, he should use some of the research facilities around Victoria to
carry out research on chemical free farming and to find a method whereby farming
operations can be carried out without chemical contamination.
It is true to say that our research stations throughout Victoria basically carry out
research for companies and other people who have contributed money to fund that
research. Little research-in fact, none that I know of, but I stand to be corrected-is
being undertaken on non-chemical farming methods in the State and around the world:
The government was prepared to 'buy back' affected animals and pay farmers 75% oftheir market value.

One could argue that that does not sound too bad, but one has to remember that the
person caught in the middle has done everything right. Those who have misused chemicals
would not come under this operation; it would be only those who have followed normal
farming methods, used the chemicals recommended by the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs and carried those methods out, in many cases, under the department's
supervision. These people have been caught out and the community problem will not be
solved by them losing 25 per cent of their market value. I agree with the buy-back system.
If we are faced with a community problem-and I believe we are-full compensation
should be paid for the value of the animal:
Mr Walker said the plan required the cooperation and support of the VFF and the Opposition because
legislation had to be amended to allow the Cattle Compensation Fund to be applied to chemical residue affected
animals.

That is fine and the National Party is happy that the interest from the Cattle Compensation
Fund be calculated and applied to that; that would be a fair and just operation of it. To
use the capital of that fund, for which it was not designed and not in place, but just
happened to be a pool of money that the government could get its hands on at short
notice, is not sufficient reason for using it. The National Party will oppose clauses 22 and
35 of the Bill that empower the government to do that:
He said as well as the 'buy back' plan, farmers would have received individually tailored management plans.

From advice that I have received, some of the individually tailored management plans
over the past few years are in trouble. Not much is known about ridding cattle of the
chemical residue within them. We do not know much about this area of agriculture, nor
do we know much about this area of science. Our institutes should have forewarned the
farming community long before they did so that the farmers could have slowly changed
the methods of agricultural operation in this State.
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I assure the House that changing from chemical-assisted farming to either relatively
chemical-free farming, or cutting back on chemicals, also has production problems. I can
only reiterate the position as I see it; firstly, the way this Bill has come before the House
today, in the last week of the 1987 Parliamentary session in the form of eleven Acts being
amended in one document, is disappointing, particularly in view of the way in which
proposed agricultural legislation is considered in this Chamber. I look forward to the
honourable member for North Western Province in another place testing the government
to make it accountable for not only some of the statements made today, but also the
responsibilities that it is placing on the rural industries under this Bill.
A few weeks ago there was a great argument by the Premier, and only by the Premier,
that the Upper House should be abolished, and that everything should happen in this
Chamber. This Bill is just another example of how honourable members cannot obtain
answers from the government on decisions and actions in agriculture. No Minister in this
Chamber is competent to answer questions or debate the proposed legislation. Honourable
members have to depend on the Legislative Council to facilitate accountability for which
the government must have to the people of Victoria. That is the Chamber where most of
the answers and the real debate will take place on this Bill. It is another example of the
government party being so light on with members who have a rural background that in
this Chamber we cannot obtain satisfactory information on the actions by the government
in the area of agriculture.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-As has been indicated, the Agricultural Acts (Further
Amendment) Bill contains 12 separate Parts, each of which alters or amends another
existing Act. A number of the amendments are consequential upon the detection of
chemical residues in livestock and farms in Victoria.
A number of the amendments are freestanding as a result of advice given to the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs from a variety of sources. What we have late
in this session is a grab bag and many of the organisations that would be directly affected
by the proposed changes have not been contacted by the government; in many cases, they
are unaware of what is proposed. As a result of that, it has been somewhat difficult for the
Opposition to prepare the case that it intends to propose to the House tonight.
Part 2 amends the Dairy Industry Act and deals specifically with meeting the request of
the Victorian Government Solicitor to provide for a certIficate of certain tests to be
accepted as evidence in legal proceedin~s where prosecutions are pending. It will make
possible the provision of test certificates In the courts rather than requiring the person who
conducted the tests to take the time to actually provide in person the necessary evidence.
The amendments to the Barley Marketing Act include a definition of hedging and extend
the life of the Act for a further five years.
The Opposition will support the amendments to the Dried Fruits Act, which relate to
the registration of packing houses in particular. They also deal with the delegation of
powers relating to re~stration and the omission of the reference to dehydrators, which
should have been omItted by the previous amending Bill. Parts 5, 6, 8 and 9 are somewhat
consequential. As a result of the use of improved farming methods and the technological
advances that have been made in rural industry, there has been some accumulative effect
on the produce.
The Animal Preparations Board superseded the former Stock Medicines Board, which
had the task of registering the materials used on farms which, presumably, required testing
prior to approval by the board. People who used the preparations did so in the knowled$e
that the preparations had been tested prior to introduction into Australia and Victoria In
particular.
However, because testing has not occurred in some areas, there is now a chemical
residue problem, which the government determines is the responsibility of individuals to
resolve rather than it being considered a community problem.

Agricultural Acts (Further Amendment) Bill 11 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2239

Honourable members know that Victorian agriculture is dependent on export markets.
The export markets for which such produce is destined are those where intensive agriculture
takes place; and, because of its intensive nature, there is a greater requirement for use of
chemicals. Therefore, some of the receivin~ countries, such as the United States of America,
Japan and some of the European Economlc Community countries have moved somewhat
earlier than Australia in addressing the problem of chemical residue build-up.
The Bill deals not only with the effects of DDT and dieldrin, but also with a range of
other preparations that are used, particularly in the livestock industry, which present an
equal amount of difficulty for the community in the long term. I refer to the use of
antibiotics in the feed made available for lot feeders, be it chicken feed, beef, or, in some
instances, lamb. Such use of antibiotics is common practice and is becoming more
widespread.
Based on the literature from overseas, it is causing concern in other countries as well as
in Australia. Therefore, the direction that Parliament takes on the question of the DDT
and dieldrin residue problems will set a precedent in a range of other areas as well.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has determined that he will use a fund,
which is a growers' fund, to defray the costs of any work done to solve the residue problem.
The fund will be used to buy back affected cattle. If one accepts the comments in the
Minister's press release today, the government will also provide additional assistance in
other areas, the cost of which will be met from the Cattle Compensation Fund.
Honourable members need to be clear on what the residue problem really is. One
purpose of the amending Bill is to broaden the definition of "disease" to include the effect
of chemical residues.
If a beast is determined to have a notifiable disease under the existing provisions, the
fund is available to buy back the beast, because it is deemed that there is some risk to the
consumer. It also indicates that the disease is probably terminal.
The Bill states that the same thing should apply in this case. Honourable members know
that the material concerned has a half life and that, provided the beast is taken off the
affected farm or removed from contact with affected soil, the residue levels will drop to an
acceptable level after a given period. Therefore, after a given time free of contact with the
contaminant, the meat will again become suitable for human consumption.
Instances have occurred previously where cattle considered to have high residue levels
have been tested again and found to have a residue level low enough to be allowed to enter
the food chain. That is a point on which honourable members should be cognisant when
addressing the issue.
As I understand it, the Cattle Compensation Fund contains $3·461 million. It is obviously
glowing in the eyes of the treasury, which is probably trying to find ways of using the
money for its own promotion. The fund is considered to be the method by which producers
will pay the cost of what seems to be a problem into which they have innocently got
themselves.
The proposed changes to the Stock Diseases Act, the Animal Preparations Act and the
Cattle Compensation Act hinge on the question of whether chemical residues should be
included in the definition of "disease". If that is to be the case, one wonders whether the
responsibility lies with the community or the cattle producers.
If the export market is to be protected and the community is to continue to benefit from
export sales, it is only reasonable that the community as a whole should bear some of the
cost of ensuring that our export markets are maintained.
It should not be the responsibility wholly of the cattle producers to ensure that their
market is maintained in such a way that the cattle produced for it are free of chemical
residue problems. If the definition of "disease" is changed, a process is set in train which
will allow the Cattle Compensation Fund to be used.
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The Cattle Compensation Fund is contributed to by producers when they sell cattle.
There is a charge of 20 cents a head, which is deducted from account sales. That amount
is paid into the fund held by the Department of Management and Budget. It has
accumulated over a number of years simply because a method has been devised of
controlling those diseases which were deemed to be notifiable diseases and for which
considerable funds had been paid over a number of years. If the fund is depleted-the
Cattle Compensation Act provides that one-third of the funds available to the Cattle
Compensation Fund can be used for one disease-and if there is an outbreak of a disease
in the true sense and cattle producers seek access to the fund and find it has been depleted
on this important community issue, the original purpose in establishing a fund will be lost
and growers will be left lamenting and wondering where they may get some assistance.
The disease which poses the greatest threat to Australia at the present time is foot and
mouth disease. We live within short flying distance of countries to our north where foot
and mouth disease is clearly rife. According to some spectators, it is only a matter of time
before there is a spread of foot and mouth disease into Australia into the herds of buffalo
roaming in northern Australia-and even wild pig, as the honourable member for Polwarth
says.
If chemical residue is accepted as a disease, then the amendments flow consequentially.
Although there is some reason for accepting an amendment to the definition of "disease",
there is some difficulty in accepting that the Cattle Compensation Fund be used to deal
directly with the issue.
The amendments to the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act provide that animals
from pounds may be used for scientific research. When the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act was passed some twelve months ago, the amendments moved by the Liberal
Party prevented the use of dogs from pounds for scientific research. Representations have
been made which indicate that those dogs are needed for research purposes.
I remind honourable members that the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act also
provides for the retention of breeding establishments. Those institutes that use dogs for
research purposes are also breeding other animals-there are large numbers of rats and
mice bred for research, as well as cats, as I understand it.
It would appear to be quite logical, given the number of dogs used in scientific research,
that those dogs be bred in the breeding establishments provided for in the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Act. The existing situation should continue so that dogs which find
their way into one pound in Melbourne-which I understand is the only pound involveddo not also find their way into institutes where they are used for scientific research
purposes.
The Bill proposes that a code of practice be established to deal with this issue. Although
that code of practice has some safeguards in it, it will allow the use of the animals. Really,
it is a question of principle as to whether animals should be used for scientific research.
One hopes an amendment to prevent the use of those animals for that purpose will receive
the support of all honourable members.
The other major item contained in the Bill relates to amendments to the Melbourne
Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust Act. Honourable members will be aware that
the trust has control of some 42 acres of land in Footscray. The trustees are seeking to
ensure that they have the capacity to expand should the need arise and to undertake other
roles that might present to them.
There is a concern within the fruit and vegetable industry that direct selling to
supermarket chains has circumvented the market system. The price mechanism for sales
directly to the supermarket chains is related to the market price. The community must
decide whether there will be a central marketing system that will set prices or whether
there will be direct negotiations between producers and supermarket chains. If the latter is
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to be the case, producers will be at the mercy of the whims of the supermarket chains,
rather than having some guide from the normal vagaries of a market system.
The members of the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust are seeking
to ensure that they will be able to accommodate the supermarket chains on the site, to
encourage them to come to the market and establish themselves there, and to provide the
sort of competition and central marketing system that is necessary to ensure that producers
in this State get a fair price for their produce.
This amendment is consequential upon an amendment in the Land (Amendment and
Miscellaneous Matters) Bill, which will enable statutory authorities to purchase Crown
land. I hope honourable members will support this Bill as well.
Mr FORD HAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

Some real efforts are being made to reach agreement on some of the outstanding issues.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until later this day.

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

The Bill amends the Fisheries Act and provides for the imposition of quotas in the abalone
fishery and a compulsory docketing system to prevent divers exceeding quotas and as an
aid to combat the sale of illegal abalone. It is intended that the quota system will apply in
the western zone of the abalone fishery only at this time.
Honourable members will be aware that in 1984 the government introduced licence
transferability into the abalone fishery on the basis of two transferred licences being
consolidated into a single licence. This strategy was designed initially to contain, and in
the longer term reduce, fishing effort and so conserve the abalone resource. However, since
the introduction of transferability only 36 original licences have been consolidated, resulting
in a reduction in the overall number of divers from 90 to 72. In terms of resource
management this rate of turnover of licences and associated consolidations has been
insufficient to compensate for the major increase in fishing effort per operator.
The low number of licence transfers and increased fishing effort per operator can be
traced to the rapid escalation in the price of abalone. In 1984 it was $3.20 a kilogram and
now it is $14 a kilogram. This has resulted in high licence values. In the western zone only
four licences have been consolidated, reducing the number of divers from sixteen to
fourteen, and the divers have become increasingly concerned about excessive fishing
pressure on stocks.
The western zone divers approached the Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands early this year and proposed that catch Quotas and a compulsory landings docket
system be introduced into the western zone in order to reduce fishing effort and to tighten
up enforcement.
The Fisheries Division of the department shares the industry's concern about excessive
fishing pressure on stocks, as abalone research has produced evidence of recruitment
overfishing which threatens the capacity of the resource in some areas to sustain itself in
the face of the current level of fishing activity.
A joint abalone diver-working group has devised a quota and docket system which has
now been incorporated into the Bill before the House. An annual catch quota will be
established for the western zone and then divided evenly between the divers in the zone.
Individual divers may transfer up to 50 per cent of their annual quotas to a diver licensed
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for the same fishin~ zone and no diver may increase his initial quota by more than 50 per
cent. Transfers ofhcences in the western zone, which are currently made on a two-for-one
basis, will now be permitted on a one-for-one basis. With the quota system in place the
current number of licences in the western zone will be maintained for the foreseeable
future.
The Bill provides that quotas and licence transfers on a one-for-one basis can be extended
to the eastern and central zones by order of the Governor in Council with the proviso that
the Minister has regard to the recommendations of the Fisheries Management Committee.
In addition such a declaration can be disallowed by either House of Parliament.
The abalone divers strongly support the implementation of a docket system as a means
of verifying quotas in the western zone and as an aid to combat the sale of abalone taken
illegally by unlicensed divers. The docket system would be Statewide in application and
would require that commercial quantities of abalone be accompanied by serially numbered
dockets from the point of landing through the marketing chain till it reached the retailer
or was consigned for export.
A specialist squad of four fisheries enforcement officers will be dedicated to the task of
controlling the catching, processing and selling of abalone. The Victorian abalone fishery,
which is one of the few viable abalone fisheries in the world, is worth approximately $20
million at current prices and contributes significantly to Australia's export earnings. The
government is firmly resolved to protect this valuable fishery and sees the implementation
of catch quotas as a safeguard for the future well-being of the industry. I commend the Bill
to the House.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I suggest that the
debate be adjourned until Friday, 13 November. The Bill has been considered in another
place and it IS proposed that it be passed this sessional period. Officers of the department
will be made available to the honourable member for Evelyn. I am sure he is well aware
of the issues involved in the Bill.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until Friday, November 13.
The sitting was suspended at 6.15 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

AGRICULTURAL ACTS (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motion ofMr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Bill, as has already been explained, comprises a
number of liquorice-allsorts amendments to some of the 50 or so Acts administered by
the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs. It is difficult to debate the Bill because the
amendments to different Acts are lumped together, but I can understand the Minister
doing it in this way because he wants to truncate the debate.
The Bill improves the Dairy Industry Act because it will allow samples of dairy products
to be taken, tested and then reported upon without the need for the samples to be retained
as evidence in court proceedings. It is obvious to honourable members, who seem to be
riveted to the subject, that samples of dairy products would not, after a period, be suitable
to submit to a court as satisfactory evidence for a conviction. That was a shortcoming in
the current Act, and the Opposition believes the provision will improve the Dairy Industry
Act.
The Bill also amends the Barley Marketing Act, and it contains provisions for hedging.
It also clarifies the ownership of grain delivered so that grain grown by a lessee, partner or
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share farmer is now more clearly identifiable by the form of registration used by the Barley
Marketing Board. Therefore, there is less likelihood of the board paying out to the wrong
owner of barley. The Bill also extends the terms of the Barley Marketing Act until the
1991-92 seasonal year.
The barley growing community should not assume that the Barley Marketing Board
will continue for ever and a day. There must be a periodic review of the performance of
the board. Needless to say, to my knowledge, growers and consumers have been satisfied
with the board's operations to date.
The Bill contains a number of small, unrelated amendments to the Dried Fruits Act to
bring that Act more into line with common practice. It refers to remunerations and the
method of fixing remunerations. The Act refers to "dehydrators", which is an antiquated
term, and the Bill omits references to that term.
One of the important aspects of the Bill is an amendment to the Abattoir and Meat
Inspection Act, which may require the Director-General of the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs to take samples from animals suspected of having a disease and, in light
of that, to quarantine the affected farm. It is not clear from the Minister's scant secondreading speech or the explanatory memorandum to the Bill whether the authority of the
director-general to quarantine relates to a land title, a conglomeration of titles under one
or more ownerships or a particular paddock or paddocks that do not necessarily comprise
the total of any particular farm or any particular title.
The Minister and the department should contemplate the practical approach of
quarantining residue-affected paddocks and the animals that have been on those paddocks
rather than, in some cases, quarantining the whole farm where residues on the pasture are
not a problem. The Bill does not make clear what the authority of the Minister is in that
regard.
Part 6 amends the Stock Diseases Act 1968 and has the effect of classifying chemical
residues as a disease. Although that might seem a practical solution, I should not have
thought that chemical residues-under anyone's description-ought to be classified a
disease. A more appropriate way of handling this provision would have been to have had
at least a separate part or clause added to the Stock Diseases Act or the Act renamed,
rather than simply classifying residue as a stock disease.
The interesting aspect of residues is that although they might be present today, all the
known residues appear to dissipate over a period, whether three months or six months,
whereas under the definitions of the Stock Diseases Act a disease was something that was
incurable or contagious. The Stock Diseases Act was introduced to try to prevent the
spread of disease to other animals and, in particular, to man.
A potentially misleading section of the Bill is Part 9, which makes amendments to the
Cattle Compensation Act 1967, but I shall deal with that later. For now I shall deal with
the Bill as it blunders on because the next Part makes amendments to the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Act 1986.
As has already been expressed by the honourable member for Ripon, who is the lead
speaker for the Liberal Party, widespread concern has been expressed in the community
that pound animals may be used for experimentation. Although these animals may have
been recently neglected by their owners, they have had a track record of tender, loving
care and when they are taken from a pound and used for scientific experimentation, no
matter how properly the experimentation is conducted in accordance with the code of
practice, those animals are placed under greater stress than animals that have been
specifically bred for experimentation. In due deference to sympathetic public opinion, the
Liberal Party would like the provision banning pound animals from experimentation to
be proceeded with.
Part 8 amends the Animal Preparations Act 1987. It contains a number of machinery
provisions that enable the Act to be more effectively administered. I cannot understand
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why provisions dealing with cruelty to animals have been inserted among all the other
clauses. It seems to be a messy way to draft a Bill.
Part 9 is the most critical to the farming community because it amends the Cattle
Compensation Act 1967 and proposes giving the Minister the capacity to utilise the Cattle
Compensation Fund for a number of reasons. The fund was established by a levy which
growers pay upon the sale of fat stock passing through the saleyards.
The current accumulation in the fund is approximately $4 million. The State benefits to
the tune of approximately $400 000 a year in interest; no interest is credited to the fund,
which, in days when interest rates applied under conservative governments, was of no
great consequence. That is not the case today under Labor governments with poisonously
high rates of interest. The interest rate to the government is substantial.
The government proposes that the Cattle Compensation Fund be used to fund tail
tagging and identification of animals for the purposes of tracing chemical residues. The
fund was not set up to do that. The government is shirking its responsibility in trying to
push this cost onto farmers. As I said in an earlier debate on another Bill, the government's
advice on chemical control of parasites in various crops and the farmers following this
advice and the advice of the manufacturers of the chemicals has caused the chemical
residue problem.
If the farmers wished, they could have a cause for action and sue the government for
bad advice. However, that is most unlikely because of the high cost of litigation against
the Crown and it is most unlikely that farmers would qualify for legal aid because they
would have assets.
Mr Coleman-They could take out class actions.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I am not so sure the groups of landholders who are afflicted should
not closely examine that avenue and take out class or common interest actions against the
government for wrong advice which caused chemical residue problems. As a result, the
farmers have lost income and amenity.
Instead of the government fronting up to its responsibilities and admitting its mistake
and taking the animals out of the food chain, the farmers have to pay the cost. The
government could tackle this problem in a number of practical ways. For example,
approximately 2000 head of cattle are involved at a value of approximately $400 a head.
A total value for the animals carrying residue is approximately $800 000.
A number of mechanisms are available to the government: it could buy the animals,
destroy them, and put them in pits as it did during the drought; it could buy the animals
and raise them on rural finance land until the tests show that they are free of residue and
then retail them-it may even make a profit, but, generally, governments do not make a
profit out of anything; or it could provide agistment on clean ground for the farmer or
interest on the capital value of the afflicted cattle.
All of this would add up to only $250 000. Surely that would be cheaper than being
challenged in court with a class action. In this way the government has a chance to make
a good fellow of itself and head down the track that is right and sensible to meet its
responsibilities. After all, if the government had not given the advice and the farmers had
not accepted it, the problem would not exist.
The Liberal Party is entirely opposed to the government utilising. the Cattle
Compensation Fund, which was established for genuine reasons to allow farms to be
quarantined and cattle to be destroyed and buried to prevent the spread of contagious
disease. That money should not be used to cover up the government's meanness and to
escape from its responsibility. The situation is despicable but typical of the current Minister
who showed absolutely no interest in seriously dealing with the problems that have beset
the farming industries.
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That is a syndrome that has become the focus on the government as a result of its $7
billion deficit caused by so-called modem management. When the government realises
the folly of its ways and turns to the productive sector for help, the help will not be there
because the productive sector representing only 3 per cent of the total community will be
run down and not able to respond.
Measures such as this demonstrate the government's lack of negotiation of the
contributions made by the rural community.
The remainder of the Bill includes amendments to the Fruit and Vegetable Act which
allows for regulations to specify the quality of fruit and vegetables to be exported.
The Bill amends the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust Act and
will enable the trust to borrow money to buy land adjacent to premises run by the trust in
Footscray Road. I question the wisdom of the massive involvement that is planned
because a growing proportion of fruit and vegetables consumed by the community is
supplied by supermarkets. In order to obtain a cheaper and fresher product supermarkets
require less handling of fruit and vegetables and that handling to be under their supervision.
One provision is that a common area adjacent to the market be developed to enhance
the market. Theoretically the proposal sounds good but if the trust is to be financially
viable it must take care with the practical realities of such a scheme.
With the reservation of the Liberal Party's opposition to Part 9, clause 35, I support the
remainder of the Bill.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Bill is wide ranging. It covers all areas of agriculture
from horticulture and broad acre farming to animal welfare and research programs. The
Bill is divided into twelve separate Parts.

It is not often honourable members have the opportunity of speaking about the role
agriculture plays in the State. A substantial amount of export earnings is gained through
the sale of horticultural products, wool products, sheep and cattle meat, grain-whether
legume grain or cereal grain-and from dairy products, all of which are generated from
the country communities of Victoria.
Although the government may attempt to centralise such industries there is no way that
agriculture can be centralised. These industries must remain in the country regions of the
State. It is to be hoped they will always retain a high degree of independence and that
family farms will continue to be profitable and will avoid coming under the control of
corporate management. Agriculture should always be based on the operations of various
family partnerships and family groups in the community.
In the past month, a great deal has been said about the crash in the share market. It is
sad for those who have seen their shares halved in value. That is something not uncommon
to agriculture. In the wheat growing areas of the State in the past couple of years properties
in the Wimmera and the Mallee have lost half their value with the downturn in the wheat
industry. Farming communities are well conditioned to losses in the value of the properties
they hold.
Part 2 of the Bill relates to amendments to the Dairy Industry Act. Many dairy farmers
in this State are represented by a number of National Party members. The National Party
has no problem with these amendments to that Act.
Part 3 deals with amendments to the Barley Marketing Act. It is pleasing to note that
the amendments will allow the continuation of that Act for a further five years from
1987-88 until 1992-93.
The Barley Marketing Board has served the barley growers of this State very well. Barley
has lost its significance as one of the cereal grains and has been replaced in many of the
grain growing districts by field peas. One of the reasons there has been a fall in the number
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of acres sown under barley is the high government charges levied on the barley industry. I
particularly refer to handling and transport charges.
One of the reasons farmers in the Wimmera and in the Mallee are moving away from a
traditional crop such as barley and moving into the production of peas is that they are able
to bypass the railway system and use road transport.
That is something the Minister for Transport should be aware of. If he wishes to
maintain a railway system across this State he should aim to accommodate every tonne of
grain possible on the railway system. Unless the Minister looks carefully at the charges he
is imposing he will contribute to the decline of the railway system.
The next Part of the Bill deals with amendments to the Dried Fruits Act. The dried fruit
industry is very important to the horticultural areas of Swan Hill and Mildura and along
the Murray River.
Part 5 of the Bill deals with amendments to the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act. The
House has already considered the Abattoir and Meat Inspection (Arrangements) Bill.
The Bill deals with amendments to the Stock Diseases Act. One of the real concerns in
the community in recent times has been the level of chemical residues which has been
diagnosed in meat exports from this country by overseas countries.
Although honourable members may appreciate the concern countries importing
Australian meat have about the chemical residue problem, I wonder whether State or
Federal governments are screening foodstuffs which come into this country to the same
degree as has been undertaken by our overseas trading partners.
Many food commodities are imported into Australia and I wonder whether some of
those food products are properly screened to detect impurities or whether the same
stringent checking procedures are imposed on those foodstuffs as are imposed by overseas
countries to check Australia's exported foodstuffs.
The National Party is concerned that the meat industry is suffering because of stringent
requirements that have been imposed on exported products. The operators of abattoirs
have expressed concern, as have many abattoir workers. Recently, many unionists working
in abattoirs were laid off while the abattoirs in which they work obtained a clean bill of
health before resuming their kill.
Farmers are not always at fault. They receive advice from the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs and from various chemical firms. Chemicals may be dropped directly
on the ground from fertiliser application. Sprayed chemicals are used for the control of
insects, and herbicides for the control of pasture. The chemicals are used in good faith.
The chemical dieldrin is responsible for some chemical residues being found in meat
shipments exported overseas.
A news report expressed concerns about chemical residues being found in some scouring
plants overseas and said that the chemical dieldrin had been identified in wool from
Australia. It was said that dieldrin was coming out into the environment of those wool
scouring plants. The community needs to be aware that chemicals such as dieldrin and
diazon are banned and must look to the chemical researchers and skilled technicians in
the chemical industry to provide adequate information on their research programs.
The farming community has been criticised for allowing the chemical residue problem
to develop. Honourable members should read an article that appeared in the Wimmera
Mail Times of last week on a virus that was found in the Victorian Crops Research
Institute in Horsham. The institute is a government property, a $2 million project, that
was purchased by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. It is a research farm 5
or 6 miles out of Horsham; an exciting project. The article states:
The Victorian Crops Research Institute in Horsham was placed under quarantine this week following the
discovery of a virus in barley plants.
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The virus, barley stripe mosaic, was found in lines of barley imported from the International Maize and Wheat
Improvement Centre in Mexico.
The quarantine will be lifted today after officers destroy the fifteen rows of barley containing affected plants.
Barley stripe mosaic has been reported twice before in Australia, and is widespread throughout the world.
It produces a yellow stripe on the leaf of the plant which can be confused with nutritional problems.

The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs chief quarantine officer, Mike Kinsella, and pathologist
specialising in viral plant problems, Dr Rob Saunders, both from Melbourne, inspected the infected plants in
Horsham.

The parallel that I draw is that a top research institute manned by scientists and agronomists
had to be quarantined. The farming community does not have the same research skills or
amenities available to it.
The National Party supports the Bill, but opposes clause 35, concerning the Cattle
Compensation Fund. An honourable member for North Western Province, the Honourable
Bernie Dunn, has done considerable work on the Bill. He received a letter from the
Victorian Farmers Federation under the signature of Mr Bill Bodman. The letter, dated
11 November, states:
A short note to confirm to you that, as discussed with you by telephone, the VFF pastoral group is opposed to
the government using the Cattle Compensation Fund as a source of compensation for destruction of cattle under
the quarantine arrangements.
We believe that the government has a responsibility to provide compensation from its own resources, and to
manage the quarantine system in such a way as to minimise inefficient use of the proposed arrangements.
We understand the implications of the actions you may take to amend the government's legislation.

The Victorian Farmers Federation does accept that farmers who have cattle destroyed
under the tail tagging system should be compensated from the Cattle Compensation Fund.
Previous speakers from the Liberal and National parties have said that the fund contains
approximately $4 million, which is earning interest of approximately $400 000 per annum.
The National Party believes the fund is earning sufficient interest to meet the compensation
needs of the livestock industry in Victoria in the foreseeable future, providing it is properly
managed. I urge the government to take that suggestion on board. It is a controversial
provision of the Bill.
The provision regarding the use of pound animals for research purposes is also of some
concern. An honourable member for North We~tern Province in another place, the
Honourable Bernie Dunn, asked the Baker Medical Research Institute for information on
the number of animals used by research institutes for medical research. Mr Rosenfeldt,
the head of the Cardiac Surgical Research Laboratory of the Baker Medical Research
Institute, in a letter dated 30 October 1987, states:
I am writing to enlist your support for the repeal of the amendment to the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Act which concerned a ban being placed on the use in medical research of unwanted dogs from municipal
pounds. In 1985, 317 dogs were used for research in the Baker institute. The majority of these-77 per centwere used in non-survival experiments under anaesthesia, such as experimental heart surgery.

The letter continues:
We are currently liaising with the RSPCA to formulate an acceptable Code of Practice for the use of pound
animals, which will eliminate the possibility oflost pets being inadvertently used in medical research.

The letter is signed by Franklin Rosenfeldt, head of Cardiac Surgical Research Laboratory,
Baker Medical Research Institute, in Melbourne.
The National Party supports the Bill except for clause 35, which will be strongly opposed.
We hope the government recognises our opposition and will accept our proposals.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-Part 6 of the Bill amends the Stock Diseases Act 1968. Clause
22 contains a definition of~~disease" as follows:

2248

ASSEMBLY

11 November 1987 Agricultural Acts (Further Amendment) Bill

• "Disease" means(a) any contagious or infectious disease to which any stock is subject; or
(b) the presence in stock or in a class ofstock ofa specified chemical residue in excess of the specified level or
the presence of such a residue-

which the Governor in Council from time to time by order declares to be a disease for the purposes of this Act',

I comment firstly on this clause because of the debate that has continued in recent days
about the definition of a disease. I submit that the government is correct in proposin~ the
definition it has put forward. A broader and better definition of disease is "any condItion
which reduces below normal the productive or reproductive capacity of an individual".
Disease is not just infectious or transmissable, although in the past, in Victorian
legislation, it would appear to have been so because most of our attention has been focused
on the need to control infections, transmissable disease and to provide compensation.
I take a moment over this point because I believe the current illustration before the
Parliament of Victoria demonstrates the beginning of a new era when governments and
States will have to become much more involved in matters such as chemical toxicity and
will have to move at times to control situations in animals and perhaps in crops where
chemical contamination of the products which would normally be consumed by mankind
has occurred.
Ifwe are able to stop this toxic process continuing, we may well have to compensate the
producers concerned. In that event, we need to consider something like an insurance
policy where the bulk of the people cover the individual because the bulk of the people
can do it without any great personal effect; whereas if the individual is cast to the wilds
because of the unfortunate, perhaps uncontrollable, consequences of toxicity, he or she
perishes economically.
It is a fair comment that at this time we are considering a situation which is not the
personal responsibility of the producers concerned. Many, if not all of them, acted on
advice given to them very often by State instrumentalities and, in particular, the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs whose officers were acting in good faith on
the best knowledge of the day.

We now see twenty years or less later toxicity occurring that is causing enormous
difficulty, not only to the individual in selling his or her products but also to the State
concerned. It is for that reason that I emphasise the point that we need a broad definition
of disease.
The definition laid down by the government will suffice but we must not be surprised
when the government of the day, whoever that may be, and the Governor in Council in
years to come specify more and more of these illustrations that must be included as new
diseases compared with the past.
I comment also on the question of eradication of chemical residues in meat. It is
necessary for the purposes of human safety that we move vigorously in this new era to
stop this contamination that can pass from one species to another. Man is the top of the
biolo$ical chain and that is where such residues will accumulate and cause most damage,
espeCIally in babies and neonates of our species.
It is important because, today, mankind is synthesising some 70000 chemicals which
are being used and spilled around in our society and across the earth. Indeed, it is not an
unreasonable statement to say that chemical toxicity poses much more danger to mankind's
future than does nuclear contamination and, certainly, nuclear war. This is because total
control of these agents is much more difficult. They do not appear to the individual to be
as important as nuclear war, therefore, the response is less dramatic. However, in total,
they threaten our society much more.
It is clear that the only concept we can embrace is one of allowing the chemicals that
have been spilt around to be degraded and, in the meantime, to isolate our animals and
crops from them. I make this point because I want to come to the principle that the half
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life of these chemicals will be very long and ten or twenty years may be a very short time
in some cases. We need a lot more information about them and how we can best handle
them.
I urge the Parliament to accept the idea that our knowledge at this time is embryonic.
We need to spend money and effort in this area to ascertain where we are going. On this
occasion we have been caught out by our practice and our lack of knowledge. Perhaps that
can be excused, but we will have to pay the price. In the future, that will not be acceptable.
It is time now for Victoria and other States across Australia to take this total subject,
not just DDT and dieldrin but the rest of the field, much more carefully and examine the
chemicals we have used and those we will use in the future and work out better programs
for handling them. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of this subject.
I comment finally on the question of compensation. My earlier remarks would suggest,
not unreasonably, that I am firmly in favour of the State of Victoria considering what it
can do for indiVIduals who have suffered in what would appear to be an historically new
and unfair manner. They have been caught out.
Two areas are involved. The first is the individual animal which must be prevented
from reaching the channels of commerce and for which compensation is fairly simple. The
government has offered a program wherein the quantum of money it will offer is, perhaps,
a matter to be settled. Its approach is correct.
However, another dimension must also be faced and that is the question of the land
that is contaminated by chemicals and which will be out of production for a matter of
years or decades, not just months. The question is whether it is unfair for the individual
to suffer the loss of his land from production in what will be a State controlled prohibition
of production and sale.
I submit that in matters of democracy in these areas, it is not fair that the individual
should suffer in this way. It could well mean his or her destruction economically. I invite
the government to provide compensation for land as well as for individual animals and to
come up with some proposal. It may be a question of money to compensate the individual;
it may be the provision of the use of State land for the period during which the individual's
land cannot be used to achieve the production that would otherwise have been possible.
It is almost certain that this land, when ruled out from animal production and perhaps
crop production, will have a lower economic return in the years ahead. We may need to
do something in a sensitive democracy that is fair for our individual producers so they do
not suffer to the point of perishing and, indeed, that they do not suffer unfairly in their
democratic society.

Clause 28 relates to amendments to the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986. I
declare a vested interest as a veterinary surgeon in this area. My comments are made over
and above and without any undue influence whatsoever of my professional status.
My concerns are those of the people of Victoria. It is an issue of very considerable
importance. Man and dog have had some domestic relationship for about the past 7000
years. That illustrates why the dog is very important to mankind. The dog is an important
species in our domestic environment and that is why this provision generates an important
emotional feeling in the community.
I suspect that this provision, where the community is asked to act one way scientifically,
will be controlled, in the final analysis, by emotional considerations. We may well decide
the matter in a manner which is not supported by international science and scientific
practices in our society.
The baseline of our consideration is that the use of dogs for research to help society,
even to the point where they are sacrificed, is an accepted legal practice. The provision
being debated tonight is whether society will permit pet dogs, perhaps more accurately
described as city dogs, to be used for this activity. Many of the dogs over which well-
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concerned people have raised much comment are not well-loved pet dogs sitting on sofas
watching the television set; they have been dogs out in the asphalt jungle, in the alleys,
gathered up and brought in.
A number of principal considerations have been raised for and against the argument.
The animal welfare organisations claim that the pet animal suffers more when subjected
to experimental procedures than would a dog reared specially for the purpose; secondly,
the owner of such a pet animal suffers more when he knows the animal is definitely dead;
thirdly, there is a claim by the animal welfare community that the pound animal is not
suitable material for scientific experimentation because of its unknown biological
variability.
The claims on the other side of the argument from the scientific community, concern
the destruction of an extra 1000 dogs a year for research purposes in Victoria; they would
have to be bred especially for that purpose. Such a procedure is unjustified when there is
available pound dog material that will be sacrificed in any case.
The second point made by the scientific community is that the material produced by
purposeful breeding is too costly, especially when pound material is suitable. It is necessary
for Parliament to face up to the specifics of the argument, to analyse both sides of the case.
The dog population is approximately 700 000; about 30 000 are sacrificed each year as
discarded animals. The usage for scientific purposes in Victoria maximally would be
approximately 1000 dogs a year. That does not mean that because it is only 1000 out of
30 000 that inhumane treatment of our dogs is justified. It is worth recording the figures
involved.
I proceed now to examine the concerns of the animal welfare community about the
treatment of dogs in scientific work, and the claims that such treatment is unacceptable in
a sophisticated democratic society.
Firstly, these studies are controlled by ethics committees in the various institutes. The
committees routinely have at least one veterinary surgeon as part of their membership
and such persons are committed to the humane treatment of animals at all times. For
example, at the Baker Medical Research Institute the use of dogs for biomedical research
is monitored by the institute's animal experimentation ethics committee in accordance
with the NH & MRC-CSIRO-AAC code of practice for the care and use of animals for
experimental purposes. The majority of committee members have no other affiliation
with the institute.
My second comment relates to the claim by the animal welfare community that the
holding of dogs prior to their use experimentally would cause greater suffering to a pet dog
than to a street dog. The conditions under which they would be held would be at least
equal to, if not better than, the conditions that would prevail in the pounds where the dogs
are held while their owners are hopefully being found. All of the dogs available for research
purposes are availaple because their owners have not bothered to place any form of
identification on their dogs. Each dog cannot be traced back to its owner; that says
something about the care and concern for the individual pet!
The holding period established for this work under the code of practice drawn up by the
scientific community is three weeks. That would seem reasonable. I refer, also, to the
claim that the types of experiments conducted mean that the dogs from the pounds are
not suitable. There are two sorts of experiments-those where the dog is studied,
measurements made, treated in some way and further measurements made; the dog is
under controlled treatment. In that situation the dog from a pound is quite suitable for the
work involved.
The second type of experiment is where one group of dogs is compared with another
group; in that case, in particular work such as that associated with infectious diseases,
where one can demonstrate that the dogs are susceptible if they are to be infected, it does
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not matter about their background. Those pound dogs are suitable for that type of
experimental work.
Mankind and animals have benefitted enormously from animals, such as the dog, being
involved in studies involving anatomy, physiology, pharmacology, toxicology, surgery
and a whole host of other areas.
Approximately 77 per cent of the 317 animals used at the Baker Medical Research
Institute in 1985 were used in non-survival experiments. They were anaethetised and
sacrificed at the end of the experiment. There can be no difference between the street dog
and the pet dog and their experience in those cases. They were not revived and this helps
establish the case that the pet dog is not suffering unduly in that way. Even in terms of
longer term surgical studies where surgical experimentation is performed, the dog is kept
alive under excellent conditions.
I have taken some time to make the point that the objections of the animal welfare
community can be well and truly answered. The claim by the scientific community that
they could not afford about $1000 for each of 1000 dogs, and therefore, $1 million a year,
is reasonable to consider. It is not a question of not being able to afford but of the money
being used better elsewhere when there is not a valid claim to rule out the use of pound
dogs.
Earlier comment posed the question: why not breed dogs because society breeds mice
and rats? The difference is that mice and rats are used in huge numbers and are purposebred for those purposes. The scientific work undertaken with dogs involves much more
studies with the individual dog, and, therefore, is a quite different proposition.
Parliament should become increasingly more involved in scientific subjects. The scientific
case against the use of pound dogs is not established and the animal welfare case against
the use of pet dogs is not clearly established. I could not support these two cases.
It is a reasonable proposition for dogs from pounds to be used in scientific work in
accordance with the proposed code of practice. Such a code of practice will provide the
protection that any civilised and truly democratic, caring society requires to justify its
scientific work being undertaken in this way.

On balance, I would prefer the use of dogs from pounds for those purposes but the
emotional aspects of the subject are so important these days that I accept that science may
be swept aside and that the case for not using pound animals will be supported. It is my
intention to vote with my party in opposing the use of pound dogs for those purposes.
I close with a plea to the Victorian community-it is that we should not push our
legislators to the point of banning the careful use of animals in scientific research because
the cost of doing so will be unacceptably high.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Berwick electorate contains a large potato growing
area concentrated around Gembrook where potatoes have been grown under advice of the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. The possibility of a dieldrin problem must
now be considered. I ask the Treasurer, who is representing the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs, to give an undertaking in his concluding remarks on the second-reading
debate that financial assistance for people in the Gembrook area who are seeking the
testing of animals to check whether there is a dieldrin problem will be treated on exactly
the same grounds as that for people in the Drysdale area on the Bellarine Peninsula, where
I understand a subsidy is available for the necessary tests to determine whether dieldrin is
present in animals.
I am not suggesting that people should have animals tested willy-nilly, but that where
tests are recommended there should be an even-handed treatment. A larger subsidy should
not be offered in one area than in other areas, such as a larger subsidy in areas that are
happily or unhappily represented by Labor Party members, as opposed to electorates that

2252

ASSEMBLY

11 November 1987 Agricultural Acts (Further Amendment) Bill

may be differently represented. I am working on the assumption that this is not a party
political matter.
Having lived through the controversy over mercury in fish and the difficulties with
DDT, I suppose it will come as no surprise to hear about chemical problems in other
areas. One should not be too innocently surprised about a dieldrin problem. The use of
dieldrin has been banned for many agricultural purposes for which it was used in former
years. In more recent years its use has been restricted to general superphosphate applications
on the recommendation of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.

It seems reasonable that the State should provide compensation to those people who
may have to manage their properties differently in the years ahead. I am not an alchemist,
nor a chemist, nor a veterinarian and, therefore, I am not able to say whether it is true that
the difficulty arose from animals ingesting the soil itself-soil which contained dieldrinor from the animals eating the grass that is grown on that soil.
I understand it would be safe to graze animals in areas affected by dieldrin by employing
proper farm management techniques. Therefore, when one approaches the bedevilling
question of placing a ban on the use ofa property, one must be sensitive to the small areas
that may be involved, because the rest of the property concerned may not be affected. One
should consider the encouragement of haymaking, the movement of grass from affected
areas to non-affected areas and careful management of farms and choice of grazing animals.
Honourable members on all sides of Parliament bear a heavy responsibility in this
matter. I shall read a letter dated 7 September 1987 from the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs. The letterhead is printed, "Department of Agriculture, Victoria" and
the words "and Rural Affairs" have been typed in. The letter is signed by Dr T. R. Thomas,
district veterinary officer, Dandenong. I have taken the precaution of eliminating the
name of the person to whom the letter was addressed as I propose to make this letter
available to the Minister or anybody who wishes to read it:
Re: Pesticide Residue
Our records indicate that Dr lsaac, district veterinary officer, Dandenong, investigated an "excessive" dieldrin
residue in an animal that originated on your property, slaughtered on 3 August 1978. There is no record of any
correspondence with you on this matter.

In other words, nine years ago the district veterinary officer of the department detected an
animal with excessive dieldrin residue, yet there is no record of any correspondence having
been entered into. For nine years, covering four years of Liberal government and five
years of Labor government, the department knew about the problem, yet press reports
and contributions of honourable members to the debate tonight indicate surprise at the
dieldrin problem.
I want to know what officers in the department have done about the problem over the
past nine years. Have they been buying and suppressing information about the problem
or entering into correspondence with farmers and saying: "You have an excessive dieldrin
problem in your animals. You must change your grazing practices and farming practices.
You must not put chemically excessive dieldrin animals into the marketplace, thereby
risking the health of consumers" .

It seems the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs has had a policy of knowing
about the problem and doing precious little about it for at least nine years, if not longer.
International markets have now reacted by rejecting Australian exports of animal products
because of high chemical levels. The government has now overreacted to that rejection
and introduced this Bill.
I want fair treatment for the people in my electorate who have sought the opportunity,
following departmental advice, of having their animals tested. Having done that, they
may have decided to develop management practices that will enable their properties to
continue to be usefully employed for agriculture, but perhaps in a modified way. For
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instance, animals, particularly cattle, as a result of recommendations made by the
department, may not be able to graze on the areas that may be affected by dieldrin.
I hope angry farmers will not be forced to take a common interest action against the
advice given by the department. A sensible Minister and a sensible government would not
inspire that sort of reaction. The government should react by saying that it will pay suitable
compensation from government-taxpayers' -funds to people whose animals have been
immediately affected and that it will properly subsidise the testing of animals to ensure
that animals with excessive quantities of dieldrin in their flesh, and particularly the fat of
their meat, are not placed on the market in Australia or anywhere else in the world. That
oUght to be the first approach adopted.
The honourable member for Polwarth made an excellent presentation to the debate. He
suggested that Rural Finance Commission areas may be used for grazing animals that are
affected, thereby removing fats from those animals, and bringing animals showing excessive
amounts of dieldrin under proper management techniques to provide a healthy market
for this State, Australia and beyond.
A sensible, down-to-earth approach is needed rather than the government arguing
whether to plunder the Cattle Compensation Fund, and whether to pay interest on that
fund, as a miserable response to the problem that has been on the record of the department
for more than nine years-I suspect it may be even longer in other areas. The department
has much to answer for. I expect the problem was not directed to the attention of any
Minister responsible for agriculture. It is probably a problem that the department quietly
buried, hoping it would go away. However, it did not go away; it has come back to haunt
the department.
If the department has been so stupid in its reaction to the dieldrin problem, one worries
what it may have done with other chemical residues that may have become known to it.
Was there any correspondence on other chemical residue problems? I return to the phrase
that I find rather disturbing:
There is no record of any correspondence with you on this matter.

This means that the department discovered the excessive dieldrin nine years ago but
apparently it did not bother to write to the person concerned, although he believes that he
was contacted about the matter. So far as the department is concerned there has been no
contact in writing with that person.
That appears to be a callous disregard for the health of the consuming public. It amounts
to gross negligence by a government department that continued to recommend the use of
dieldrin even though it knew that animals were coming to market with excessive dieldrin
in their flesh and fat.
I would appreciate the Treasurer giving an undertaking that all people in the State will
be treated equally in this matter, that people in one area will not be more heavily subsidised
for tests than those in another, and that the quality of treatment in different districts will
be at the same le'-el so that it will not cost $90 or $100 for farmers in one area compared
with subsidies for farmers on the Bellarine Peninsula reducing the cost to only $8. If that
approach is taken we will not get the wholehearted cooperation of the farming community.
If we are to maintain our overseas markets and our integrity with other customers in
Australia and if our concern is for public health we must have the wholehearted cooperation
of all concerned. The government will get that wholehearted cooperation only if the
Minister is prepared to give the undertaking that I ask for and if he ensures that that is
implemented in the administration of the department.
Inquiries should be undertaken within the department to discover how long it has
known about the dieldrin problem and what has, or has not, been done over at least nine
years since it has known about it.
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Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank honourable members for their contributions to the
debate and for their support of the overwhelming majority of clauses in the Bill. As
honourable members have noted, the Bill covers a wide range of areas affecting primary
industry in this State. Certainly there is a genuine recognition that the amendments are
required.
There are two controversial matters: firstly, that which relates to the use of animals in
scientific procedures. Honourable members are aware that a particular clause was not
proclaimed in the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act because of a situation with the
Baker Medical Research Institute. The government believes the appropriate approach to
adopt in respect of scientific procedures on animals, and in particular on dogs-which has
been mentioned by a number of honourable members-is to allow clause 28 to pass
through the Assembly and the other place.
I emphasise that there is a code of practice relating to clause 28 which will be adhered
to in the use of dogs for scientific experiments. I emphasise that a humane approach is
adopted by the Baker Medical Research Institute and I also highlight the importance of
the source of animals for scientific procedures for the institute.
Every honourable member would be aware of the importance of the institute in this
State. Certainly, it has widespread support in the community and it would be a significant
problem if the clause were not passed, because it would interfere with the working of the
institute and, therefore, reduce the prospect of finding preventive measures for diseases
that afflict human beings. I strongly support the proposition in clause 28.
The second area that has generated concern in the Bill is clause 35, which enables money
from the Cattle Compensation Fund to be used to assist in financing the cattle identification
program. This is another measure to assist in tackling the problems with chemical remedies.
The honourable member for Ripon wanted it made clear whether the Cattle
Compensation Fund would be used to meet the cost of tail tagging. The clause is as read;
that is, that money from the Cattle Compensation Fund will be used for tail tagging. That
is the intention of the clause.
Members of the National Party commented on this clause, to which I respond that it is
not the intention of the government to use interest from these funds directly for tail
tagging. It believes it is not appropriate that the fund be used in that way. I emphasise that
it is not imposing an additional burden on cattle farmers in this State and I also highlightthe honourable member for Ripon also queried this matter-that if the cost of identification
were obtained through other sources it would be necessary in a tight budgetary environment
to cutback expenditure in other areas of agriculture to meet this need. That is an undesirable
course to adopt, which is why the government supports the cost of tail tagging being met
out of the Cattle Compensation Fund.
The honourable member for Berwick raised the issue of the treatment of dieldrin
problem areas throughout the State. I give an undertaking that every area will be treated
on its merits in the assistance given by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
In other words, the Bellarine Peninsula will not be selected as an area to be subsidised
with other areas being treated unequally. I stress that each problem area will be treated on
the same basis.
In summary I thank honourable members for their contributions to the debate. It is an
important Bill and I look forward to its support by the House.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 27 were agreed to.
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Clause 28
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-In the second-reading debate, I informed honourable members
of the Liberal Party's position on the use of animals in pounds for experimental purposes.
I do not intend to traverse that ground again except to say that, although I have listened
to the views of supporters of using dogs in pounds for experimental purposes, the defence
that I put earlier still stands.
Many members of the community, and particularly animal welfare groups that are
closely associated with pets and animals, believe it is wrong for a dog that has been
someone's pet for a number of years to be put into a completely different environment
and used for experimental purposes. For that reason, and for the reasons I outlined in my
earlier remarks, the Opposition opposes the clause.
The Committee divided on the clause (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
Ayes
49
Noes
28
Majority for the clause
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
MrHann
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey
MrJasper
MrJolly
MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
MrMcNamara
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
DrVaughan

21
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)
MrGude
MrHayward
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPescott
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams
Tellers:
Mr Dickinson
MrHetfeman
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AYES
MrWallace
MrWalsh
MrWhiting

NOES

Tellers:

Mr Harrowfield
Mr Steggall
PAIRS
MrKirkwood
MrWilkes

I

MrPlowman
MrRamsay

Clauses 29 to 34 were agreed to.
Clause 35
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Clause 35 deals with the use of the Cattle Compensation Fund
for paying for the tail tagging of cattle for the trace back of chemical residue.
The Opposition believes that is a wrong use of the Cattle Compensation Fund. We have
mentioned that in the second-reading debate and I do not intend to debate the matter at
this stage.
I inform the government that the Opposition opposes clause 35, and after further
discussion between now and this particular matter being debated in another place, we will
reserve our right to make a further judgment at that time as to whether we oppose it in the
other place.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-In the second-reading debate the National Party will
oppose clause 35 in both Houses to try to get the government to appreciate that the
chemical residue question and argument is a public problem and not one designed to be
directed only at the primary production areas of the State.
We are delighted that the Opposition is opposing the clause at this stage. I hope, as the
debate goes through the Upper House, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is
made accountable to a greater degree than is possible to have any accountability from the
government in this Chamber, that the government may see its way clear to applying the
chemical residue costs on a far more equitable basis than it has up to now.
The Committee divided on the clause (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
41
Ayes
Noes
37
Majority for the clause
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
MrHill
MrHockley
MrJoUy

4
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
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NOES

MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
MrStirling
Mrs Toner
DrVaughan
MrWalsh

MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPescott
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
MsSibree
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers:
Mrs Hirsh
MrNorris

Tellers:
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

PAIRS
MrKirkwood
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

I

MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Ross-Edwards

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

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) 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.

DAIRY INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr JOLLY (Treasurer),
was read a first time.

THE CONSTITUTION ACT AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
REFORM) 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).

2258

ASSEMBLY

The Constitution Act Amendment Bill

11 November 1987

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
42
37
Noes
Majority for the motion
AYES
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mr Harrowfield
MrsHill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
DrVaughan
MrWalsh

5
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPescott
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
MsSibree
MrSmith
(Polwarth)

MrSteggall
Mr Stoekdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:

MrMcGrath

Tellers:

( Warrnambool)

Mr Andrianopoulos
MrsGleeson

MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

PAIRS
MrKirkwood
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

I

MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Ross-Edwards

Mr FORDIIAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as follows:
For the remaining stages ofthe Bill unti112.50 a.m. tomorrow.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On the question of time, Mr Speaker, this
Bill was introduced to the House on 12 August. It has, therefore, been on the Notice Paper
since that time, that is, for about eleven or twelve weeks.
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At no stage since the Bill was introduced and the second-reading speech was made has
the government seen fit in any way to have the Bill debated. Tonight, with two days of the
sessional period remaining, the government has decided that this is an urgent Bill and has
decided to guillotine debate on it. The measure arises from the most shabby tampering
with the political processes that has ever occurred.
On the question of time, I warned the Deputy Premier that, ifhe attempted to guillotine
debate on Bills in this House this week, when there is still plenty of time for the House to
sit between now and Christmas, the Opposition would not sit idly by and allow him to do
so.
The Bill will become known as the "Nunawading Bill" or the "Batchelor Bill". I warn
the Deputy Premier now that, while the Bill is between here and another place, the Liberal
Party will give consideration to referring it to a Select Committee of the Upper House,
given that honourable members have not been given sufficient time to debate it in this
House. We will call before the Select Committee all the personnel who were in any way
involved in the Nunawading Province re-election affair. We will ensure that the proVIsions
of the Bill properly cover the events that led up to and followed that incident and the
government's involvement.
The government has made a serious tactical error tonight by declaring this an urgent
Bill. I have not taken up the matter with my colleagues in the National Party at this stage,
but I will have discussions with them later tonight.
The Liberal Party will ensure not only that justice is done but also that it is seen to be
done. We will call before that Select Committee-because we have not been given sufficient
time to debate the measure here today-all those personnel, be they connected with the
government or be they private citizens, who were involved in the Nunawading Province
scandal.
I warned the Deputy Premier what would occur if he attempted to guillotine debate on
Bills, yet he decided to declare this an urgent Bill.
The proposed Select Committee will sit, if the Liberal Party so decides and if the
National Party supports it. It may sit for some months but, ultimately, we will get to the
bottom of the Labor Party's involvement in the Nunawading Province re-election scandal
and we will test that-The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the Leader of the Opposition that, so far as I
am aware, the Bill has little connection with what he suggests will be the cause of the
establishment of a committee to examine some other matter.
During the course of the debate on this Bill I will not entertain the matters he now
raises; nor will I entertain at this point the arguments he raises, except on the question of
time. I advise the Leader of the Opposition that he should direct his remarks purely to the
question of time.
Mr KENNETT-On the question of time, because the Opposition has not been given
sufficient time tonight to raise all the issues that it wanted to raise and because-as you
will remember, Sir-the Minister's second-reading speech was full of references to the
Nunawading Province re-election, the Opposition has a responsibility to the community
to ensure that this Bill, its clauses and the causes that led to the clauses are properly
debated and examined.
If the government wants Parliament to rise early so that the Premier may travel overseas
and to deny honourable members the opportunity of debating the Bill, the Opposition has
to consider another course of action within the Parliamentary procedures to ensure that
the public interest is properly served.
I am quite happy to continue, in the truncated time available, to debate some of the
Opposition's concerns. However, the major concern of the Opposition will now be aired,
not in this House, because of the time limit imposed upon debate by the Deputy Premier,
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but before the proposed Upper House Select Committee that will deliberate at length to
ensure that the Labor Party's involvement in the Nunawading Province scam is finally
and fully exposed.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-On the question of time, I make the point that earlier this week
I proposed to the Deputy Premier that the Bill could be held over until the autumn
sessional period because the National Party did not believe it was desperately urgent.

The Bill was designed to cover up mistakes and the activities of the Labor Party itself.
Of course, it was introduced into Parliament because of the Labor Party's own activities,
and the National Party certainly did not consider it to be a measure that had to be rushed
through during a busy final week of the sessional period.
For that reason, I express the concern of the National Party that the Bill has been
brought on for debate today and that the debate has been limited. There has been ample
time prior to this week for the Bill to be debated. It could have been debated some weeks
ago.
At this stage, the National Party has not had the opportunity of formally considering
the proposition of the Leader of the Opposition, but the matter has been aired quite
independently within the party because it has had the view for some time that an
independent inquiry ought to be held into the activities relating to the Nunawading
Province re-election.
The National Party does not believe all the facts have been disclosed. The proposition
will be given serious consideration; it could expose some interesting information. The
National Party is concerned that the government is attempting to push the Bill through at
this stage and is guillotining debate on it.
The motion was agreed to.
The debate (adjourned from August 13) on the motion ofMr McCutcheon (Minister for
Property and Services) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The Constitution Act Amendment (Electoral Reform)
Bill sets out to provide for the appointment of an independent electoral commissioner; to
prohibit the distribution of unapproved how-to-vote cards and of other printed electoral
material outside polling places on polling day; and to provide for the reservation by a
registered political party of the initials for that party for its how-to-vote cards, and for
other purposes.

The Bill comes before the House as a result of one of the sorriest moments in recent
electoral history. It comes before the House because of the actions of the Labor Party
during the Nunawading Province re-election and the subsequent attempt by the government
to cover up the facts relating to the actions of its party and officials during the campaign.
The Victorian public have not received a satisfactory explanation of the part played by
the Minister for Property and Services and other senior members of the Labor Party in
the Nunawading Province re-election matter.
The Bill reflects the panic that now runs through the government. The government is
frightened about the facts concerning the Nunawading campaign and hopes through passing
the Bill that the community will forget about Nunawading, will forget about the cover-up
and will forget about the intervention in the Nunawading Province re-election.
The government may wish to atone for its sins in the Nunawading Province re-election
by passing the Bill. I remind honourable members on the government side that the
community will not forget the Nunawading affair until all the facts are brought out into
the open. This can be achieved only through a judicial inquiry when those facts will be
brought before the community. The Nunawading Province re-election will remain a public
issue while Mr Batchelor and Mr Salvaris--
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House and the honourable member for Narracan
that I do not intend to permit a wide-ranging discussion regarding the Nunawading
Province re-election and whatever issues that mayor may not entail in respect of the Bill.
If the honourable member for Narracan will refer to the Bill and the purposes of the Act,
which are set out on the first page of the Bill, he will see its intent is quite clear.
I do not and will not entertain a long-ranging debate by the lead speaker of the Opposition,
which would then allow everybody else in behind him on the various aspects of the
Nunawading Province re-election. If the honourable member wishes to do that, he should
do so by some other motion or substantive motion.
Mr DELZOPPO-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Minister for Property and
Services during his second-reading speech ranged far and wide about a number of elections
held in the State of Victoria.
Mr Remington interjected.
Mr DELZOPPO-He mentioned in his second-reading speech the Nunawading
Province re-election and elections in the seats of Gippsland South and Richmond. If it is
good enough for the Minister to range far and wide in his second-reading speech, it is good
enough for the Opposition to reply.

Mr Speaker, I put it to you that on the grounds of equality and fairness I should have
full rein to reply to some of the allegations made in the Minister's second-reading speech.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill}-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to the purpose of the Act set out in clause 1 (b), which is:
. . . to prohibit the distribution of unapproved how-to-vote cards and of other printed electoral material outside
polling places on polling day . . .

and other things. I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that the Nunawading case which is being
alluded to by the honourable member for Narracan concerns actions which took place
outside a polling booth on polling day at a recent election, and that the Nunawading case
has led to the grounds on which the Bill has been introduced into Parliament.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall rule on the point of order forthwith. I advise the House
that the Minister did mention the Nunawading Province re-election in his second-reading
speech, which I have before me, and he also mentioned another issue in respect of the
Nuclear Disarmament Party.
What I said, and which I shall uphold in ruling on the point of order, is that I do not
intend to allow a wide-ranging debate over the issue of the Nunawading Province reelection. A passing reference to that matter in the same manner as the Minister referred to
it in his second-reading speech is in order, but I do not intend to allow a wide debate on
the issue of the Nunawading Province re-election.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-Mr Speaker, I accept the ruling you have made. In order
to put my point of view, I move:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words "this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until complete and proper information is provided to it concerning the
events surrounding the Nunawading Province re-election and, in particular, a satisfactory explanation is given
concerning the handling of the matter by the Premier and the Minister for Property and Services and their
misleading responses to the House relating to the actions of the government in the matter".

I speak to the second-reading motion and the reasoned amendment before the Chair. In
his second-reading speech the Minister described this reform as being particularly timely.
Members on this side of the House agree that any Bill which will help to ensure the
integrity of our electoral process, which Judge Rowlands described as being at the heart of
our electoral system, is indeed timely. Honourable members on this side of the House
would add that it is also untimely in that the events which precipitated the introduction
of the Bill took place two years ago.
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I recall the circumstances of the N unawading Province re-election. A re-election was
called because the first election held was found by Mr Justice Starke to be null and void.
A new election was declared for August 1985. The re-election in Nunawading Province
would decide the fate of the Legislative Council, and the Labor candidate, Mr Ives,
recognised its significance some weeks before the election when he said:
It is an election that the Labor Party can't afford to lose-even ifit goes bankrupt.

Those words will come back to haunt the Labor Party for a long time. They reflect the
desperation of the ALP as expressed by its candidate. He recognised that if it won, the
Labor Party would control the Upper House and could put its reforms through both
Houses of Parliament with great haste and speed. Little did Mr Ives know that through its
actions and cover-up in the campaign the Labor Party would both lose the election and
become bankrupt-morally bankrupt, I might add.
The re-election campaign involved people at all levels of government. The Premier
admitted publicly before the re-election that he was part of the Nunawading Province
campaign. He went out and campaigned for Mr Ives and lent his full weight to the
campaign waged by the ALP. The Premier was kept informed by Ministerial advisers like
Mr Michael Salvaris and Mr David Withington, who were his eyes and ears. The campaign
demonstrated how far desperate senior members of the ALP would go to win that seat.
Desperation drives people to take desperate actions!
The State Secretary of the ALP, Mr Peter Batchelor, and other party members or$'lnised
and distributed copies of a Nuclear Disarmament Party how-to-vote card. Its printIng was
arranged by members of the ALP. Its distribution on election day was organised from the
electorate office of the honourable member for Ringwood, who also organised the
distribution of the card. Copies of the card were distributed by volunteers from the ALP
ranks. Some of the volunteers attempted to persuade those handing out Nuclear
Disarmament Party how-to-vote cards that their card had been superseded by the bogus
card. How low can one stoop, when one tries to persuade somebody that the card he is
handing out is not the official one and a bogus card is the one to use!
Those volunteers handing out the how-to-vote cards were told that should they find
themselves in difficulty, there was a telephone number they could ring. How sweet! Had
they rung that number, they would have been connected by phone to a telephone located
near to the Premier's Office.
The Premier had no knowledge of what went on but the instruction given to those
handing out the how-to-vote cards was: if you find yourself in trouble, rin~ this number.
It just happened that the number was that of a telephone in an adjOIning office to
the Premier's office. The Premier denies any knowledge of that whatsoever-John the
White-Mr McNamara-Squeaky clean!
Mr DELZOPPO-He had no knowledge of it. He was above suspicion, like Caesar's
wife!
Mr Norris inteIjected.
Mr DELZOPPO-At least I did not have to join Actors Equity of Australia, like the
honourable member for Dandenong! When questIOns were first raised about these matters,
Mr Batchelor denied that the ALP had anything to do with them and suggested that
students from Monash University were behind the prank. Mr Speaker, have you ever
heard anything so ridiculous? Imagine, if you will, the scenario that Mr Batchelor wished
us to believe. The ALP, concerned about the democratic process in this crucial election,
allowed students from Monash University to have access to the telephone number that
happened to be alongside the Premier's office in Melbourne.
The people handing out cards also had access to a telephone number that happened to
be in the electorate office of the honourable member for Ringwood. Surely that is a
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coincidence! One could not draw any conclusions from that! Two telephone numbers were
involved; one near the Premier's office and one in the electorate office of the honourable
member for Ringwood. I leave it for honourable members to draw their own conclusions.
Mr Batchelor supplied students with those telephone numbers so that they could contact
the Premier's office should any difficulties arise. When Mr Batchelor's first attempt at
fiction failed, he tried another ruse, because he was desperate and in a corner. Mr Batchelor
said that he was involved, but that he was acting as a private citizen. The fact that he had
anything to do with the Labor Party was a coincidence; he was a private citizen of the
State going about his normal business, and he was not acting in this instance as the State
Secretary of the ALP.
Here we have a crucial election in which the State Secretary of the ALP finds enough
time to play the role of a private citizen-a private citizen who has access to Labor Party
electorate offices and who happens to know other private citizens who, by some strange
coincidence, happen to be members of the ALP, who volunteer to hand out bogus how-tovote cards. This private citizen knows another private citizen who will just happen to be
sitting in the office near the Premier's office on the day of the election. How convenient
that when one rings on the telephone in the Premier's office, there is someone available to
answer the telephone!
The Opposition finds this second attempt to launch an alternative career no more
satisfactory than the first. Mr Batchelor's attempt at making a distinction between his
private and public persona is worthy only of Abelard's remark about the scholastic Anselm
of Laon:
When he lit the torch of knowledge, he filled the room with smoke.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr DELZOPPO-It is ordinary English; even the honourable member for Dandenong
ought to understand. He would not need a road map and a seeing-eye dog to understand
English.
The image is doubly appropriate because, with opaque logic like this, Mr Batchelor and
the government which defends him seek to throw up a smokescreen around the facts of
the Nunawading affair. That is the real nub of the debate-the smoke screen that the
government and honourable members opposite threw around the whole Nunawading
affair.
In his second-reading speech the Minister spoke about the government's concern that
the electoral process not only is but also has to be seen to be fair and democratic. How
hypocritical! How can the Minister in all innocence extol the virtues of fair elections when
he knows full well the role that he played in the Nunawading affair?
The Opposition supports the Bill, but Labor's claim of a fair and democratic approach
to elections is wholly bankrupt. The Bill will not wipe away the stain so long as all major
players in the Nunawading cover-up brazenly continue to hold their positions without
punishment or reprimand. I emphasise the words "punishment or reprimand".
All those involved in the Nunawading affair have got off scot-free and it is about time
they were brought to account. Where is the timeliness, after the two years of delay, evasion
and delaying tactics by the government?
If the purpose of the Bill is to ensure a fair and democratic process, why has no action
been taken against the principal actors in the Nunawading affair? No action has been taken
against Mr Batchelor or Mr Salvaris; indeed, for a while, no action was taken on the part
of government Ministers to aid the police in their investigat,ions into the whole affair.
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In October 1985 the Premier, when asked whether he would instruct his Ministers or
advisers to cooperate with the police-mind you, the word is "cooperate"-to see whether
an offence had taken place, in his usual wishy-washy way, said:
... it is something they can volunteer and it does not require any intrusion; it simply requires honesty and
integrity on their part.

This is a serious matter. Those words are not the words ofa man who wishes the full facts
to be brought to the knowledge of the public in the quickest way possible; they are the
words of a man who seeks to give procrastination and evasion the status of virtues and
the status of an art form.
Mr McCutcheon-This is pretty boring.
Mr DELZOPPO-The Minister should wait; his turn is coming. The Minister who
brings this "timely" Bill before the House is a member of the ~overnment which advised
the obtaining of second opinions about the Nunawading affarr when four opinions had
already recommended prosecution. What did the Minister do? He acted presumably in a
funk because he knew he was in trouble not only with the government but also with the
whole of the party.
He is a member of a government which fought against the release of the legal opinions
in the N unawading proceedings. On 28 May this year the government refused to order the
release of a document which the Administrative Appeals Tribunal said should be disclosed
in the public interest. Now the Minister introduces a Bill saying that it is intended to
increase and perpetuate the democratic process in the State. What hypocrisy!
When finally, on 4 June, the Minister decided to release the documents at a press
conference, he did so showing complete contempt for the citizen who had, at great expense,
won access to the documents before the tribunal. To get information was like pulling teeth.
Did this indicate a commitment to ensure that a fair and democratic electoral system
was to be put in place? The time in which action can be taken for these electoral offences
has now expired. The government deliberately procrastinated and the twelve-month time
limit under the present Act in which action can be taken expired; nobody who was
involved in any illegal activity could be proceeded against.
I have news for the Minister. During the Committee stage I propose to amend the Bill
by inserting words to the effect that if anyone commits a similar offence, action can be
taken at any time during the term of Parliament that follows the election.
The time expired mainly because of the government's cover-up. Perhaps those who had
cause to be concerned about the Nunawading proceedings might find the Bill particularly
"timely". However, the Opposition does not.
In his second-reading speech, the Minister spoke about unfounded allegations of
interference with respect to the investigation of the Nunawading Province re-election.
What hypocrisy! Yet, interference there was, which is why the Opposition must support
the Bill and prevent such interference from happening agaIn.
Not only is the Opposition supporting the Bill; it is supporting it to an extent that the
Minister may not like. The Opposition will make offences of this kind more onerous and
indictable; they will not be subject just to the puny fines provided for in the proposed
legislation.
In his second-reading speech, the Minister for Property and Services claimed:
The Chief Electoral Officer in this State has always acted with complete independence in carrying out his duties
during the administration of this government.

However, that does not accord with the finding of Judge Rowlands, who noted in his
judgment that:
Disquiet has arisen because of ... the asserted but by no means clear "independent position" of the Chief
Electoral Officer.
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In other words, the position of the then Chief Electoral Officer under the action of this
government has not been independent; there was interference by the government in the
N unawading proceedings.
The government received reports from the then Chief Electoral Officer with respect to
this matter. The Minister for Property and Services passed on advice to the then Chief
Electoral Officer through his departmental head. The Solicitor-General passed on the
government's preferences concerning the proceedings to the then Chief Electoral Officer.
The Minister for Property and Services intervened in the proceedings regarding the
N unawading Province re-election. The Minister passed on advice to the head of his
department, who then passed it to the then Chief Electoral Officer. I quote Judge Rowlands
when he found as fact that the then Chief Electoral Officer:
... passed on the early opinions to his departmental head who consulted with the Minister before offering
unsolicited advice to him, upon which he acted.

Regardless of what the Minister says or does, he cannot extricate himself from being
implicated in this affair.
I shall remind the House of several more of Judge Rowland's opinions. On 9 October
1985, Mr Habersberger said that on the basis of the evidence put before him at that stage,
prosecutions were warranted. I hope the Minister listens to what I am saying.
On the same day, the then Crown Solicitor said that he had read Mr Habersberger's
statement and had no reason to disagree with the view expressed therein. He recommended
that the matter should be considered by the Director of Public Prosecutions. The legal
assistant to the Police Force, from the Crown Solicitor's Office, also suggested that there
had been a breach of the law and said at page 2 of his opinion:
I am ofthe opinion that there is evidence to substantiate charges against several persons.

I emphasise that comment. What did the Minister do? He did nothing! A great cover-up
and smother-up took place so that the facts of the Nunawading Province re-election would
not come to the surface.
The Director of Public Prosecutions, the independent prosecuting authority in this
State, made it clear that there should be prosecutions in this case. The then Chief Electoral
Officer has stated that those opinions were known by the Director-General of Property
and Services. In evidence before Judge Rowlands, the then Chief Electoral Officer, Mr
Richardson, said:
I provided a copy oflegal advice from Mr Habersberger and a copy ofthe letter from the Chief Commissioner
of Police, and the advice from the Director of Public Prosecutions to my Director-General of Property and
Services as my permanent head.

The government was confronted with four inconvenient opinions from senior legal counsel,
and that is the nub of the problem. The government and the Minister were stuck with four
opinions that they did not like and could not accept. The Minister was cornered and his
immediate reaction was to ask: "How do I get myself out of this hole?"
The Minister was confronted with four inconvenient opinions from Mr Habersberger,
the then Crown Solicitior, Mr Lambert, the legal assistant to the Police Force from the
Crown Solicitor'S Office, and the Director of Public Prosecutions. All those men stated
that senior Labor Party functionaries should be prosecuted. It is on that point that the
Opposition makes its case.
A cover-up has occurred because certain people within the Australian Labor Party are
The Minister and other senior officials of the ALP, as well as the Premier, were
Involved up to their necks in this affair.

~ui1ty.

Confronted by these opinions, the Minister passed on advice to his departmental head,
who then passed it to the then Chief Electoral Officer. What was the evidence passed on?
In evidence before Judge Rowlands, Mr Richardson, referring to the Director-General of
Property and Services, said:
Session 1987-76
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From memory, I think he said that he had been talking to the Minister and that the suggestion was that because
of the element of doubt in the opinions they'd already received, it might be an idea to perhaps seek some further
legal advice from the Solicitor-General.

The reason for seeking that further legal advice was that the advice the government had
already received was unacceptable and unpalatable to it and incriminated not only the
Minister but also senior members of the Australian Labor Party.
The advice, as Judge Rowlands concluded, led to further legal opinions being sought.
That was done despite the fact that the then Chief Electoral Officer had before him legal
opinions which recommended prosecutions. The Minister had to get himself out of a hole,
and he has been wiggling and jiggling on the hook ever since. The Minister delayed
information coming to the surface until after the twelve-month period provided by the
Act had passed. If any information came to the surface after that time and if anyone were
judged to be guilty, no action could be taken.
I repeat that there was intervention and interference. The senior public servant of the
Department of Property and Services has confirmed that there was intervention. He said:
During a discussion I had with the Minister I reported that there appeared to be an element of doubt in the
legal opinions received, and I suggested that it might be a good idea for the Chief Electoral Officer to get further
legal opinion.

The Director-General of Property and Services and the Minister clearly intervened. The
Minister may try to deny that he was up to something, but the evidence about intervention
in the process is absolutely clear.
The Opposition does not accept the word of the Minister. The evidence points to him
seeing an opportunity of influencin~ proceedings. Indeed, on 14 April this year, the
Minister finally confessed when he saId:
I was kept up to date with the progress that was affecting the Chief Electoral Officer.

That was a nice way of saying that he knew all about the matter but could not confess at
that time.
The Opposition wants to know more about this matter. Discrepancies exist in the
evidence, but the way is blocked. The government will not make a statement; it will not
debate the matter; it will not hold a judicial inquiry. Judging by the mood of the Opposition
at the present time due to the guillotining of this Bill, the Opposition may have to take
action in the other place to ensure that all the facts of this sordid affair come to the surface.
The government will not answer questions on the matter; it will not release documents
requested under the Freedom of Information Act. Do those actions indicate that the
government is committed to the concept of the electoral process not only being fair and
democratic but also being seen to be fair and democratic? That was the tenor of the
Minister's second-reading speech. He said that everything was above board and that the
government would do everything in its power to see that the democratic process centred
around elections would be fair and free from contamination and interference.
In his second-reading speech, the Minister claimed that the then Chief Electoral Officer
has always acted with complete independence in carrying out his duties in the
administration of this government. He quoted Mr Richardson as saying at the inquiry:
At every stage, the Minister and the government respected that independence.

However, that does not find support in the evidence presented to Judge Rowland's
investigation. At page 20 of his report, the judge stated:
The independence of which the Chief Electoral Officer spoke does not sit comfortably with the fact that he
passed on early opinions to his departmental head who consulted the Minister before offering unsolicited advice
to him upon which he acted.

Not only was there intervention from the Minister's department but also there was
intervention from the man who reports to the Premier. In spite of the government's
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attempts to keep documents relevant to this case away from public scrutiny, there is now
before the public the memo from Mr McClean, the Assistant Crown Solicitor. The memo
clearly demonstrates that the Solicitor-General, at the behest of the government, was
attempting to influence the course of the prosecution ofLabor Party officials. Mr McClean's
memo states:
The Solicitor-General phoned me re: the Nunawading by-election.

The memorandum is numbered in paragraphs as follows:
I. He referred to the fact that the Chief Electoral Officer was obviously close to making a decision whether to
proceed or not. He asked whether he could be informed when a decision had been made, but before it was made
pUblic.
2. I said that I would pass that on to the Chief Electoral Officer, but I had no doubt that he could be so advised.
3. He said that what he was probably ringing about was to let me know that the government would prefer no
proceedings are commenced this week ...

How do honourable members like that statement? The memorandum continues:
... He said his own view was that it was almost certain no proceedings would issue this week.

Not only that week but none, full stop, because the gag and the stopper were applied from
all sections of the Australian Labor Party-from the Minister, the Premier, and his advisers.
The memorandum continues:
4. I told him in the strictest confidence that there was no chance of that happening.

Of course there was no chance of it happening because the gag and stopper had been
applied!
This man already knew the will of the government, the Premier, and the Minister that
no action would be taken, because if any action were taken it would be embarrassing to
the Minister, the Premier and the Premier's senior advisers. I remind honourable members
that this conversation took place on the second last day of the autumn sessional period.
The time for prosecution of this matter would expire before Parliament resumed. That
was the very reason for the government's procrastination.
If the government could stall the action long enough, that twelve months would pass
and no action would be taken at law. When the Liberal Party has finished amending the
Bill, that twelve months provision will be deleted to allow action to be taken by anyone
for the duration of the Parliament. Under the terms of the Opposition's amendment-if
it applied-action could still be taken to this day.

The preference of the government that proceedings not begin that week reveals once
again the desire of the government to hide the facts about the Nunawading Province reelection. It prefers that the facts of the affair not be disclosed or discussed even in the
limited time available to Parliament. It wants the scandal kept in the dark, in the closet,
and covered up.
Judge Rowlands considered that the facts of the Nunawading affair concerned the
integrity of the electoral process, which is at the heart of our democratic system. The
Minister introduced the Bill saying that he was upholding the free democratic process and
that the government wanted to ensure that no-one would be able to interfere with the
processes of an election. What hypocrisy!
A government, which seeks to delay, hinder and obstruct the discovery of the truth in
these matters, cannot be trusted. The attempts of the Solicitor-General, Mr Hartog Berkeley,
to rationalise those statements do not exculpate the government from intervention. All
honourable members know the Solicitor-General is not an office boy in the Premier's
department; he is not a hired man picked up off the street corner; he is the agent of the
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Premier. The Solicitor-General sits in the same building as the Premier and the evidence
makes it plain that he was acting for the government and not offhis own bat.
No matter how much the Minister and the Premier wriggle, they cannot avoid the fact
that the Solicitor-General was the agent of the Premier. I direct attention to the clear
distinction the Solicitor-General made in his conversation between the views of the
government and his views. According to the Assistant Crown Solicitor's file note, the
Solicitor-General said:
... the government would prefer that no proceedings are commenced this week.

I wonder why the government preferred that no proceedings be commenced that week.
The answer is: if the whole affair could have been stalled for another week, those vital
twelve months would have passed and no-one could have been brought to book or brought
to account. What a marvellous game plan the government had! It believed if the matter
were stalled long enough and it frustrated any attempt to obtain information, the twelve
months would lapse and it would be safe. The twelve months lapsed after Parliament had
risen, so no digging questions without notice, motions, or any other paraphenalia of the
Parliamentary process could be used to ascertain information. It was a case of after the
twelve months the boys would be home!
Among other things, the Solicitor-General said:
... his own view was that it was almost certain no proceedings would issue this week.

That takes me back to the original point. The quote is an admission that no proceedings
would issue that week because it was well known by senior officials in the government and
in government departments that if the proceedings could be stalled for one crucial extra
week, the expiration of the twelve months would take place, and everyone would be home
and no action would be taken. The boys on the back bench of the government have been
very quiet tonight because the real truth is being dished up to them.
The Solicitor-General clearly made the distinction when he explained what the
government would prefer and what his view was. There was a difference. The government's
view, which I shall repeat even if it offends the honourable member for Coburg, was that
the vital twelve months would lapse and they would be safely home.
In addition to the limited information that the government has not succeeded in hiding
from the House, the Opposition can also rely on the findings of Judge Rowlands, who
said:
The Solicitor-General did not appear at that stage to be acting as the legal adviser to the Chief Electoral Officer
and was concerned, on behalf of other interests, with an administrative matter.

What were those interests? Did the Premier ever ask? What did the Premier do?
Can honourable members really be expected to believe this conversation was one that
can be described as lawyer to lawyer-as the Premier later tried to rationalise his
conversation? That lawyer-to-Iawyer conversation was held under the "old chums" Act
and the "let's sweep it under the carpet" Bill! That was what the conversation was about
because the Premier was involved in the great cover-up; it was the only answer he could
think of when pressed by the Opposition during question time.
That explanation is incredible! The Premier must explain or stand condemned for either
negligence or deceit, or both. On the basis of the findings, one must conclude that the
Solicitor-General was acting as the direct agent of the government and the Premier in this
issue. The Premier should and must take responsibility for this intervention. The Premier
used to be very strict in this area. In 1978 he said:
... a Minister is accountable not only for his own lapses but for the serious mistakes and failings of his
underlings ... Ministerial responsibility may be a harsh doctrine ...

What wishy-washy rubbish!-
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... and honourable members may quarrel with it, but it is a doctrine which has prevailed in our system for a
long time.

Have honourable members ever heard such hypocrisy? It is all very well to dish it out
when one is in opposition, but it is different when one lS in government.
Again in 1983, after receiving a report on allegations against the then Minister responsible
for tourism, the Premier had this to say:
Mr Landeryou may well have not knowingly got himself into this position. The facts are he did and a totally
unacceptable position arose.
Ministers carry a particular obligation to exercise the responsibilities of their commission and their duties
under the statute in a manner in which the public can have full confidence.

Imagine the hypocrisy! "Full confidence" after going through such a cover-up! The Premier
stated further:
Frequently they cannot behave in ways that other sections of the society may regard as acceptable. Higher and
different standards are expected of them.

What rot! Again, in 1984 the Premier stated:
Ministers are held accountable in Parliament for the administration of their portfolios regardless of where legal
authority lies. Ministers accept that broad administrative matters affecting departments are key parts of their
Ministerial responsibilities.

I hope the Minister for Property and Services is noting these quotations. They are not my
words but the words of the Premier.
The Premier has totally degraded this set of standards as he has run away from the
Nunawading Province re-election affair. He has misled the House and he must take
responsibility for that. The Premier has stated time and time again that he and his
government were not intervening. The Premier has assured the community that the
government would not intervene. He said that the government would not stoop so low as
to intervene in the democratic process. That was a massive piece of hypocrisy.
On 24 September 1985 the Premier stated:
How the Chief Electoral Officer handles this and other complaints is entirely for him to decide.

On 1 October 1985, he further stated:
It is in the hands of the Chief Electoral Officer and it is for him to determine the nature of the inquiry ... and
I shall not interfere.

The Premier knew full well what had gone before.
In April 1986 the Premier stated that the Chief Electoral Officer's deliberations were
"not a matter of government concern" and that "the government is not receiving reports
or anything else". They may not have been a matter of government concern on the outside
but deep down they were a matter of grave concern. The Premier, the Minister for Property
and Services, and other senior members of the ALP knew where the guilt lay.
In May 1986 the Premier stated:
The government has said ... that this is not a matter in the domain of politicians ...

The politicians had their fingers in the pie all along. The Premier further stated:
The Act lays down a course of conduct and several responsibilities. The government has taken no part in that
process, nor will it.

The government did not wish to take any part in trying to find the truth behind the
Nunawading Province re-election affair in which the government sought to gain control of
the Upper House so it could ram through the Bills on the hidden agenda of the socialist
left. Honourable members have seen only the tip of the iceberg. Had the ~overnment
gained control in Nunawading Province it would have been a free-for-all the like of which
this State has never seen.
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On 7 May 1986 the Premier stated:
The line of questioning in this House... suggests that other Ministers and I should in some way be privy to
and pry into the results of investigations conducted by the officers to whom I have referred. This is not the role
of the Ministers and it is not the role of the government.

The government did not wish to take that role because the Premier well knew that if he
peeled back the layers of that opinion, he would have gone to the heart of the matter,
which was that all members of the government party were implicated in this cover-up.
All government members knew of the cover-up. Some may have played a more active
part than others-such as the honourable member for Ringwood and the Minister for
Property and Services, as well as the Minister's advisers. All were implicated in this whole
sordid affair.
The facts of the matter contradict those oft-repeated assertions made by the Premier.
How can the Premier have stated that the proceedings were "not a matter of government
concern"? When there is good news the Premier is very quick to use question time to
make statements extolling the government's virtues and to say how great the government
is.
Did the Premier have any right to expect the Opposition to believe that "the government
is not receiving reports or anything else" about this matter? Time and again the Premier
has misled the House. I would have loved to have been a fly on the wall in some government
offices in the past few months.
Judge Rowlands found evidence of interference from both the Department of the Premier
and Cabinet and the Department of Property and Services. I make no judgment about the
effects of that interference; but the point is the judge found there was interference. The
government stands condemned by the findings of Judge Rowlands and the notes from the
Acting Crown Solicitor. Honourable members have a right to know much more about the
interference and the cover-up.
Honourable members have heard the Minister complain about "unfounded allegations
of interference which can easily undermine the respect and confidence which the
community holds for the State Electoral Office". The Premier, the Minister and the
government have done more to undermine the public's confidence in the electoral process
than any other government in the history of the State. The government stands condemned
by its actions.
The Opposition has given the House details of the government's intervention and
interference in the investigations of the then Chief Electoral Officer concerning the
Nunawading Province re-election. The Opposition says that the government's activities
in this affair, its continued denials of its involvement and its continued attempts to
prevent the discovery of the truth in these matters have undermined the community's
respect for, and confidence in, the government-and, indeed, in the electoral process.
Honourable members have heard the Minister express the government's concern "that
the electoral process not only is completely fair and democratic-but that it can be seen to
be completely fair and democratic". It is precisely that concern that leads the Opposition
to support the Bill and to demand once again that the government disclose all the facts of
the Nunawading Province re-election and abandon its campaign of delay and obstruction.
The Premier and the Minister for Property and Services have made delay and obstruction
an art form.
The Opposition calls upon the government to demonstrate its concern by dealing with
those guilty officials within the Labor Party who are paid and controlled by government
members and who have sullied the integrity of the electoral process which is at the heart
of our democratic system.
This Bill has been guillotined by the government in a way which does it little credit. The
second-reading of the Bill was adjourned on 27 August and yet in the dying hours of this
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Parliament the Bill is brought on for debate. The Opposition has a series of amendments
which would be best dealt with in the Committee stage. The amendments will strengthen
the Bill and prevent the sticky fingers of government members getting into the electoral
process, so that once again the people of Victoria will have some confidence in the electoral
process of this State.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I congratulate the honourable member for Narracan on
his detailed and accurate description of the events that brought about the introduction of
the Bill. He has clearly outlined the history of the Nunawading Province re-election. Other
speakers will highlight other areas of this sordid affair in the few minutes that are left to
discuss the Bill.
It is strange but unfortunate that the government has seen fit to guillotine such an
important Bill. The Premier is full of fine sounding phrases and up to a few months ago
was held in high regard by the community. The introduction of the Bill and the
government's subsequent actions will assist in turning the tide against the Cain government.
Many people are beginning to understand how the Labor Party operates, and the opposition
parties will assist in informing people how the Labor government is managed.

Mr Remington interjected.
Mr STEGGALL-The honourable member for Melbourne is interjecting, but it is only
the second time in six months that the honourable member will speak on a Bill. The dirty
tricks displayed at the Nunawading Province re-election and the proposed legislation will
help people understand the Labor government. I hope the media will start writing the
truth about the way the government operates and the deceipt that goes on.
I congratulate the Leader of the Opposition on his contribution to the debate and I hope
that he continues on the same theme.
The action of the Deputy Premier in guillotining the Bill so that it will be an extremely
short debate on an important measure is deplored. Nevertheless, the Deputy Premier's
action will ensure that the democratic processes operate effectively and that a Select Upper
House Committee is appointed to examine the many things that need to be examined.
The Bill is framed to stop the types of excesses to which the honourable member for
Narracan referred; the cheating of political parties during elections, similar to what the
Labor Party did in the Nunawading Province re-election.
The Minister for Property and Services is now known as the Minister for Hypotheticals,
because of an answer that he gave to a question without notice, when attempting to explain
that the legal opinions obtained during that period on the actions of certain people
involved in the Nunawading Province re-election were based on a hypothetical situation.
The Minister said in his second-reading speech:
The task at hand is to improve the current system. Our previous attempts to reform the electoral law to
minimise the prospect of "clever" electoral tactics have always been resisted by the Opposition. Seven years ago,
the honourable member for Bundoora, now the Premier of Victoria, proposed to the then Liberal government
that changes be made to the regulation of how-to-vote cards.

Honourable members well remember the comment by the Premier yesterday in answer to
a question without notice on shop trading hours. The Minister continued:
It is up to the Liberal Party and the National Party to show whether they are now fair dinkum about making
our electoral process better.

The honourable member for Narracan summarised the proposed amendments that the
Opposition will introduce during the Committee stage of the debate and I shall briefly
refer to proposed amendments to be introduced by the National Party that I hope the
Minister accepts as being a fair dinkum approach to improve the proposed legislation.
The Bill provides for the appointment of an independent Electoral Commissioner, free
from Ministerial direction, and the opposition parties agree with that amendment. The
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National Party does not object to the Chief Electoral Officer being called the Electoral
Commissioner. The appointment is a statutory appointment similar to that of the AuditorGeneral and the Director of Public Prosecutions. However, a clause should be inserted in
the Bill that will specify that persons with political affiliations shall not hold the positions
of Electoral Commissioner or Deputy Electoral Commissioner. The National Party
proposes to amend clause 4 so that the Electoral Commissioner and Deputy Electoral
Commissioner are appointed for five years with the power to reappoint. The National
Party's proposed amendments to be moved during the Committee stage will clarify the
position for this government and future governments.
The National Party also proposes to amend clause 6, the how-to-vote card clause. Howto-vote cards used within 400 metres of a polling booth should be registered with the
proposed Electoral Commissioner and must satisfy the commissioner that they are valid
cards, so that the dirty tricks that occurred during the N unawading Province re-election
cannot occur again. The National Party will also move proposed amendments on the
appeal mechanism and the period that the commission has to respond to complaints.
The honourable member for Narracan mentioned that this is a Bill that most honourable
members would support. Political parties will be a little nervous about the operation of
time delays on the registration of how-to-vote cards and an even-handed approach must
be maintained for both sides of politics. It is essential also for this State that an evenhanded and fair Electoral Commissioner be appointed.
The procedures and regulations covered in the Bill should be understood fully by all
sides of the House and should not be abused by any political party. I say that because the
Labor government will not be in office for much longer and the Bill will need to apply to
whatever political party is in government.
An Upper House committee is essential to inquire into the problems that have surfaced
with the Nunawading Province re-election. The Premier has been remiss in not clearing
up those problems and, in that respect, he has done enormous damage to his government.
He obviously has not done so because he knows that his government, his Ministers,
members of the ALP backbench and his staff would not come out of an inquiry in a very
good light.
In a democratic system, an Opposition party has certain responsibilities; one is to make
a government accountable at all times to the population for its actions. It is the responsibility
of Parliament to ensure that Cabinet is accountable to Parliament. The Cabinet has not
been accountable to Parliament on this issue.
The Premier has not answered the accusations made about the actions of the Minister
for Property and Services or his staff. Tonight is the perfect time for debate on this subject
and government members should contribute to the debate. That will not happen because
the government has slammed down the shutters on the Bill. It will probably run a couple
of "you-beaut" speakers to waste a little time and allow the Opposition and National
Party two or three speakers each on the Bill. However, the guillotining of the Bill is a good
excuse for the Premier, the Minister for Property and Services or any government member
involved in the charges to refrain from speaking on the Bill.
The honourable member for Narracan has given the background to the issue. I shall
mention some of the questions to which answers are required from the government. These
are the questions that should be asked by an Upper House committee of Parliament.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, the honourable member
for Swan Hill is referring to an Upper House committee and how he wants all these
questions asked by that committee. The honourable member for Narracan made no
mention in his amendment of an Upper House committee.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! There is no point of order.
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Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-It is nice to hear the honourable member for Coburg
actually saying something. The people of Coburg will be delighted to know that he turned
up to Parliament today.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! Would the honourable member return to the Bill.
Mr STEGGALL-I shall mention a few questions that should be answered clearly by
the government. Did the Premier interf~re or intervene in any aspect of the inquiry
conducted by the then Chief Electoral Officer?
Mr Micallef-That has nothing to do with the amendment.
Mr STEGGALL-The honourable member for Springvale may like to help us out with
the truth from his side of politics.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Springvale is out of
order. I ask the honourable member for Swan Hill to return to the Bill.
Mr STEGGALL-Another question is: did the Minister for Property and Services or
any other State Minister of the Crown interfere or intervene in any aspect of the inquiry
conducted by the then Chief Electoral Officer?
As the honourable member for Narracan mentioned, the Premier should ensure that
the Minister for Property and Services answers questions pertinent to this issue and the
Premier should also attempt to show to Parliament that justice was done, that a cover-up
did not occur and that the electoral procedures followed during the Nunawading Province
re-election were completely above board.
Another question that should be asked is: was there any involvement in Labor's attempt
to mislead the voters of Nunawading from the inception of the plan to its prosecution by
the Premier, any State Minister, any State or Federal members of Parliament, staff of the
Premier, public servants, members or officials of the Labor Party and members of the
public? It would be interesting to know who actually paid for the bogus how-to-vote cards.
The honourable member for Springvale could assist the Opposition with an explanation
of the unusually high expenditure incurred by the Australian Labor Party on the printing
of how-to-vote cards for the Nunawading Province re-election. Probably he could discover
that. Can we have some answer to the question or find out the extent to which the then
Chief Electoral Officer was required, or forced, to make a decision by the Minister for
Property and Services, or any other person representing the government, including any
other Minister, the Australian Labor Party or the Premier?
If there were no problems I am sure the Premier would not mind providing those
answers as his integrity is very much at stake because of the Nunawading Province event.
If an inquiry could be conducted by the other place, it would be interesting if it examined
legal opinions provided to the then Chief Electoral Officer because one thing that the
honourable member for Narracan pointed out tonight concerned the very strange state of
affairs that took place over the legal opinions.
There were four legal opinions given each recommendin~ a prosecution-some of those
opinions were from rather highly placed officials whose adVIce would normally be accepted
without question by a Minister and the government. For some reason, that was not the
case in this grubby scenario.
An Honourable Member-It was holy intervention!
Mr STEGGALL-Good Lord! Any inquiry should look at and recommend whether
any prosecution should take place, and under which statute. A number of legal opinions
have stated that a prosecution should have taken place, but it did not. Who advised the
Director-General of Property and Services that the then Chief Electoral Officer should
seek an opinion from the then Solicitor-General?
An Honourable Member-A bit hard, that one!
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Mr STEGGALL-Yes, a bit hard. Also, the extent to which the then Chief Electoral
Officer was made to feel subject to the authority of the Minister of the day during the
investigation should be examined. That is rather crucial because the Bill creates a very
independent Electoral Commissioner. The Electoral Commissioner, under the provisions
of the Bill, is needed in Victoria but the position of the Electoral Commissioner must be
seen to be neutral.
I wonder whether there is a pang of conscience on the part of the Minister for Property
and Services and the Premier over that particular question! Why did the then Chief
Electoral Officer attach particular importance to an opinion sought at the suggestion of the
Minister, and which happened to be the only opinion suggesting no offences had been
disclosed by the police brief.
An Honourable Member-You ask a lot of questions!
Mr STEGGALL-These are but a few of the questions to be answered. They give some
idea of the information that needs to come out into the open. The public also needs to
know about the public allegations made by Mr Batchelor that clearly implied the police
had not conducted a competent and professional investigation. It was a very interesting
angle that Mr Batchelor put in the days when the subject was in the public headlines.
The final question that needs to be answered relates to the involvement of the
government, particularly the Premier and his Ministers, in deciding on the announcement
made by the then Chief Electoral Officer at the culmination of his inquiries. That was an
interesting point raised tonight by the honourable member for Narracan. The Opposition
would like to think that somewhere in the Australian Labor Party there is someone with
integrity who would attempt to give some answers to those questions.
The Nunawading Province re-election has been a blight on the Labor Party. The party
has been caught red-handed undertaking its own tricky tactics. The Bill virtually seeks
dispensation from the people of Victoria for the guilt, deception and dishonour which the
government has brought upon the electoral processes and, through that, almost to
Parliament.
Parliament has a large responsibility to get to the bottom of the truth on the Nunawading
Province scandal. It is hoped that the suggestions put by the Leader of the Opposition
tonight and which I hope will be supported by the National Party may lead to the truth
coming out because Parliament has a responsibility to the people of Victoria to obtain
those answers. Neither the Premier nor any Minister in Cabinet, and certainly not the
backbenchers, will give any straight answers to the many questions that have been raised
on the issue.
The National Party will support the Bill, but will propose some amendments; obviously
the amendments will not see the light of day tonight because of the guillotine procedure
but in the Upper House, when the answers to those questions are forthcoming, and the
true involvement of the Premier, Cabinet and the Australian Labor Party are known-or
the government is cleared-I am sure the Bill will be put into the statutes as an Act, to
protect future elections from the dirty tricks of the Australian Labor Party, as happened
during the Nunawading Province re-election.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I rise with a sense of anticlimax. I am almost
disappointed that I put down my name to speak on the Bill; I thought in all honesty that
it would be an excellent debate particularly for the Liberal Opposition but the honourable
members who have spoken tonight from the Opposition side of the House could have put
a vigorous and strong case on the matter that has worried them for two years. It has been
a very disappointing anticlimax.
The honourable member for Narracan presented the case for his party quite well.
Obviously he researched the subject but it was like the old cliche-something old, nothing
new, something borrowed, something blue, but definitely nothing new. The case put by
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the Opposition against the Bill has been put during question time after question time, to
reporter after reporter; the complete issue has been totally and absolutely done to death.
I congratulate the honourable member for Swan Hill for approaching the debate as I do,
in a light-hearted manner. One could tell that he was not fair dinkum and serious. He is a
good friend of mine; I like him. However, he would be better at home in New South
Wales. He is in the wrong House tonight-his farm is in New South Wales and the
honourable member for Swan Hill is the only New South Welshman in the Victorian
Parliament. He is a fair dinkum member from the bush, and he supports the proposed
legislation, as I do.
I congratulate the Minister for Property and Services for introducing the Bill, the
necessity for which has evolved over many years. I congratulate him on the detail in the
Bill and for the comprehensive second-reading speech he delivered. I am pleased the
proposed legislation will be supported by the National Party.
If one had listened to the contributions of Opposition members at question time and in
the debate tonight one would think that what happened in a re-election two years ago in
1985 was a bolt from the blue, something that had never happened before. The proposed
legislation provides for the appointment of the Electoral Commissioner and will deal with
the vexatious question of how-to-vote cards.
The problem of how-to-vote cards arose two years ago but it has been part and parcel of
electoral practices for some time. The how-to-vote card was prostituted in the days of the
Democratic Labor Party when the Liberal Party at the time participated in these processes.
The DLP how-to-vote cards handed out at polling booths were of the same colour as the
cards then used by the Labor Party. The cards appeared to be true Labor Party cards.
There was not a whimper from the Opposition at the time because the Bolte and Menzies
governments remained in power by the preferences they gained from those DLP how-tovote cards.
What happened at the re-election two years- ago with the how-to-vote cards was
prostituted back in the 1950s and 1960s, but the Liberal government at the time did not
protest. It was only too pleased to wax fat on the preferences of the DLP in those days.
I have referred to the 1950s and 1960s, and shall now refer to more contemporary times.
A by-election for the Melbourne North Province of the Legislative Council occurred in
May 1979.
Giovanni Sgro was the Labor Party's candidate and how-to-vote cards were issued at
that time. I am pleased to show a card to honourable members and I believe it is a shame
that I cannot have it incorporated in Hansard. There was no whimper or grizzle from the
Liberal government on the question of the scurrilous how-to-vote cards issued in 1979!
Not a word was said about the malpractices of those how-to-vote cards. Th~ honourable
member for Narracan thought that the first time this happened was two years ago.
A campaign was run by a so-called independent in the 1979 by-election. His campaign
advertising billed him as "Your Labor Candidate". On the polling day, the same
"independent" candidate put out how-to-vote cards that were headed in large type with
the word "Labor", and which directed preferences to the Liberal candidate. He was a dark
horse for the Liberal Party. That scurrilous campaign was conducted against Giovanni
Sgro and all the preferences of that candidate were directed to the Liberal Party.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Melbourne should be directed to speak to the motion and the reasoned amendment moved
by the honourable member for Narracan.
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot uphold the point of order. The honourable member
for Melbourne is doing exactly the same as the honourable members for Narracan and
Swan Hill did during their dissertations in exercising their rights, although I have tried to
contain the debate to the Bill and the reasoned amendment.
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Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-The main thrust of the Bill is to deal with malpractices
on the issue of how-to-vote cards. The government did not decide to introduce the Bill
because of the events that occurred two years ago. As I indicated, the desire to introduce
the measure was brought about by malpractices that had developed over many years. I
can understand the honourable member for Malvern being embarrassed about the
involvement of his party in the 1979 by-election.

The independent candidate was reported in the Age after the election as admitting that
he had no connection with the Australian Labor Party. He was further reported as saying
that the word "Labor" on the cards meant that he represented the working people and that
he was himself a worker. The candidate was, in fact, a Coburg businessman. It is worth
noting that his how-to-vote cards stated: "Your candidate represents honesty in your
electorate". He was involved in handing out scurrilous and bodgie how-to-vote cards.
Mr Delzoppo-What was bodgie about it?
Mr REMINGTON-To start with, he purported to represent the Labor Party but he
was a Coburg businessman. He also described himself as a worker. His cards stated, "Your
candidate represents honesty in your electorate", but everything connected with those
how-to-vote cards was blatantly dishonest.
I am pleased the National Party is adopting a sensible approach to the Bill. A more
recent example occurred in the March 1985 State election in the Gippsland South electorate.
This incident involved the Liberal Party but I have heard no reference to the how-to-vote
cards issued in that election. Senior local Liberals and their associates, including the
Liberal candidate and former member of Parliament, Mr Neil Mclnnes, wanted to
maximise the Liberal vote and decided to put out fake how-to-vote cards which, contrary
to ALP wishes, directed ALP preferences to the Liberal candidate, Mr McInnes.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, I ask you, Mr Speaker, to direct the
honourable member for Melbourne to make the documents to which he is referring
available to the House.
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member for Melbourne make the
documents available to the House?
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I am certainly prepared to make the documents
available. If any how-to-vote card warranted the introduction of this Bill, that how-tovote card is it. It was issued by the Liberal Party in an attempt to take preferences from
the National Party. The card was designed to look like the official Australian Labor Party
how-to-vote card: it was identical in shape and was printed in the same yellow and black
colours. The fake ALP how-to-vote card included the words "Australian Labor Party" in
bold print. It was clearly designed to mislead Labor voters.
The how-to-vote card did not mention the fact that it was produced by the Liberal Party.
In fact, Mr McInnes admitted that he picked up the cards from the printer. That is fair
enough; he was using them for his own advantage. Mr Mclnnes was trying to steal votes
from the party on which he welshed. The present honourable member for Gippsland
South won the seat at the 1979 State election by a large margin. However, Mr Mclnnes
received an unusually high proportion ofLabor Party preferences. By way of comparison,
I mention that in two electorates where Labor Party preferences were distributed, the
Liberal Party won 8 per cent and 15 per cent of those preferences. In the Gippsland South
electorate, the Liberal Party won 24 per cent ofLabor Party preferences.
They are the types of practices which have evolved over a number of years and which
necessitated a response by the government. The Cain government is responsible. The
events of two years ago, added to what the Democratic Labor Party did for years and what
the Liberal Party did during the by-election won by the Honourable Giovanni Sgro in
another place and in the 1979 State election campaign, made it obvious that the government
had to introduce amendments to The Constitution Act Amendment Act to make it more
difficult for those practices to occur.
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The government does not want the electoral procedures of this State damaged. For that
reason, I compliment the Minister for Property and Services on the manner in which he
has introduced the Bill. I am sure it will have the desired effect. No-one will deny that this
country has an excellent electoral system. All honourable members should be proud of it.
Recently the honourable member for Coburg and I spent a short time in Manila.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr REMINGTON-The mention of Manila should not arouse hysterical laughter
because what has occurred in that country is tragic. I should have thought that the mention
of Manila would have brought more respect from members of the Opposition. If he had
been to Manila, instead of laughing, the honourable member for Malvern would more
greatly value Australia's electoral system. Compulsory voting at eighteen years of age is
the wonderful basis on which the electoral system stands. The government wants to
safeguard that system.
Other practices will necessitate further amendments to the Act from time to time. I
place on record that the recent Federal election campaign in the electorate of Chisholm
was one of the filthiest and most scurrilous campaigns with which I have been involved.
Mr Leigh-By whom?
Mr REMINGTON-It was conducted by the enemies of the Hawke government, and
it was directed to the advantage of the Liberal Party. Everyone knows that!
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Melbourne is making an imputation against a member of the House of Representatives
who was the Liberal Party candidate for the Federal seat of Chisholm and who ultimately
won that seat at the last Federal election. I ask you, Sir, to rule that the honourable
member for Melbourne is out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not aware of whether the honourable member for
Melbourne is making an imputation. I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-The honourable member for Malvern has a right to
be touchy because that campaign was the most filthy and scurrilous I have seen. It was
conducted by the National Front, which was supporting the Liberal Party.
Mr Leigh-It had nothing to do with it!
Mr REMINGTON-The honourable member for Malvern should have been around
the polling booths to see the filthy literature that was going around. The activities in the
electorate of Chisholm were designed to assist the Liberal Party.
Mr E. R. Smith-What did they do?
Mr REMINGTON-The National Front forged the signature of the then Federal
member for Chisholm and put it under a damaging letter which it then distributed in
letterboxes throughout the electorate. I am sorry that the Federal government has not
acted against that practice. I assure the House that if those practices occur during the next
State election campaign, the Act will be further amended.
In future, the activities oflocal government must be more closely considered. Honourable
members know of the well-publicised activities of the City of Box Hill. During the last
Federal election campaign in the electorate of Chisholm, anti-Labor Party literature and
pamphlets were printed by the Box Hill City Council. A campaign based essentially on a
State issue was run against the then Federal member for Chisholm. It had nothing to do
with the Federal sphere, and the pamphlets were printed by the Box Hill City Council.
Ultimately, the Act may have to be amended to cover Gallup polls. I refer to the
influence not only on State but also on Federal elections of Gallup poll people.
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I was astonished to read in the Age of Wednesday, 8 July, just prior to the Federal
election, a statement made by a well-known and respected pollster, Gary Morgan, after he
had issued his poll that showed that the Hawke government would be elected:
But his polls are showing that the Labor Party will win Saturday's election. He says the extraordinary thing is
that the public cannot perceive that the choice is so plain.

I have never before heard a more blatant political comment made by an allegedly
independent pollster. The article continues:
The problem, according to Mr Morgan, is the media.

He then followed the line that the Liberal Party followed prior to the last Federal election:
"Alljoumalists are biased," he told a Securities Institute luncheon in Melbourne yesterday. "They all vote for
Labor".

This was said by Gary Morgan, the well-known pollster whose polls obviously influence
electors; they like to run with those whom they consider to be winners.
Not only is it necessary to pass the proposed legislation but also we must look hard at
the people who present themselves as pollsters. If they are to be political lobbyists and
take on the role of political advocates they ought to be registered as such.
The second and important part of the Bill deals with the Electoral Commissioner and
strengthens the independence of his office. It is no wonder that the National Party is
supporting the proposed legislation because only recently the honourable member for
Benalla made the most outrageous, incorrect, and untruthful accusations about Dr Geoffrey
Lyons, the Chief Electoral Officer.
An Honourable Member-Get it right; his name is Gregory Lyons.
Mr REMINGTON-The honourable member for Benalla got his name right but he did
not get anything else right. It is no wonder that the colour of the honourable member for
Benalla's face is beginning to match the colour of his tie because he had a lot of trouble.
He cannot pick a red-necked nationalist from a social democrat. He chose the wrong
candidate for his party in the Central Highlands Province by-election. His political judgment
is not good. The honourable member attacked-Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, you have liberally
allowed the debate to be wide ranging but I suggest that the honourable member for
Melbourne is moving outside even those wide-ranging limits permitted by you in the
debate. I ask you to direct that the honourable member speak to the Bill and the amendment
before the Chair.
The SPEAKER-Order! On the point of order, I advise the House that I hope I am not
being too liberal in respect of the matters before the Chair. Firstly, there is the Bill to
which I attempted to constrain the debate, and the honourable member for Narracan
moved a fairly wide-ranging amendment, obviously designed to absolutely cast aside the
Bill and bring in another matter entirely, which he was allowed to do. The honourable
member for Swan Hill also canvassed a great many issues associated with the amendment
and the Bill.
The Bill provides for some of the matters that the honourable member for Melbourne
has canvassed and he is in order in making passing reference to them. I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I thank you, Mr Speaker, because the proposed
amendments to the Act in regard to the Electoral Commissioner are substantial. Specifically,
the government will confer on the Electoral Commissioner powers similar to those of the
Auditor-General and the position will have similar status.
I doubt whether the honourable member for Benalla would be as critical of the AuditorGeneral as he was of the Chief Electonu Officer in his recent attack, which was to his
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shame. I hope the outrageous and incorrect assertions made by the honourable member
for Benalla will not be repeated by him because the Chief Electoral Officer has had to
protect himself against those attacks made under privilege.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr REMINGTON-Those attacks were made against the Chief Electoral Officer from
a position of privilege. It is no wonder that people call this place "coward's castle". The
honourable member for Benalla attacked Dr Lyons saying that he had b\~en:
secretary ofthe Labor lawyers group at La Trobe University.

Dr Lyons declared:
I have never been a member ... of any such group. I am not aware of the existence of the group to which Mr
McNamara refers.

When people, for political advantage, make those sorts of attacks it is necessary for the
government to introduce proposed legislation such as this.
In conclusion, I come back to the central issue. I am proud of the electoral system that
we have. We must be vigilant to protect it. I congratulate the government for introducing
the proposed legislation and I am particularly pleased that the National Party will support
the Bill.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The Bill is about dishonesty. The purposes of the
Act, as set out in the Bill, are to provide for the appointment of an independent Electoral
Commissioner, to prohibit the distribution of unapproved how-to-vote cards, to provide
for the reservation by a registered political party of the initials of that party, and to change
the name of the Electoral Commission to the Electoral Boundaries Commission.
The Bill purports to be about honesty, yet it is born out of dishonesty; it purports to be
about electoral integrity, yet it is born out of a lack of integrity; it purports to be about
openness and propriety, yet it is about cover-up and impropriety, which provide the
genesis for the proposed legislation.
The Bill should be retitled, "a Bill to cover up the cover-up" -the cover-up that failed!
The anguish and the breast beating of the government party are about dishonesty, lack of
integrity and cheating-not because cheating is bad but because it was caught cheating.
The government cannot wear that, so it has brought in a Bill to cover up the cover-up.
The honourable member for Narracan presented a history of the deception, cheating,
and dishonesty, all of which implicates senior members of the government-certainly the
Premier, the Minister for Property and Services, and at least one back-bench member of
the Labor Party in this place. It also involves the highest paid official of the Australian
Labor Party in this State. I shall inform the House of the involvement of that particular
gentleman in this and a series of other scandals in due course.
The government has shown by its actions that after committing acts of gross impropriety
it will do anything to protect itself. There is no depth too deep for members of the
government to stoop; no act too inappropriate for them to commit; all members of the
Labor Party either in this House or the organisation, no matter how guilty, will be
protected by the government. Members of the Labor Party used every tactic available to
them.
They delayed the proper investigation of the Nunawading Province re-election scandal;
failed to cooperate with the police; used freedom of information regulations; challenged
applications for documents; took the matter to the line; and had to stretch out the
examination of their impropriety to the point beyond which the guilty could be prosecuted.
There is no doubt in the mind of any honourable member or anyone outside the Chamber
who has taken an interest in the matter that people are guilty and crimes were committed.
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No matter how guilty those people are, they will not be brought to answer charges
because the government has manipulated the judicial system, the governmental system,
and the regulatory system to ensure that those people never have to answer the charges. If
they were made to answer the charges, they would have to reveal the impropriety of others.
Many people in the Labor Party would crash if their involvement in this sordid affair
became public knowledge. The evidence is that a multitude of legal opinions were sought,
until the government had the one that suited it.
Honourable members have learned of the intimidation of the then Chief Electoral
Officer and the attempts to change regulations relating to freedom of information. Red
herrings were drawn across the path of inquiry and examination-for example, the way
the Labor Party introduced the involvement of the mountain cattlemen in the Nunawading
Province re-election campaign. That was nothing more than a diversion. Anything was
done to divert attention away from the reality of the Labor Party's deception and
impropriety.
The Minister for Property and Services said in his second-reading speech that the
purpose of the proposed legislation is "to strengthen, in legislation, the independence" of
the Chief Electoral Officer. He also said that the integrity of the electoral process, which is
at the heart of our democratic system, had been scrupulously protected by the government.
That is questionable. Both the honourable member for Narracan and I have questioned
that comment, and anyone who knows anything about the events relating to the
Nunawading Province re-election would know the government has done everything to
attack the integrity of the democratic system.
I shall deal with the two components: the integrity of the electoral process and the role
of the Chief Electoral Officer and the officers whose function it is to make that process
work. At the heart of the Nunawading scandal is Peter Batchelor, who is a self-confessed
liar. Firstly, he said that he had nothing to do with the printing of the bogus how-to-vote
cards; secondly, he later admitted that he was responsible for printing the bogus how-tovote cards. He admitted that he is a liar and a cheat.
Peter Batchelor is the highest officer in the Australian Labor Party in this State. Peter
Batchelor, who is the State Secretary of the Australian Labor Party, is no stranger to byelection controversy. For example, a by-election was held in Springvale in 1983 and the
conduct of members of the ALP after that by-election was so disgraceful that it led to the
returning officer for Springvale writing to the then Chief Electoral Officer on 23 March
1983.
He commenced his letter in the following terms:
I wish to report a disturbing incident at this office today.
A group of approximately 24 people associated with the ALP political party, including the successful candidate
Mr E. J. Micallef, the election organiser Mr P. Batchelor, the local member Mr L. Kent, and one of the State
Ministers, turned up at the office at 9 a.m. for an informal declaration of the poll.

Mr McNamara-Informal?
Mr RICHARDSON-Yes, informal. The essence of the incident is that Mr Forshaw,
the returning officer, was intimidated and abused by that party of ALP supporters, all of
whom were members of the left wing, because Mr Forshaw refused to bring forward the
date of the declaration of the poll, which had been notified to all of the candidates.
Mr Forshaw's letter continues:
After some invective from Messrs Batchelor denying the date set and imputing that I was continuing to
sabotage their (ALP) operations and that I was still licking my wounds recovering from the shock of the Liberal
defeat (from Mr Kent) I allowed that party in from the footpath into the offices where I made the informal
announcement . . .

Mr Forshaw concludes in the following terms:
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I am afraid that in taking this action I have deprived the defeated candidates of an opportunity to speak . . . in
the circumstances I felt there was little alternative and a refusal would have created a scene.

Mr Forshaw was reported in the Waverley Gazette as saying that:
· .. due to the size of the crowd and tone of certain people I was placed in the position of having to declare the
poll.

The Waverley Gazette also reported that Mr Forshaw "was publicly criticised", and that:
Mr Harry Forshaw said this week that "the tone of certain people" forced him to declare the poll a week earlier
than he had planned ...
The group that gathered at the office about 9 a.m. on Wednesday included the Minister for Consumer and
Ethnic Affairs, Mr Spyker, the MHR for Hotham, Mr Lewis Kent, and an ALP organiser, Mr Peter Batchelor ...

The article further states:
Mr Batchelor had found fault over several minor matters in the election campaign ...

The article also contains an observation by another candidate, Mr Topalides, who is
reported as having said:
· .. ALP workers had "bullied" their way into the electoral office and forced Mr Forshaw to declare the poll
against his wishes.
From the letter, I make the assumption that force would have been used ifhe had not done so.

Another candidate, Mr Mulholland, is reported as having said:
· .. the returning officer was unduly pressured into conducting the customary poll declaration ceremony with
only the ALP candidate and his supporters present ...

The sitting was suspended at 12.1 a.m. (Thursday) until 12.33 a.m.
Mr RICHARDSON-Prior to the suspension of the sitting, I referred the House to the
absolute hypocrisy of the statement made in the Minister's second-reading speech where
he said that this Bill reflected the government's concern for the integrity of the electoral
process, which he described as being "at the heart of our democratic system". The Minister
also referred to the need to strengthen the independence of the position of the Chief
Electoral Officer.
I demonstrated how the government's wish for electoral integrity and the protection of
the democratic system could be proven to be complete hypocrisy when one reflects on the
disgraceful incidents which occurred during the scandal surrounding the aftermath of the
1983 Springvale by-election in which the returning officer was harassed and intimidated
by a group of Labor Party personnel headed by Peter Batchelor, who was at the centre of
that scandal and is at the centre of the Nunawading Province re-election scandal.
Mr Batchelor was accompanied by a company of absolute sweethearts, including Mr
Lewis Kent, Federal member for Hotham, Mr Peter Spyker, the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, and Mr E. J. Micallef, the honourable member for Springvale.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I believe the honourable
member for Forest Hill has impugned me in the statement he has just made. I resent him
saying that I was part of a group that harassed a returning officer. That is an utter lie. I
resent it, and ask for it to be withdrawn.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has made a personal explanation and
has not raised a point of order. I cannot uphold the point of order.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-For the information of the honourable member for
Springvale, I remind him of the letter of 23 March 1983 sent by Mr Forshaw, the returning
officer, to the then Chief Electoral Officer, in which he refers to the disgraceful incident
which occurred at the office of the returning officer, and in which he names all of the
people I previously mentioned to the House. One of the persons named was the honourable
member for Springvale who was referred to in the letter as the successful candidate, Mr
E. J. Mica11ef.
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Mr Micallef-That is right, and that is the only thing that is correct.
Mr RICHARDSON-The aftermath of that incident-Mr Micallef-Did Forshaw tell you about the Liberal how-to-vote cards in his office?
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Springvale to cease
interjecting.
Mr RICHARDSON-The aftermath of that incident led to some interesting
correspondence. Mr Mulholland, the Democratic Labor Party candidate, in a letter to the
then Chief Electoral Officer said:
If tradition has been cast aside at the whim or simply the convenience of one candidate's supporters, and the
opportunity denied to other candidates to be in attendance at the customary proceedings following the Springvale
poll, as a result, attention to the matter is warranted.

The significance of that correspondence now passes to the exchange which occurred in the
House between the then Minister for Property and Services, the honourable member for
Niddrie, Mr Jack Simpson, and me.
The government attempted to bury the Springvale by-election scandal, just as it later
tried to bury the Nunawading Province re-election scandal. The cavalier dismissal by the
then Minister of this serious matter has a familiar ring to it when one considers the way in
which the present Minister for Property and Services and the Premier have attempted to
hush up the Nunawading Province re-election scandal.
On 20 April 1983 the then Minister for Property and Services, in response to a question
from me, told Parliament that he would take no action until the returning officer had
reported to the then Chief Electoral Officer. The fact is that the returning officer, Mr
Forshaw, had already reported the incident to the then Chief Electoral Officer one month
earlier, on 23 March.
It is no coincidence that the day after the then Minister told Parliament that no report
had been made, the then Chief Electoral Officer formally reported to the Minister on this
disgraceful incident. In other words, the Minister knew all about it; but once it was raised
in Parliament, the game was up and he thought he had better come clean.

The final sentence in the report on the Springvale by-election scandal should have been
instructive when the Labor Party hatched its plans for the Nunawading Province reelection. On 21 April the then Chief Electoral Officer wrote to the Minister for Property
and Services.
If the honourable member for Springvale is maintaining that what I am saying is untrue,
is he also saying that the Chief Electoral Officer of the time is a liar?
On the Monday following the by-election for the electorate of Springvale on 19 March,
the then Chief Electoral Officer wrote the following to the Minister:
... arrangements were made with the Returning Officer, Mr H. E. Forshaw to "officially" declare the poll on
Monday 21 March and return the Writ that day so that the successful candidate, Mr E. Micallef, could be sworn
in on Tuesday 22 March as the new member for the electoral district ofSpringvale.

He further wrote:
On Monday 21 March Mr P. Batchelor, the ALP organiser in the area, telephoned me and I explained to him
the difference between the legal, or "official", declaration of the poll and the traditional public, or "unofficial"
declaration.

The then Chief Electoral Officer did all he could to explain to Mr Peter Batchelor what the
rules were, but Labor Party members still went along and harassed and intimidated Mr
Forshaw, which led to the then Chief Electoral Officer being leaned on by the then Minister
to present a report so that things might look all right. What the then Chief Electoral Officer
said in connection with the letter from Mr Mullholland--
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Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I request the tabling
of the documents which are being quoted because the honourable member for Forest Hill
is not reading out the full quotation. He has left out the parts describing how the returning
officer was handing out Liberal Party how-to-vote cards.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Springvale has raised a point of
order in respect to the material from which the honourable member for Forest Hill is
quoting during the course of his speech. The practice is that if requested an honourable
member makes available such documents. I ask the honourable member for Forest Hill
whether he will do so.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-I shall do so. Among the documents from which I
am quoting I shall provide the honourable member with the solitary letter from Mr
Forshaw to the then Chief Electoral Officer, which certainly makes no reference to the
returning officer, Mr Forshaw, handing out how-to-vote cards for the Liberal Party. Neither
does the then Chief Electoral Officer make reference to Mr Forshaw handing out how-tovote cards for either the Liberal Party or any other political party. For the honourable
member for Springvale to make such an accusation is disgraceful; it is an insult to Mr
Forshaw and should be withdrawn.
The significant portion of the then Chief Electoral Officer's letter to the then Minister as
it relates to the phoney Bill is this:
The concern expressed by Mr Mulholland that "if tradition has been cast aside at the whim or simply the
convenience of one candidate's supporters, etc.... attention to the matter is warranted" is a valid concern for, if
taken further, it could raise the Question of whether other procedures relating to the conduct of an election, and
which could affect the result of the election, could be "cast aside at the whim or simply the convenience of one
candidate's supporters".

In his final paragraph the then Chief Electoral Officer writes:
It is most important that the whole of the electoral organisation is seen as being totally impartial and free from
any interference from any candidate or political organisation. The evidence before the House in relation to the
Springvale scandal is that that election was not conducted in a way that was free from any interference from any
candidate or political organisation.

The behaviour of members of the Labor Party who threatened and bullied Mr Forshaw
on that day is a blot on the democratic history of this State. It should never have occurred,
and it must certainly never occur again.
For the government to beat its breast and proclaim its wish to establish the integrity and
independence of the electoral system when it has the record of the aftermath of both the
Springvale by-election and the Nunawading Province re-election shows this government
to be precisely what it is: a government which will do anything to keep itself in power. It
is a government which is prepared to obstruct, manipulate and attempt to pervert judicial
process simply to protect its own and protect itself.
None of the people who were involved in the Nunawading Province scandal which led
to the drafting of this Bill has ever been brought to book. Nor can they be, because the
government has made sure that no-one who was involved in this dishonest and corrupt
scandal-which is a blot on the history of this State-can ever be placed in a position
where they have to answer the charges which authorities believe should have been laid.
That is the great crime of this government. It is why the Bill should be properly referred
to as the Bill designed to cover-up the cover-up. This is a squalid and disgraceful episode
in the history of Victoria and one which brings no credit to anyone who was involved.
So far as I am aware, the honourable member for Richmond, who is interjecting, was
not involved and he should keep his bib out of this, or I will land one on him, too! But
there are plenty of other matters the honourable member for Richmond has been involved
in, and he knows that I know about them; so he should be careful.
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This government stands condemned by its inaction. This government is the protector
of the corrupt and the dishonest and it shall forever be remembered in the annals of
Victorian history as just that.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The government is to be criticised for guillotining debate
on this Bill. It is disgraceful that honourable members have not had an adequate opportunity
of expressing their opinions on this very important matter. It is unfortunate that I have
little more than 60 seconds to make my contribution.
The Bill has been introduced because the Labor Party has been caught out. The National
Party has considered for some time that it would be appropriate that a judicial inquiry be
held into the Nunawading Province re-election issue. The Government has refused to
accept that proposition.
Honourable members should seriously consider the proposal by the Leader of the
Opposition that there should be a Parliamentary inquiry. Such an inquiry should be set
up with representation from all political parties to ensure that honourable members get to
the bottom of this dirty, grubby issue.

It is amazing to see the highest administrative officer of the Australian Labor Party, the
State Secretary, and Mr Michael Salvaris, a personal adviser to the Premier, go unscathed
on this issue when other people who have impugned propriety to a lesser degree, such as
Mr Landeryou in another place, and the former Governor of Victoria, are sacked
immediately, and I ask the question, why?
The SPEAKER-Order! the time allotted for the second-reading stage of the Bill has
expired.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Delzoppo to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds In the chair).
Ayes
Noes
Majority against the amendment
AYES

Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
MrsHill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
MrMicallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mr Remington

43
34
9
NOES

Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPescott
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MsSibree
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NOES
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
MrSteggal}
Mr Stoekdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams

AYES
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh

Tellers:
MrPerrin
MrWallace

Tellers:
MrsRay
MrSheehan
PAIRS
Mr Kirkwood
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrEvans
(Gippsland West)

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 7
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The House has now moved into the
Committee stage of the Bill and I suggest that having done that-and that is not the
normal procedure after a Bill has been declared urgent-there is now the opportunity for
members to speak to clauses. Clauses 1 to 7 have just been called and I want to address
the Committee on clause 1. I respectfully suggest that I now have the opportunity of
doing so.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! There is no debate of the issue. The time
allocated under the urgency motion has expired and I shall now put the question: that
clauses 1 to 7 and the schedule stand part of the Bill.
The Committee divided on the question (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
Ayes
42
Noes
34
Majority for the question
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mr Hill
MrsHirsh

8
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
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AYES
MrHocldey
Mr Jolly.
MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
MrsToner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh

Road Safety (Amendment) Bill
NOES
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPescott
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MsSibree
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
MrSteggall
Mr Stoekdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams

Tellers:
MrJasper
MrPerrin

Tellers:
MrsHill
MrPope
PAIRS
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)

MrKirkwood
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

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

ROAD SAFETY (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was returned from the Council with a message relating to an amendment.
It was ordered that the message be taken into consideration next day.

ASSOCIATIONS INCORPORATION AND BUSINESS NAMES
(AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion ofMr MATHEWS (Minister
for the Arts), was read a first time.

METROPOLITAN FIRE BRIGADES SUPERANNUATION
(AMENDMENT) 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
Crane driver and dogmen certificates-Flashing lights for Warracknabeallevel crossingDebt collection-WorkCare--Post-primary mathematics teacher training-Keilor City
Cooncil-Victorian Young Farmers movement
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Mr FORD HAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Labour to a matter I
have raised in the House on a number of occasions, but on which I have not received any
satisfaction from the Minister.
It relates to the careless, dangerous, and irresponsible issue of certificates for crane
drivers and dogmen by the Department of Labour. I have said on previous occasions that
crane driver certificates are being issued through the regional offices of the department
without adequate checking procedures being put in place.

When I raised the matter during the last grievance debate the Minister claimed that he
and his department were safety conscious and that no problems existed within his
administration. I propose, in the few minutes available to me, to prove quite conclusively
to the Minister's satisfaction and, more importantly, for the benefit of the people of
Victoria who are involved in this area, just how incompetent the Minister and officers of
his department are. If the Minister does not take action, lives will be lost. Honourable
members are aware that three lives have already been lost in the crane construction
industry. I shall table for the benefit of the Minister and the House applications made by
various companies on behalf of individuals showing certificates signed by officers of the
Department of Labour.
I make the point that the certificates have been signed, in many instances, without
proper checking taking place. Some of the certificates, if not all, are technically illepl to
the extent that they have not been completely filled out and should not have been sIgned
by the so-called authorised officers. Three of the certificates are almost certainly illegal
because I am reliably informed that the crane drivers on whose behalf the applications
have been made have not complied with the relevant provisions of the regulations that
govern the driving of cranes which require the person to have held a driver's licence for at
least twelve months. I refer the House to the Statutory Rules covering cranes: 1973,
No. 30, Clause 5.1 (d); and 1959, Nos 121, 17 (1) and 128.
It is interesting to note that at least one of the certificates-the last one-has been
properly filled out; at least it appears to have been IDled out in a proper fashion. That
certificate, dated 2 July, has been signed by the chief inspector, Mr Higgins. The person
for whom the certificate has been authorised is one Shaun King.

Honourable members will recall that Mr King was the crane operator whose reckless
performance in a crane resulted in a Favco crane smashing down a pole at the Melbourne
Club recently. Notwithstanding this person's recklessness in a crane, he has been recently
reauthorised not only to use a crane but also, effectively, to risk the life of a dogman, a
Peter Andriske.
It is absolutely irresponsible of the Minister to allow this continued irresponsibility to
occur. The forms ought to be properly checked by people who are duly qualified to do so,
not by the office girl at the door stamping a certificate about which she has no knowledge
whatsoever.

I call on the Minister for Labour to make a clear commitment to the House that he will
review the procedures before he and his department are responsible for more deaths in
this State as a consequence of the Minister's failure to undertake proper administrative
procedures.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister
for Transport relates to an application by the Warracknabeal Shire Council for the
installation of flashing lights at the Kelsall Street level crossing, which is in the township
of Warracknabeal and is also part of the Borung Highway, which joins the Shire of
Warracknabeal and the township of Donald.
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Late last week a serious smash occurred at that level crossing when a freight train
ploughed into a truck.
Mr Roper-The truck ran into the train.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-No, it happened the other way around: the train smashed into
the side of the truck; the truck had almost passed through the crossing when the train
collided with it. Regardless of the circumstances, a collision occurred at the crossing
resulting in dama~e estimated at between $1 million and $2 million which was caused
when the locomotIve came off the rails. It is certainly no joking matter. It is a significant
cost.
Mr Micallef-Nobody is saying it is a joking matter.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-The crossing is located on the Melbourne side of the main
wheat storage at Warracknabeal, which is a central receival point. Therefore, many freight
trains travel to and from the Warracknabeal storage and also to and from storages further
north, such as at Beulah and Hopetoun in the southern Mallee.
As I said, in 1982 the shire council applied for flashing lights to be installed at the level
crossing. The council has sent further correspondence to the Road Traffic Authority. I
believe the latest letter from the shire to the authority was sent in March this year, and the
shire has not yet received a reply.
I ask the Minister to inform the House whether it is possible to install flashing lights at
that level crossing and thereby prevent further level crossing collisions.
Mr CULPIN (Broadmeadows)-The matter I raise for the the attention of the Minister
for Consumer Affairs relates to bad debts. Honourable members are probably aware of the
news release of the Minister of 23 October 1987 headed, "Debt Collection Bullying Must
Stop: Spyker". It states:
Victorian Consumer Affairs Minister, Mr Peter Spyker, has called for a nationwide tightening of legislation to
stop the bullying tactics of some financial institutions undertaking debt recovery.

After reading that news release, I was surprised when it was brought to my attention that
a trader. in Broadmeadows who was having problems receiving certain moneys for his
business was using unusual debt collection tactics. This trader hit on the idea of placing a
bad deb·is board in the window of his business. Any person who owed him money would
have his or her name and address attached to the bad debt board.
The constituent who mentioned this matter to me has given me a photograph of that
debt board. He asked me to bring this matter to the attention of the House and of the
diligent Minister for Consumer Affairs.
The trader using the bad debt board has another practice of sending out correspondence
to customers who owe him money. He makes it clear in that correspondence that he
intends to use the bad debt board as a means of harassment and intimidation. The
following is typical of the correspondence sent out to customers. For obvious reasons, I
shall not refer to the consumer's name. The letter states:
Re outstanding paper bill of $47.00 plus $1.37 for certified postage. Amount owing $48.37.
This account was stopped on 8.8.87 and a payment was made of$30. It was stated that this would be finalised
in two weeks but this has been ignored.
Unless this account is paid by Friday, 30.10.87, I will use the following procedure:
In my front window I have a bad debts board which is in full view of everyone, so if it is not paid by then, your
name and address is going to appear on it.
I hope that does not occur and that commonsense prevails.

The letter then sets out the trader's name.
The customer concerned was a pensioner. He had tried desperately to pay that debt. It
was also mentioned by the constituent who brought this matter to my attention that the
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trader does not issue receipts. I am not saying that his business is cash in hand, but most
traders do issue receipts to customers.
I shall pass on the photograph and the correspondence to the Minister whom I know
will give the matter the attention it deserves. This type of action in our society must be
stopped.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Treasurer and,
in his absence, with the Minister for Transport. I bring to the notice of the Treasurer a
clear breach of the promise that he made in respect of the introduction of WorkCare.
I ask that the Treasurer review the premium for the John Paul College in Frankston.
The John Paul College is a Catholic secondary coeducational school. It is a substantial
school of approximately 1300 students.
Prior to the introduction of WorkCare, its premium for workers compensation was less
than 0·8 per cent of its total wages roll. Upon the introduction of WorkCare-contrary to
the undertaking the Treasurer had previously given that WorkCare would cost employers
less-it moved up to 0·8 per cent of its wages roll as its WorkCare premium.
The school has received advice, following the recent WorkCare review, that its premium
is now to increase to no less than 2·09 per cent, retrospective to 1 September 1987. That is
an increase of no less than 161 per cent, notwithstanding the fact that the Treasurer had
promised: first of all, that WorkCare would cost less; second, that premiums would not
increase for five years; and third, that general government taxes and charges would not
increase by more than 6 per cent!
Not one of the three promises is being honoured, as the honourable member for
Springvale knows. No doubt he would like to $0 down to the school and explain why it
faces this outrageous impost. It is not only payIng more for workers compensation but it
is also getting less because it has to payout of its own resources the first week's liability
and the initial treatment costs.
Indeed, with the exception of one disputed claim-admitted by WorkCare despite the
objections of the school, in a saga all too familiar, of the inefficiencies and failures of
W orkCare-the school has had virtually no claims which imposed any liability on the
Accident Compensation Commission.
The reward this school is to receive on the present state of affairs is a 161 per cent
increase for virtually no liability imposed on the WorkCare workers compensation scheme!
It is clear that the premium is in no way related to the success of this school in its
preventive program, in the management of its risk, and its very successful claims
management of workers compensation.
I ask the Treasurer as a matter of urgency to arrange a review of the premium imposed
on this school. It is simply unfair and threatens the economic viability of the school. The
school simply does not have the resources to pay this massive impost. There is no
justification for it and I seek that the Treasurer urgently review the premium.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Education. I refer to action being taken by the Ministry of Education in an attempt to
overcome the shortage of post-primary teachers in mathematics. Apparently the Ministry
of Education has been advertising recently to secure primary teachers who are prepared to
be retrained as post-primary teachers, particularly within the area of mathematics.
One of my constituents, who is in the primary teaching area, was desirous of takin~ up
the suggestion that she enter into a retraining program so that she could become a quahfied
post-primary teacher in mathematics.
I agree with the Minister that it is a most worthwhile objective and that it appears it
would overcome one of the problems we have had in the secondary division where there
have not been enough mathematics teachers. My constituent responded and she received
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a letter from the Ministry of Education indicating that she could undertake the training
and that there would be an allowance of between $7000 and $9000 a year for trainees to
undertake the requirements of a Bachelor of Education degree on a full-time basis over
approximately eighteen months, commencing early in 1988.
The last paragraph of the letter, signed by James T. Allen, Senior Recruitment Officer,
states:
If you would be interested in obtaining more information about this scheme, please complete and return the
attached pro forma by Friday, 28 August 1987.

She duly did that, but, of course, like many of the actions being taken by the Ministry of
Education, the program sounded okay and appeared to be effec~ive, but it has not ~en
thought out as to what they were going to do because my constItuent has heard nothIng
more since.
Some inquiries have been made. Apparently 140 primary teachers applied for the
positions on the training course. Some 70-half of them-had the necessary qualifications.
It was said that they would be taken into city and country colleges where places were
available. It now appears that only 25 teachers will be taken into the program because
there are not enough positions available at various Victorian colleges.
I ask the Minister for Education to fully investigate the program. It has been instituted,
apparently, in good faith, but has not been effective because the teachers responding to the
Ministry's suggestions have been unable to receive appropriate information. They have
been unable to ascertain whether they can be trained next year or what the program will
be. My constituent, and many others who has applied, has heard nothing from the Ministry
of Education.
I seek urgent action from the Minister for Education. I shall give him the name of my
constituent, and I seek his support in providing information to her and to others who have
applied in good faith to be retrained from primary to secondary teaching to enable them
to take up positions particularly in the mathematics area where there is a shortage of
teachers in the post-primary schools.
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (St Albans)-My matter of concern is directed to the
Minister for Local Government. The matter refers to the City of Keilor and its proper
administration, specifically with regard to the financial situatIon in which the city now
finds itself. I call on the Minister for Local Government to provide to the elected council
at Keilor the necessary resources to assist in rectifying their financial difficulties, in an
endeavour to find a solution to their problems.
Honourable members would be aware that this is not the first time the subject of the
City of Keilor has been raised in Parliament. One can go back as far as 1974 when the
council was sacked. It is interesting, for the information of the Opposition that, despite
contrary belief, it was not an Australian Labor Party council but a council of twelve
independents who had loosely grouped themselves into two camps. At that stage there
were no endorsed ALP councillors.
With the return of elected representation in the City of Keilor in 1980, the ALP won
control of that council. In the four years that I was there-and I am proud to have been
there-we tried to work through some of the problems that had been created in the mid1970s, to bring about an administration that was responsive to the needs of ratepayers in
the 1980s. To that end we commissioned PA Consulting Services to assist in installing a
new administrative structure at Keilor, resulting as some honourable members would be
aware-especially those close to Richard Alston-in the former town clerk, Richard Kelly,
and the former city engineer, Bill Carlisle, resigning their positions and going to alternative
employment.
When the council installed the new administrative structure upon the recommendation
of PA Consulting Services, one of the first tasks requested of the new administration was
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to provide to the elected council a review of the financial position of the city. That was
provided in June 1987.
Needless to say, that report shows the maladministration that has taken place at Keilor
over the past few years. That was further compounded when the auditor's report for the
1986 financial year was received from Haines Norton, chartered accountants. That firm
highlighted the financial deficit of the City ofKeilor. The auditor's report states:
The lack of proper controls and systems make the preparation of meaningful financial statements for budget
and control purposes impossible and also leaves the municipality's funds open to the possibility of undetected
misappropriations.

The elected council, vigilant in its responsibility to the ratepayers, resolved on 6 October
1987 that the city manager enlist the support of Local Government Department inspectors
to investigate and examine financial reporting mechanisms and responsibilities within the
city's administration and provide advice to council on the rectification of these to ensure
that no misappropriation of funds can occur within the City of Keilor. Needless to say,
even in 1987, despite the efforts of an independent councillor, Nick Pino, to rescind that
resolution, it stands on the books of the City of Keilor.
I call upon the Minister to find out what the response from the Local Government
Department has been to that request and whether he is able to provide the necessary
assistance to the elected representatives ofKeilor to work through their financial difficulties.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The matter I raise involves the administration of the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in another place. I ask that the Minister for
Transport, who is at the table, direct the matter to his attention so that he can take some
action.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs recently announced that grants to the
Victorian Young Farmers movement would be curtailed and that a new arrangement
would be worked out whereby young farmers' administration could be incoqx>rated in the
administration of the Minister for Labour, along with oth~r youth training schemes.
Clearly, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is not aware 'of the foundations
of the movement and of the vital role it has played in training young people-especially
those from remote areas around the State who do not have the opportunity of entering
into community organisations-to learn the skills of public speaking and debate, to become
more articulate, and to act as advocates on behalf of the farming community.
This aspect ought to be highlighted in the wake of the news of today where the government
has incurred debt and liability to the tune of $7 billion. It will not be long before the
government suddenly realises it has to pay attention to the productive sector. Although
the rural community represents only 3 per cent of the population of Victoria, it produces
something like one-third of the nation's food and fibre which, in turn, earns about 45 per
cent of overseas earnings.
The government will turn to those people and wonder why it is that they no longer have
the productive capacity of old. Part of the reason will be the neglect of such fundamental
small things as the Victorian Youn~ Farmers movement. The movement was founded
and funded through the Royal Agncultural Society, which runs the Royal Melbourne
Show, recognising a need to establish the Young Farmers movement and they approached
former governments for financial assistance.
The Victorian Young Farmers movement is split into six zones around the State. It
currently employs four organisers. That is two short of the required number because of
the lack of State government funding.
I am not asking for additional money to be spent; I am asking for a reallocation of
priority within the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs so that the fundamental
task of exposing young people who have connections with the land to the skills of public
speaking and debate continues. This will enhance their opportunity of studying agriculture
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and direct them towards other cultural and social activities which will make them far
more articulate and prominent citizens.
In particular, it will make them future leaders who are able to absorb, utilise and
inculcate into the rest of the rural community the bank of knowledge that has been
accumulated by the department and which is underused because of the incapacity of the
government to communicate with people on the land.
If the government continues along the track down which it is proceeding, with a gun at
the head of the young farmer organisation, to negotiate it into the Department of Labour
in order to produce a lot of brown shirt-type youth movement groups, the character,
quality, and capacity of those young farmers, which have shown themselves to be of
advantage to the youth community and hence to the whole State, will be dissipated and
lost. That would be to the everlasting shame and disgrace of this government and to the
considerable loss of this State. Action needs to be taken to arrest this stupid move of the
Minister.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I shall refer the matters raised by the honourable
member for Hawthorn concerning the administration of the Department of Labour to the
relevant Minister and ensure that he receives a reply.
The honourable member for Lowan raised the issue of a truck running into a train at
Warracknabeal. There have been a number of incidents recently of vehicles running into
trains, rather than the other way around. Those matters are of concern. The matter is
being investigated and I shall report back to the honourable member.
The honourable member for Brighton raised the issue of WorkCare but has obviously
decided that he should leave the Chamber at this time of night. I shall refer the matter to
the Treasurer and pass on the reply.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised the importance of education issues
in his electorate. I shall direct the matter to the attention of the Minister for Education;
the honourable member will receive a reply.
The honourable member for Polwarth raised the funding offarming activities for young
people. I shall seek the advice of the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs on the
Young Farmers movement, as suggested by the honourable member for Polwarth, and
shall reply to him speedily.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for
Broadmeadows raised for my attention a matter concerning a constituent in his electorate.
I understand that the person concerned is a pensioner who owed some money to a local
trader. The name of that person was to be placed in the shop window by the trader. That
is not the way to collect bad debts.
The advice I have received is that the person has tried to repay that debt of$48.37. The
first payment of$30 was made, which left an outstanding amount of$18.37. Placing the
name of a person in a shop window is not the way to collect a bad debt. The Ministry will
assist this person in providing legal advice and, if it is established that the person has been
defamed, legal action may be able to be taken. The Fair Trading Act has recently been
amended to cover debt collection harassment. It sets out procedures, by way of regulation,
for the collection of bad debts.
The honourable member for MQrray Valley may laugh, but I advise him that there is a
proper process to be followed. I have asked the Ministry of Consumer Affairs to investigate
the matter. If prosecutions can be launched, that course will be followed.
Many people are lured into bad debts through no fault of their own, particularly when
they become involved in credit arrangements because it was not explained to them how
payment should be made. I thank the honourable member for Broadmeadows for raising
the matter, and I assure him that the Ministry will give his constituents every assistance.
If action can be taken against this practice, that course will be followed.
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Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The honourable member for
St Albans raised with me the financial situation of the City of Keilor. I share the concern
of the honourable member, who gave a good summary of the position.
The Keilor City Council was dismissed by the previous Liberal government in the mid1970s and has never been the same since. The financial management of the council can be
described only as slightly bizarre, with money being poured into hollow logs and forgotten.
The current auditor of the City of Keilor, Haines Norton, in its latest audit raised
several points of concern. These issues have been continuing for some years, although the
previous auditor, Arthur Young Services, on 12 December 1986 gave the City of Keilor
the thumbs up as being okay.
I understand that senior management changes have been made at the City of Keilor.
The city manager, Dr Griffen, was appointed twelve months ago and Mr John Castle was
appointed early this year. After a short period, he produced a report for council detailing
several inadequacies in management arrangements.
Some four weeks ago, councillors of the City of Keilor resolved to call for assistance
from the Local Government Department. Four officers of the department are investigating
the council's financial problems. It is obvious that the problems for which the council was
removed in 1974 did not disappear with the removal of the elected councillors because
the management of the municipality and its officers remained basically unchanged.
It has been only eight months since the town clerk moved to another municipality with
a hefty golden handshake. The new management has been quick off the mark in attempting
to deal with years of bad management. Honourable members will realise that the Local
Government Department has been restructured. One of its primary functions is to help
councils in the municipal system better adapt to changed circumstances in a helpful and
constructive manner. That is a new role which the department plays and is well
demonstrated by the help offered to the City of Keilor. I undertake to keep the honourable
member for St Albans informed on the issues as they develop.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I understand that
during my temporary absence from the House a few moments ago the Minister for
Transport made certain reflections upon me. I notice that he has not been able to stay
until the end of the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to entertain what purports to be a point of
order when it appears to be a personal explanation. If the honourable member for Brighton
has a legitimate point of order, I shall hear him.
Mr STOCKDALE-I take exception to what I understand the Minister for Transport
has said. I am in some difficulty because the Minister is not here for me to ask him to
withdraw the reflection he cast on me.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton is stretching the
credibility of the House. The honourable member must be in the House to take exception
to a matter referred to by a Minister during the debate on the motion for the adjournment
of the sitting. I do not uphold the point of order. The honourable member for Brighton is
making a personal explanation for which he has not used the proper process.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 1.50 a.m. (Thursday).
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Thursday, 12 November 1987
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.34 a.m. and read the
prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PUBLIC SERVICE (UNAUTHORISED DISCLOSURE)
REGULATIONS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Premier to the Public Service
(Unauthorised Disclosure) Regulations 1987 and ask whether the Premier can confirm
that his new, sinister regulations designed to suppress all sensitive government documents
from scrutiny under the Freedom of Information Act are designed to stop any revelation
of the government's mismanagement of Victoria, and, in view of his previous commitment
to open government, will he now withdraw his secret regulations?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The preamble to the question asked by the Leader of the
Opposition indicates that he does not understand what the regulations are about. The
regulations recently approved seek to confer the same protection for Cabinet documents
that has existed for many years in other areas, namely the Commonwealth. These
regulations have been introduced by the Public Service Board. They have been approved
by the Governor in Council and they establish clear guidelines for public servants in the
handling of confidential documents.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a point of order, the Premier is referring to these
regulations being approved by the Public Service Board as if the Public Service Board put
them up. The Premier appears to be reading from a document in that context and I ask
that the Premier make that document available before he goes to the Government Gazette
and makes that document exempt, as well.
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot find that that is a point of order. It appears to be a
request from the honourable member for Benambra; I do not uphold it as a point of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Guidelines were laid down for the handling of confidential Cabinet
documents by public servants. The government makes no secret of the fact that it believes
Cabinet documents ought to be handled sensitively and with confidentiality by public
servants. I have always said that Cabinet secrecy and confidentiality is fundamental to
good government. We have given the State good government and good Cabinet government
and I intend that that will continue.
In respect of freedom of information, this ~overnment is the only government in any
State of Australia that has introduced FOI legIslation and we stand by the right of people
to have access to documents, with certain restrictions placed upon them. People generally
have sought access under the Act in the spirit ofFal. It has been abused in some areas by
some honourable members opposite. Public servants have obligations with Cabinet
documents, and that will be enforced.

STATE SECRETARY OF AUSTRALIAN LABOR PARTY
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Can the Premier inform the House whether there is
substance to the report that the State Secretary of the Australian Labor Party, Mr Peter
Batchelor, is about to be appointed to a government position, possibly overseas? If this
report is accurate, is this an attempt by the government to ensure that this totally discredited
individual is removed from the scrutiny of any future committee investigating the Nunagate
scandal?
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The SPEAKER-Order! The question is basically hypothetical and it is out of order.

WOMEN'S BUDGET PROGRAM
Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-Can the Premier provide details to the House of current
measures being undertaken to ensure that Victorian women are kept informed of
government programs and services available to them?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Today I am launching the second women's budget program for
Victoria at the Wingate Avenue Community Centre in Ascot Vale. Ifhonourable members
would like to come along and learn somethIng about this program, they will be welcomed.
The Leader of the Opposition is the Liberal Party spokesman on women's affairs yet I
have not heard a word from him about women's issues. No wonder newspapers like the
Sandringham Advertiser publish articles headed "Kennett Target for New Liberal Wrangle".
,That is the advertising!
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, this morning I have listened
with interest to the Premier attempting to answer the question. I fail to understand what
the Premier's reference to a newspaper has to do with his answering the question. I ask
you, Sir, to direct the Premier to come back to the question.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I am referring to the matter
dealing with women's affairs as asked by the honourable member for Wantirna. Also I
refer to the Leader of the Opposition, who is the Liberal Party spokesperson on women's
affairs, having no policies in this area. That is why those sorts of headlines are found in
newspapers and why the Liberal Party wants to get rid of him!
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr CAIN-Last year the government published a women's budget for the first time. It
was a great success. The government will do the same this year. Departments are required
to focus their attention on what they are doing for women; in some cases it is a lot and in
some it is not. They are now subject to the discipline of collecting information on Budget
allocations for women and monitoring women's programs.
The 1987-88 women's budget contains a number of initiatives of key importance to
women, especially those in the home. The Women in the Home report spelt out many of
the difficulties experienced by women and, as a result, another $1 million will be provided
in the women's budget for neighbourhood houses. The report recognises that need and it
has been supported by the government but it was never supported by members of the
Opposition, and still is not.
I have never heard members of the Opposition say anything in support of women's
issues. I have never heard them utter a good word in support of what the government has
done for women. Members of the Opposition are defensive.
If members of the Opposition take out their pencils-as their Leader said this morning
on radio-they can take note of the following facts: 44 additional houses will receive
secure program funding for the first time under the women's budget, and $250000 has
been set aside to establish new houses. The government is introducing a new education
expense allowance, which is important to women, and will extend the education
maintenance allowance to thousands more families. That move was applauded by women.
The government will also fund 350 tertiary and further education child-care places and
has allocated $1·5 million to expand out-of-school care.
The response that I have received to the Women in the Home document has been
positive. I welcome the indicated support of members of the Opposition, especially the
honourable member for Kew, who has been banished to the back bench and who has
shown her support for neighbourhood houses. I hope support is given to women's issues
by members of the Opposition because they have been silent for so long. I will continue to
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direct attention to what the government is doing for women because they have been
disadvantaged for too long.

STATE SECRETARY OF AUSTRALIAN LABOR PARTY
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-I ask the Premier: is it a fact that his government is about
to appoint the State Secretary of the Australian Labor Party, Mr Peter Batchelor, a totally
discredited individual, a self-confessed liar-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member approached me and asked whether
he could rephrase his question, and I called him. I intend to hear him in respect of
rephrasing his question, but I do not intend to allow him to add personal opinions in
describing individuals in a question without notice.
Mr McNAMARA-I ask the Premier: is it a fact that Mr Peter Batchelor is to be
appointed to a government position, possibly one overseas; if so, is it because the
government intends to remove this individual from the position of State Secretary of the
Australian Labor Party, and possibly remove him from scrutiny by any Parliamentary
committee investigating the sordid Nunagate affair?
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Premier that the latter part of the question is out
of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Benalla is, unfortunately, becoming
the clown prince of this place. The answer is, "No". It is time that the honourable member
stopped gratuituously insulting people such as the Chief Electoral Officer and making
untrue assertions about his political affiliations, especially when his own Leader applauded
the appointment ofDr Lyons. Because the Chief Electoral Officer found out the honourable
member for making a frivolous and vexatious complaint about how-to-vote cards and
ballot papers, the honourable member is desperately trying to malign him. The answer is,
"No".

PREMIER'S OVERSEAS TRIP
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-In light of the fact that appointments with the Mayor
of Thessaloniki, the Mayor of Boston, and His Holiness the Pope are all unconfirmed
arrangements in the Premier's forthcoming overseas trip, will the Premier consider delaying
his annual overseas trip to remain in Victoria while Parliament is in session--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Springvale to cease
interjecting.
Mr BROWN-I shall commence the question again. In light of the fact that appointments
with the Mayor of Thessaloniki, the Mayor of Boston, and His Holiness the Pope are all
unconfirmed arrangements in the Premier's forthcoming trip, will the Premier consider
delaying his annual overseas trip to remain in Victoria while Parliament is in session, to
deal with the collapse of his government's financial management?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-No, I do not intend to do that. I regard the goodwill that this
government has overseas as being important, and I intend to build upon the good
relationships that we have. I regret that some honourable members opposite will carp,
knock, and whinge at whatever is done by the government.
An Honourable Member interjected.
Mr CAIN-How small can one get? I am aware of the desperation of some of the
pretenders to the throne on the opposite side of the House. I am aware of the truth in the
Sandringham Advertiser article, and so are members of the Opposition.
Session 1987-77
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The complaint made in the article is that many people would like to get rid of Kennett
but they are a bunch of yes-men. That is what is said in that article, and the honourable
member for Gippsland West is one of the yes-men.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Premier is
debating the issue before the Chair. The question I asked was whether the Premier would
delay his planned departure overseas while Parliament is in session and while there is a
crisis in Victoria because of the financial management policies of his government. The
Premier should address the question rather than debate it.
The SPEAKER-Order! As I have done on numerous occasions I advise the House
that it is difficult to control the House while it is in uproar and there are continuous
interjections. If it is possible for both the House and me to hear the Premier in some
degree of silence, I shall be able to rule whether the question is being debated.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I will not do what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition suggests.
I should have thought there was enough maturity and goodwill among Opposition members
so that they would have been able to rise above the petty squabbles and brawls in their
own party. I understand the desperate feeling that exists among Opposition members.
They will clutch at anything to get a headline and a bit of self-promotion.
I shall not be fazed by the small minds of Opposition members. I shall do my best to
ensure that the State continues to grow in the way it has. The State is receiving more
investment than any other State. Our export income is increasing at a higher rate than
anywhere else. More jobs are being created and Victoria is doing better that any other
State.
I understand the frustration of members of the Opposition. They have been in opposition
for five and a half years and they cannot live with it. They are pretenders and always will
be. The Opposition resents the fact that this government has given the State the best
government it has ever had. A long-term Labor government is the best type of government
for any State or the Commonwealth. The stability, reliability, and moderation of this
government is appreciated by the whole electorate. I shall not depart from those attitudes.
I shall continue to do the sorts of things which have given this government the reputation
it has.
If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wishes to run the line that this State is in
financial difficulties, he will be laughed at more than people laugh at the Leader of the
Opposition. That is saying something; it is a tremendous performance to be laughed at
more than the Leader of the Opposition!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is becoming a very good track performer. He will
try to run with any issue. I know that fuels his ambition but what about all the other
members of the Opposition who have been banished to the back bench?
The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier is debating the question. I ask him to cease
debating the subject and to respond to the question without notice.
Mr CAIN-I should have hoped the opposition parties-both the Liberal and National
parties-would have been doing all they could to support what the government is doing
to make the State the most prosperous and rapidly expanding State in the Commonwealth.
The government is providing more jobs; for 52 months Victoria has reported the lowest
rate of unemployment. I shall not take the action suggested because we are providing good
government and we will continue to do it.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I refer to the Premier's forthcoming overseas trip and
I ask whether he will advise the House of the purpose of his request for an audience with
His Holiness the Pope. I ask the Premier whether the agenda of the audience will specifically
include the government's stance in relation to in-vitro fertilisation legislation and the
prostitution legislation.

Questions without Notice

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2299

Mr CAIN-I shall not be doing the kinds of things that the honourable member for
Lowan suggests. I want him to know that my audience with His Holiness the Pope has
received the strongest support and approbation from the Roman Catholic Archbishop of
Melbourne, Sir Frank Little.

RAILWAY LAND MANAGEMENT
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I direct my question to the Minister for Transport.
Has the Minister-the Leader of the Opposition interjects: he needs a holiday! He has not
been game to take an overseas trip in ten years!
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr REMINGTON-Has the Minister for Transport and his department examined the
special report of the Auditor-General on land utilisation, particularly on the question of
railway land; ifso will the Minister advise the House of the outcome of his investigations?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The question of land utilisation; the more
effective utilisation of land, particularly railway land, should concern all honourable
members. It is significant that the Auditor-General and his staff have pointed to the
appalling way in which, until recently, during the past five years, there has been an
incapacity to adequately manage what are significant land resources.
The Auditor-General in his report and his officers in their discussions with officers of
the Ministry of Transport and the various authorities have clearly identified areas where
there can be further improvement in the utilisation of public land.
One of the key issues that the Auditor-General and his staff have also been examiningand we have been having discussions at officer level on these matters-is the way in which
land that is declared surplus to operational requirements should be sold.
The report, tabled this week in Parliament, emphasises the need to dispose of surplus
properties for the best obtainable price, and also refers to the concept of disposing of
surplus properties to the private sector at the best obtainable price.
In the work that has been carried out by officers of the Office of the Auditor-General
prior to that report coming before Parliament yesterday, the office clearly supported the
continuing compliance by the two public transport authorities with my Ministerial directive
to carry out government policy that surplus real estate assets be disposed of publicly either
by auction or by tender.
The Opposition makes a great deal about the question of sale. It has always made a great
deal about the Auditor-General but it is clear from the work carried out by the AuditorGeneral and his officers that the appropriate way of disposing of government land to the
private sector is by auction or tender, and that is supported by the Auditor-General.
To ensure that I had understood properly the Auditor-General's view on this matter, I
contacted him and he confirmed that he was happy for it to be publicly known that the
practice of sales by auction or tender have his support. He believes it is the only way in
which the interests of the public can be protected. We will continue to protect the interests
of the public as we have been doing, and as is supported by the Auditor-General and his
officers.

GAMBLING ON FOREIGN EXCHANGES BY TRAINEES
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I refer the Treasurer to the special report on foreign
exchange by the Auditor-General, which states that the Department of Management and
Budget was advised by the State Electricity Commission Victoria that it was engaging in
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intra-day activity involving the use of trainees in ~mbling $110 million on foreign
exchanges-gambling by amateurs that has led to signIficant losses.
Is this gambling by trainees still occurring; when did he become aware that this practice
was occurring; what action did he take, and what action will he take to change the policy?
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton that he has
asked a series of questions. I ask him to rephrase his questions into one question.

Mr STOCKDALE-Can the Treasurer advise what action he has taken since he became
aware of this gambling on foreign exchanges by trainees at the State Electricity Commission
and what action he proposes to take to ensure that it is not continued in the future?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The only gambler in Victoria is the Liberal Party. It is gambling
with a Leader. The only thing that the Leader of the Opposition has is an open mouth. He
does not have policies. The honourable member for Brighton makes more policy flips
than the coins in a two-up school.
The honourable member for Brighton has cast aspersions on the professional people
involved in foreign exchange transactions at the State Electricity Commission. It is
ridiculous to refer to their work as gambling. As was noted in the Auditor-General's report,
their work was being done within tight guidelines. The honourable member said that
foreign exchange transactions operated at a loss, but he knows very well that the commission
made a profit in its foreign exchange transactions. The Auditor-General referred to the
fact that the State Electricity Commission made a profit of $200 000 on its transactions
and the stock involved was valued at $5 million.
It is extremely important that the commission and other authorities involve themselves
in these transactions and that the authorities involved in foreign exchange transactions
recognise the importance of the operation. The Opposition has no understanding of the
complexities associated with these issues. A recent article in the Business Review Weekly
examined the way authorities handle foreign exchange transactions and the State Electricity
Commission was No. 1 on its scale in a survey conducted throughout Australia.
It is also important to note that, despite attempts by the Opposition continually to
denigrate the State's authorities, the SEC and other authorities have been given a top
rating by international rating agencies in the United States of America, such as Moody's
and Standard and Poors.

The reality is that, since the Labor Party has been in government, it has restored
financial viability to this State. When the Labor Party was first elected, the economy was
on the slide and now Victoria is recognised as the premier economic State of the nation.
I shall provide just one figure for the attention of the Leader of the Opposition-because
he has great difficulty in grasping more than one figure-that relates to private sector
investment in Victoria. The Leader of the Opposition is interested in the private sector,
and he and other honourable members should just listen for once.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition cannot resist. During the past four years,
the private sector has undergone an economic miracle. The Opposition is attemptlng to
destroy the State, but it cannot. Over the past four years private investment in Victoria
has increased in real terms by 28 per cent.
The Leader of the Opposition does not want to hear this, but private investment for the
rest of Australia has increased by only 2 per cent. Victoria experienced the miracle of a
turnaround. Jobs had been on the slide and there was no confidence in this State. The
government has turned that around and Victoria is now leading economic growth and has
attracted more private sector investment than any other State.
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What is the Opposition doing? It is attempting to destroy the situation but it is
unsuccessful. Our State authorities are operating extremely well and that is a major reason
why Victoria is the No. 1 economic State of the nation.

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

Boat fees and moorings
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
We are concerned about the proposed mooring and boating fees for boats, especially for commercial fishing
boats, which are scheduled to increase from nothing to as much as $80 per week or more. We note that similar
charges in Queensland are $125 per year and New South Wales $33 per year. We note with concern the reduced
profitability of the fishing industry and its high labour requirement.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will call upon the Victorian government to
review the proposed schedule and replace it with a more practical and equitable set of charges.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (283 signatures)

Boat ramps
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens ofthe State of Victoria sheweth:
We are concerned at the lack of suitable boat ramp facilities and the unsound condition of those which exist in
the Shire ofFlinders, a leading tourist centre in Victoria.
In view of the proposed imposition by the Victorian government of a further tax on the mooring of boats, your
petitioners pray that the Legislative Assembly will call upon the Victorian government to ensure that boat ramps
and their approaches are maintained in workable condition and that new ramps are constructed where necessary
to encourage the continued development oftourism in the area.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (33 signatures)

Aids program for disabled people
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
We the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria call on the State government to ensure funding available
under the program of aids for disabled people is continued and that the reduction in administrative funding
announced in the Federal government May mini-Budget be contributed by the State government thus enabling
eligible recipients to participate in this valuable program.
And your petit:'J!'- rs, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Coleman (694 signatures)

School crossings
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the Findon Primary School council and the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria
sheweth that the school crossing in Roycroft Avenue constitutes a grave danger to those who use it.
Roycroft Avenue is a major access road to Mill Park and its use will increase as Mill Park develops.
Because the crossing is unmanned, many motorists are not obeying the traffic rules in connection with the
crossing and therefore creating a danger to the users of the crossing.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Minister for Transport approve the provision of a paid supervisor to
m.an the crossing to afford protection to the users of the crossing.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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By Mrs Gleeson (70 1 signatures)

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

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Accountability requirements for public hospitals
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South) presented a report from the Economic and Budget
Review Committee on accountability requirements for public hospitals in Victoria, 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.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL COMMITTEE
Disallowance of regulation
Mr WHITING (Mildura) presented the tenth report from the Legal and Constitutional
Committee on subordinate legislation concerning the issue of Premier's certificates, 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:
Building Societies Act 1986-Report of the Treasurer on the failing of the Victorian Building Societies Council
to submit a report by 30 September.
Conservation, Forests and Lands-Report for the year 1986-87-Ordered to be printed.
Estate Agents Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Guardianship and Administration Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Industrial Training Commission-Report for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Office ofthe Public Advocate-Report for the year 1986-87.
Public Service Board-Report for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Public Works ~partment-Report for the year 1986-87.
Radiation Advisory Committee-Report for the year ending October 1987.
Rural Finance Commission-Report for the year 1986-87-0rdered to be printed.
Urban Land Authority-Report for the year 1986-87.
Victorian Institute of Forensic Pathology-Report for the year 1986-87.
Victorian Arts-Reports ofthe Council and the Ministry for the year 1986-87.
Victorian Nursing Council-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Zoological Parks and Gardens Board-Report for the year 1986-87.

STATE TAXES AND CHARGES
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
That this House condemns the government for indexing State taxes and charges to the consumer price index,
a policy which locks Victoria and Australia into Labor's disastrous inflation rate.

Throughout six Labor Budgets the Cain government has pursued tax policies which reflect
the results of its own incompetence and economic mismanagement, as well as the apparent
waste. Events of the past month demonstrate the irresponsible, high-risk economic policies
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of the Treasurer coming home to roost; the chickens are coming home to roost and they
have done something not very attractive in the nest of the Treasurer!
The reality is that the tax record of the government reflects its economic failure. Since
its election in 1982, the Labor Party has pursued a policy of indexing State taxes and
charges to the consumer price index.
That policy involves three disastrous features for Victoria: firstly, the massive increases
in State taxes and the introduction of new taxes in the 1982-83 and 1983-84 State Budgets;
secondly, the subsequent use of inflation to generate revenue growth; and, thirdly, an
increase in charges and fees imposed by the government and government authorities in
line with increases in the epI.
Most elements of the State taxation base are geared to generate revenue automatically
from inflation. The Treasurer and his permanent head have avowedly relied upon inflation
to fuel the coffers of Victoria, to produce a record rate of growth in taxation receipts. In
relation to pay-roll tax, the largest single item of the State tax base, Labor has
institutionalised the pay-roll tax surcharge; the scale has been indexed to average wage
movements and it has been increased to a uniform rate of 6 per cent from this year.
Stamp duties in effect are automatically indexed as they are expressed in the main in
relation to prices which automatically vary with inflation. The Tattersall's duty rises
automatically as the turnover increases. Land tax has been made a discriminatory and
rapacious tax under the Treasurer. The scale has been indexed to increases in average land
values right across Victoria but, of course, land tax does not apply right across Victoria
right now; it applies only on a highly discriminatory basis, particularly in electorates and
geographical areas where land values generally have been rising more rapidly than for
Victoria as a whole.
Dr Coghill-Do you want to apply it to farms?

Mr STOCKDALE-We want to apply it to no-one's principal dwelling. We have given
a commitment that the next Liberal government will free Victorians from the savage tax
on their own homes.
Petroleum taxes are expressed as a percentage of prices and also vary directly with
inflation. The same applies to totalisator turnover tax, to liquor franchise fees and to
tobacco franchise fees; they all vary with prices. The government quite deliberately is
promoting inflation with a view to fueling tax increases, to put more and more of what
Victorians earn into the State's coffers.
The ~overnment has introduced the financial institutions duty, again an inflation-geared
tax whIch automatically takes money from the hands of Victorians as they deposit it into
their bank accounts.
Only a few months ago the hypocritical Treasurer attacked the Victorian private
enterprise banks for even considering imposing user charges on those who open bank
accounts in Victoria, yet he was the first in Australia to introduce a financial institutions
duty on the very bank accounts for which he threatens the banks with discriminatory
action if they impose charges for the use of those accounts. The Victorian people gain no
benefit from the levy the Treasurer has imposed on them.
State taxation has been savagely increased as a result of those policies. The 1987-88
year marks a watershed in the disastrous tax record of the failed Treasurer. According to
his own Budget Papers, this year is the year in which State taxation receipts will reach a
level where it is double what it was when the government came to office. I seek leave to
incorporate in Hansard a table of the taxation receipts under the disastrous tax policies of
the present Victorian government. The Speaker has approved the table for incorporation.

2304

ASSEMBLY

State Taxes and Charges.

12 November 1987

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
VICTORIAN STATE TAXATION RECEIPTS
1981-82 TO 1987-88

Taxation
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88

$M

Annual
Increase

CPI
Increase

2056·9
2540·5
2885·1
3218·1
3532·3
3885·8
4179·8

23·5
13·6
11·5
9·8
10-0
7·6

11·5
4·4
7·1
8·3
9·3
7·0

Source: Victorian Budget Papers 1981-82-1987-88
Includes tax as per Budget Papers plus statutory authority taxes.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table demonstrates that this year's taxation receipts will be
more than twice the amount of taxation receipts when the present government came to
office. In the last year of the former Liberal government, Victorians were taxed at less than
half the rate at which this Treasurer will tax them this year. Lest the Treasurer claims that
that represents only the effect of inflation, I point out that the rate of increase is 80 per
cent higher than the rate of increase in inflation during that time-an incredible figure.
The table shows that the consumer price index increase for the period was significantly
less than the increase in State taxation. Departmental fees and charges imposed by the
government and its agencies have also been linked to the disastrous inflation rate Labor
~overnments have inflicted on Victoria. This year alone, receipts have been budgeted to
lncrease by 9-6 per cent-well ahead of the inflation rate of 7 per cent projected for the
same year-from $178 million last year to $196 million this year. If the interagency
transfers of fee are included in estimating the increase, the real fact is that those receipts
will increase by 10-3 per cent this Budget year.
Indexed charges have increased substantially. The Liberal Party's tax watch project last
year revealed that until 1986, the last year for which full data was available, 888 fees and
charges had been increased by regulations. That is an incredible figure-888 separate
items of taxes and charges have increased since the Treasurer assumed responsibility for
this State's finances. Of those, no fewer than 510 had increased by more than the consumer
price index movement.
The Treasurer has not only linked taxes and charges to the consumer price index but
has also consistently increased total receipts and the rates of individual taxes and charges
by more than the rate of inflation-a disastrous inflation rate in comparison with inflation
in the rest of the developed world. Those policies have made Victorians the highest taxed
people in Australia. In a country burdened with Labor governments in many States and at
the national level, this government has imposed the worst of all the disastrous tax regimes
maintained by those governments.
Under the present Treasurer the government inflicts higher taxes on Victorians than
those paid by the residents of any other State. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a
second table, which has been approved by the Speaker.
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Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
STATE TAXA nON PER CAPITA
FOR THE YEAR 1987-88

States
Victoria
NSW
Tasmania·
South Australia
Western Australia·
Queensland·

Total State
Taxation
Receipts
($M)

Population
('000)

4322·1
4984·4
319·0
1020·2
920·5
1358·0

4234·8
5656·1
452·9
1496·0
139()'4
2664·7

Per Capita
Taxation
$

1021
881
704
682
662
510

Source: State 1987-88 Budget Papers-Population figures based on ABS estimates.
Note: Victorian State tax receipts include State tax as per Budget Papers plus statutory authority taxes and
motor vehicle registration fees. Other State Budget data has been adjusted for comparative purposes.
• Motor vehicle registration figures not included. Omission has negligible effect on results.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows that Victorians pay an incredible sum, representing
$1021 for every man, woman and child. Victoria is the only State in which State taxation
exceeds $1000 a head of population. Victoria is clearly ahead of any other State in this
area. It represents $4100 for the standard household. What is the record of the other
States? The table demonstrates that every other State is significantly behind Victoria in
per capita taxation. New South Wales has $881 per capita taxation; that is almost $150
behind Victoria.

This was not the situation when the government came to office; Victoria was not then
the highest taxed State. The Liberal government had maintained a rate that did not put
Victorians at the top in the taxation stakes.
The Treasurer will be aware that the Australian Bureau of Statistics has not yet published
the figures for 1987-88 but we have made an analysis of the State Budget documents for
the various States and this table reflects that analysis.
The Treasurer will no doubt point out there is some difficulty in making comparisons,
particularly in motor registration charges. It is not possible to have complete uniformity
in that data but this table is consistent with the figures that have been published for each
of the past three years by the bureau. In each of those years, consistent with the table, the
Treasurer has been shown to be the tax king of Australia. He is the highest taxing Treasurer
in Victoria's history and in Australia's history. He is the highest taxing of all the Australian
Treasurers, including his Labor mates.
This is the price that Victorians pay for the incompetence and mismanagement of the
Treasurer. Taxes and charges have been increased in line with one of the highest inflation
rates among developed countries. I seek leave to incorporate in H ansard a table that shows
the performance since 1983 of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development countries compared with Australia and Victoria.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
INFLATION RATES

Year
Ended

OEeD Average
December

Australia
June

Victoria
June

1983

5·5

11·2

11·5

1984

5·3

3·9

4·4
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Year
Ended

OEeD Average
December

Australia
June

Victoria
June

1985

4·5

6·7

7·1

1986

2·8

8·4

8·3

1987
1988

3·5
3·75

9·3
7·0

9·3
7·0

Source: OECD Economic Outlook
ABSCPI

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows that Victoria's inflation rate compared with the
OECD average has been absolutely abysmal. Virtually alone among the highly developed
countries it has maintained double digit inflation for part of the period, and Australia's
inflation rate has consistently been ahead of the inflation rate ofOECD countries.

It shows that even against the background of that disastrous inflation record for Australia
as a whole the Treasurer has managed to do consistently worse. Our inflation rate has
been worse than the Australian average throughout most of the period. We have been
consistently at or above the Australian inflation rate and we have indexed State taxes and
charges to the inflation rate.
It is no wonder that Victorian revenue increases have exceeded those of other States
and the Australian Federal government; it has been among the leaders in the Western
World. This is not an accident of history, it is not a convergence of unfavourable
circumstances; these are the results of this man's failures, this man who is sitting at the
table alone with only the discredited proxy honourable member for Bentleigh who has
made a special trip down from Warburton and who has left his constituents unrepresented.
Alone, the honourable member for Bentleigh sits in this House behind the Treasurer,
whose mates are ashamed and are not prepared to support him.
In the past week the Treasurer has been accurately described as a mug punter on foreign
exchange markets and on the stock market. The Victorian people have seen the Treasurer
gamble with their finances, with the taxes and charges that he removed from their pockets
by force of law to gamble on foreign exchange markets and the stock market.
What was the result of that gamble? The $7 billion in taxes taken from the taxpayers of
Victoria by force oflaw was gambled and lost. This man leaves the Marcos regime standing
in the shade because in a space of a few years he has lost $ 7 billion. Victorians will not
tolerate that.
These policies are economic lunacy. Australia has one of the highest inflation rates in
the world, amon~ other things, because it also has the highest taxation rate. The Treasurer
has fuelled inflatIon with his tax policies, assisted by economic mismanagement and losses
on the stock and foreign exchange markets.
The high rates of taxation undermine the competitiveness of Australian industry and
are aggravating our balance of trade problems. They are eroding the comparative advantages
that Victoria has.
No doubt the Treasurer will point out that Victoria's energy prices have increased at
less than the inflation rate. Let me make two points about that assertion. Firstly, given the
disastrous inflation performance that he and his mates have inflicted on the Australian
community, it is scarcely surprising that he has been able to hold energy tariff increases
below that disastrous record.
Secondly, and more importantly, Victoria's relatively abundant supply of cheap energy
resources is a significant advantage in attracting industry and new investment. While
energy prices in Victoria are increasing at 6, 7 or 8 per cent a year in line with inflation,
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those prices are actually falling in the countries with which Australia competes for new
investment and business. Throughout most of the OEeD countries energy prices are
falling in nominal terms. The Treasurer is systematically eroding Victoria's comparative
advantage.
Finally, the Treasurer is undermining the living standards of Victorian families and
individuals; they are the people who pay his taxes and charges. Victorians must bear the
burden of this mug punter who has lost $7 billion in the past few years. When the Treasurer
runs out of money, he will put his hands in the pockets of Victorians, not in his own
pocket, to meet the bills that he has accumulated for the State.
Of course, all of this must be put in context. It has been a deliberate policy of the
Treasurer and his permanent head to increase the indebtedness of this State. In 1982-83
they set out with a deliberate, expressed and avowed policy of increasing the indebtedness
of the State.
Mr Acting Speaker, I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table setting out the
disastrous debt record that the government has inflicted on the Victorian community.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
VICTORIAN NET DEBT

Current
Dollars
$M

Constant
Dollars
$M

1982-83

13210

9628

1983-84

14513

9799

1984-85

16496

10394

1985-86

18910

11290

1986-87

21 325

11 808

1987-88

22740

11 831

Source: Victorian Budget Papers 1981-82-1987-88.
Deflation sourced from Budget Paper No. 2, 1987-88 and DMB Debt Paper December 1986.

Mr STOCKDALE-Before the Labor government took office in 1982, the accumulated
net debt of Victoria over its whole 150 year history was $11·4 billion. The Treasurer
inherited a net debt of $11·4 billion from the previous Liberal government, and that debt
was built up over 150 years of magnificent history. The 27 years of responsible economic
management under Premier Sir Henry Bolte and other Liberal Premiers left a net debt of
$11·4 billion. That was a manageable and responsible figure in the light of the rates of
interest then looming.
What has the Treasurer done over the past five years? The table that I have just
incorporated shows the whole sordid history of the mismanagement of the State's debt to
the point where it now stands at $22·7 billion. In round terms the Treasurer has nearly
doubled the State's debt. What it took 150 years for Victorian governments, including
Liberal ~overnments, to reach in terms of indebtedness has been doubled by this Treasurer
in just SIX Budgets!
The end result is massive debt servicing charges, increased State taxes and a net burden
around the neck of every Victorian child.
As a previous table showed, both taxes and debts have doubled during the period of
only six Budgets that this irresponsible mug punter has inflicted on Victorians. Why have
these policies been necessary?
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Firstly, they have been made necessary because of the extravagant spending policies of
this irresponsible socialist government. They have also been made necessary because of
what has emerged in the past few days in documents that have been certified by the
Victorian Auditor-General.
That is the failure of what the Treasurer proudly called in the past his modem money
management. It is no accident that this mug punter has dabbled in owning race horses
himself.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member to address
the Treasurer by his correct title.
Mr STOCKDALE-When I refer to him as the "mug punter", I am directing it through
you, Mr Acting Speaker, and you realise that that is a perfectly apt description. The
Treasurer is not only a punter, he is a racehorse owner or, to be more accurate, a trotting
owner. He is so proud of his horses that he actually named one Mod Fin Man, a contraction
of modem financial management, or one might say, a corruption of financial management.
The horse was not a great performer, but won a few races just as in the early days the
Treasurer was able to con the people. The media unit was able to peddle his nonsense to
the media and, through the Budget Papers, this false set of financial accounts have become
an advertising blurb, just as he was able to get away with it with Mod Fin Man which won
a few races, but had a short career. The horse did not see out the distance of our jogging
Treasurer; it did not even last that long. Where is the horse now? Mod Fin Man has been
put out to pasture, an ancient hack with his head low, creeping around the fields ofNarre
Warren eking out his days, ashamed of his disgraceful record of failure. Mod Fin Man is a
disgrace, is discredited and now a retired hack, and that is a picture of the future for the
Treasurer.
We have him now failed, disgraced, head low, looking ashen faced on television this
week with the Auditor-General riding him into the ground. It is about time that he was
put out to grass. A merciful rest should be given to him and to the people of Victoria. They
deserve the respite from having their money riding around on this Treasurer running at
the tail of the field with $700 million lost on foreign exchange markets and $7 billion lost
over the past few years. Just as Mod Fin Man is a sad memory, after the next election the
Treasurer will be a very sad memory also for the people of Victoria.
Throughout the 150 years of this Parliament, this Chamber, this House has had a proud
record in the history of Westminster government. The Treasurer has turned this Parliament,
this Chamber, into a casino, but a casino with a distinction. This House, this casino, is the
only casino in the world where the House loses. All the mug punters who go to the casinos
in the world cannot hold a candle to the Treasurer: he had the House on his side, the
numbers stacked in his favour, but over a few years he has managed to run up a $ 7 billion
loss.
An Honourable Member interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-I thank the honourable member, he is correct with his figures. The
Treasurer has run up losses of $7000 million over the past few years with the odds of the
House on his side.
This mug punter has lost out to all the other mug punters-$7000 million-and those
losses are continuing. That will not be the end of the story. Before the end of this Budget
year one can safely predict that the loss that he will have inflicted on the Victorian people
will be closer to $10 billion. From where does this $7 billion man come? Where are those
figures?
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I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table which indicates where the $7 billion loss
has occurred.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
JOLLY'S LOSSES-$7 BILLION MAN
WorkCare (accumulated losses to 30.6.87)
WorkCare stock market losses
(44% of portfolio as at 30 June 1987)*
Foreign exchange losses
unrealised 30.6.87
realised (SECY only) 1983-4 to 1986-7
Transport Accident Commission
deficit to 30.6.87
Bogus productivity savings claimed
Transport losses (ST A and MT A)
1983-84
717
1984-85
756
1985-86
953
1986-87
949
Total
• All-ordinaries index has fallen 44% between 16.10.87 and 10.11.87.

($M)
1706
153

544
170
1118
280

3375
7346

Mr STOCKDALE-We all know there used to be a program on television called The
Six Million Dollar Man. It became unfashionable; it no longer drew audiences and it
ceased to be a part of our television viewing world. But the Treasurer has given us a new
program. If we are really into horror stories and disaster programs and if earthquakes and
fires and famine are not enough for us, The Seven Billion Dollar Man would make an
extremely good story on television.
In the space of only a few years, the Treasurer has inflicted $ 7 billion worth of losses
and liabilities on the Victorian people. The word "WorkCare"-and I hesitate to use the
term-strikes fear into the hearts of Victorians. Mothers are being kept awake at night by
their children moaning in fright at the sound of the word "WorkCare".
Accumulated losses to 30 June this year were $1706 million. That is an almost incredible
figure in only 22 months of operation, and it is increasin~ all the time. The failure of
WorkCare forced the Treasurer into irresponsible high-risk Investment policies. The mug
punter, not content with having lost $700 million on exchange markets, went into the
stock market; and what happened? What everyone has been predicting in this country for
twelve months-the stock market crashed. Nobody could have seen the severity of the
crash-I grant that-but the dogs have been barking that the stock market could not go
on the way it had been going for much longer; and on 19 October 1987 the stock market
took the biggest single plunge in its history-a 25 per cent fall in prices-and this has
probably cost W orkCare $80 million.
The Treasurer fell over himself to admit that perhaps he had lost $80 million. We all
know this Treasurer, he is not a man who lightly comes out and tells the people the facts,
and we can safel)' assume that if he admits $80 million, the figure is probably closer to
$160 million.
But that was not the end of the stock market crash; prices have been consistently falling
since that time and, as at the day before yesterday, the all-ordinaries index between the
period 16 October and 10 November this year had declined by 44 per cent.
WorkCare had 51 per cent of its assets and its investments on the stock market as at 30
June. There is no indication-and the Treasurer has not even claimed-that that ratio has
been changed, so one can safely assume that WorkCare, with a representative portfolio,
will have suffered losses broadly in line with the fall in the stock market.
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As at 30 June the Treasurer has invested in the stock market the incredible sum of$348
million; 44 per cent of that sum represents $153 million and one may safely assume that
that is a conservative estimate of the losses made by this mug punter with his investment
policies in WorkCare.
Since levy payments are continuing to be collected, if those investment policies have
been maintained, the losses may be even higher. The interesting thing about the figures
that have been given by the Opposition on the losses that this irresponsible gambler has
inflicted on the Victorian people is that not once have they been denied. The Treasurer
has never denied that around $80 million was lost by WorkCare on the day of the crash.
The Treasurer has never denied that WorkCare has maintained stock market investment
since that time. No doubt it is seeking to retrieve the position. However, honourable
members may safely assume that something in the order of $150 million has been wiped
from the assets of WorkCare since its annual report was published. Its assets have declined
in value below the figures which produced the reported unfunded liabilities of $1706
million. The result of this is that the losses will actually be higher than the liabilities
reported to 30 June.
Why did WorkCare have 51 per cent of its investments on the stock market? Why, in
the whole history of Westminster systems of government, was WorkCare alone in having
halfits investments on the stock market? Why, with long-tailed liabilities, was WorkCare
putting half of its investments into high-risk, speculative investment, at a time when the
stock market was in a very volatile condition? It did so because it is a failure. The very
failure of economic management by this Treasurer, the very waste and mismanagement
of which the Opposition and the Auditor-General have complained, led the Treasurer to
the irresponsible, high-risk policies that have compounded the disastrous effects of his
overall economic mismanagement.
I refer now to foreign exchange losses. As at 30 June this year, unrealised losses amounted
to $544 million for four authorities. We are not favoured in the Auditor-General's report
with figures for the State or the public sector as a whole. We do not have figures for the
Victorian Public Authorities Finance Agency-VicFin-or for the Capital Works
Authority.
I should like the Treasurer, in his reply to the debate, to favour the House with what the
Opposition sought yesterday: full accounting of the unrealised and realised losses of the
Victorian public sector on foreign exchange markets.
How much has VicFin lost? How much has the Capital Works Authority lost? How
much have all the other authorities with substantial investment portfolios lost? How much
have superannuation funds lost as a result of his gambling with contributors' money? Has
twice that amount been lost? The figures for many of those organisations would have been
hi~er than the figures for those authorities in respect of which the report found $544
mIllion worth of unrealised losses.
The State Electricity Commission is reported to have made realised losses of $170
million over the past four years. What is the figure for the other statutory authorities? Is
this $700 million only the tip of the iceberg? Have other authorities lost more?
The Treasurer will make great play of the fact that the bulk of the losses are unrealised;
that they were reported and properly accounted for but are unrealised. The Treasurer will
say that the currency may improve. The reality is that the currency has not improved since
30 June, the date at which these figures were compiled, and it could fall further. The
Australian economy is in such a mess that even against the American dollar, which has
similar problems, the Australian dollar is falling.
While a Labor government remains in office, Victorians can look forward to the future
with no confidence that the currency will appreciate. Although the currency may improve
and the losses may be reduced, it is equally likely that the currency will continue to fall
and that the losses will actually increase rather than decrease.
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The Treasurer claimed in the House and the Premier claimed on radio yesterday that
the government had done well from these borrowings; that it actually came out in front
from the borrowings on overseas exchange markets. That is not true. The Premier sought
deliberately to mislead the people of Victoria on one of the top rating radio programs in
this State. The Treasurer stood in this House yesterday and uttered a falsehood. He
attempted to mislead the House and to claim that the net result of interest rate and
exchange rate movements was to bring the government out in front. That is not true.
As at 30 June, the person who was in the best position to report the end result was
Victoria's Auditor-General, a respected public servant, an independent statutory officer.
He released his special report No. 8 the day before yesterday. It is a detailed investigation
of foreign currency dealings.
At page 8 of the report, in paragraph 1.1.10, the Auditor-General identified the factors
which have to be taken into account in calculating the net effect of the various influences
on foreign currency dealings. He referred to the interest rate differentials, to currency
movements, and to costs involved in hedging.
The Auditor-General said-as at the only date on which we can make a judgment as
yet-in paragraph 1.1.11 on page 8, in a simple sentence:
These factors have resulted in the effective cost of most foreign currency financing arrangements exceeding the
rates that were then available domestically. . .
•

The Auditor-General concluded the direct reverse of what the Premier and the Treasurer
had tried to put to delude Parliament and delude the people of Victoria. It may be that in
the future the currency will move in the Treasurer's favour, but, as I have already said, it
is equally likely that it will move in the other direction.
This irresponsible mug punter gambled and lost, and the people of Victoria must bear
the cost of his loss, to the tune of$7 billion.
In relation to third-party insurance, there is an accumulated loss to 30 June-virtually
the whole of it made during the period the Treasurer has been in office-of$1118 million.
Indeed, under the reformed third-party system, at a time when only no-fault claims have
been made against the system-no common-law claims having been made at all-the
no-fault claims which the Opposition told this Treasurer, this mug financier, as well as
mug punter-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member will use the correct expressions.

Mr STOCKDALE-The Treasurer was told that the third-party no-fault system which
he insisted on introducing would bankrupt the State. After only six months, when corrected
for the creative gymnastics of the Treasurer, the loss in round figures was $100 million$100 million lost in six months on his no-fault benefits scheme alone! The common-law
system contributed nothing to those losses.
Again, the Treasurer relies on accounting trickery, on mirrors, to delude the people of
Victoria. He relied on breaches of accounting standards which led to qualifications of the
accounts of everyone of those authorities by the Auditor-General. Nothing could more
effectively point up the false effect of that practice than the crash on the stock marketreporting at market values which have declined by 44 per cent since that annual report
was prepared. The report also takes into account unrealised gains on the stock market, so
that is again a fictitious presentation of the accounts of those authorities-$280 million in
bogus productivity savings. These figures have been discredited by the Estimates
Committee; not only by the minority report, which carefully documented the evidence,
but also by the committee as a whole. The report prepared by the independent staff of the
committee, who are capable, professional people, has been endorsed not only by the
Opposition members of the committee but also by the government committee members.
The four government members of that committee concurred with the minority that the
Treasurer's claims could not be substantiated!
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Then there are the disastrous transport losses. Again, they are a joint responsibility of
Snappy Tom and the Treasurer-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that expressions such as he
has just used are out of order. If the honourable member wishes to continue, I shall rule
him out of order and cease to hear him. I ask him to use the correct expressions when he
is referring to honourable members.

Mr STOCKDALE-I was referring to the Minister for Transport and the Treasurer,
otherwise known as the "dynamic duo" responsible for the $3 billion losses over the past
four years by Victoria's beleaguered transport authorities.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table which shows the rich tapestry of the
failure of the "dynamic duo" in managing the affairs of the people of Victoria.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
VICfORIAN TRANSPORT LOSSES
1983-4 TO 1986-7 ($M)
1983-4

1984-5

1985-6

1986-7

S.T.A.

457

353

480

488

M.T.A.

260

403

473

461

Total

717

756

953

949

Source: Annual Reports of Transport Authorities.

Mr STOCKDALE-The document shows record losses. No-one has ever done as badly
in managing the affairs of those transport authorities as the Treasurer and the Minister for
Transport. The end result of their activities in four of their six years of office is a loss of
$3375 million-losses that are funded by Victorian taxpayers and poor struggling
commuters.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, I have listened intently to the
honourable member for Brighton at various stages of his speech, during his rather inflated
estimate of half an hour.
It is obvious to me from his recent comments that he is departing completely from the
text and substance of the motion and is now debating entirely unrelated matters. I ask
you, Mr Speaker, to bring him back to the subject of the motion.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton is taking the debate
much further than the motion suggests. I ask him to restrict himself, apart from passing
references, to the motion.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-Ifthe honourable member for Werribee had remained
in the House during my speech, instead of coming in at the end, he would have heard that
not only am I putting the tax policies of this government into their total economic context,
but also it cannot be denied by him, the Treasurer or anybody else that the end result of
the disastrous policies of the Treasurer is the enormous taxes Victorians have to pay and
the indexation of those taxes.
The only way in which the Treasurer can cover the losses that he has incurred through
his reckless and irresponsible mismanagement is to further increase the taxes on the
Victorian people.
The Treasurer has had to impose savage rates of taxes and index taxes to a disastrous
inflation rate to deal with the financial consequences of his failure.
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He has no excuse whatever for his failure. The Treasurer was consistently warned not
only by the opposition parties, but also by comm~ntators in the community and e~perts
such as the Auditor-General that he was not managIng the resources of the State effectIvely.
The Treasurer was warned that WorkCare was not financially viable and that this would
lead to savage increases in premiums.
The Treasurer was warned that the stock market was not an appropriate place for him
to be gambling with taxpayers' funds. The Treasurer was also warned about foreign
exchange losses. Members of Parliament consistently warned him that further tax increases
would have been inflicted on the people of Victoria if he went on recklessly gambling on
foreign exchange markets.
The Victorian statutory authorities that have gambled on foreign exchange markets and
whose charges have had to be increased to cover those losses do not earn foreign currency
income. Those authorities are not like BHP Co. Pty Ltd, which can borrow in American
dollars because it has millions of contracts written in American dollars, and its future
income stream is a hedge against exchange rate fluctuations. That does not apply to the
State Electricity Commission, which has miniscule, if any, foreign currency earnings. The
only way those statutory authorities will cover the losses the Treasurer has inflicted on
them is by further irresponsible and unjustified increases in their charges. That is why our
taxes and charges have had to be linked to a disastrous inflation rate.
As I have already said with respect to the Transport Accident Commission, the Treasurer
was warned not only by opposition parties but also by experts in the field that he had
pitched the no-fault benefits at disastrously high levels. Increases in char~es for third-party
insurance are the inevitable consequence of the failure, yet again, of the Insurance scheme
designed by the Treasurer. Productivity savings, again, represent one of the Treasurer's
failures. They are part of the ~ossy image the media unit peddles. However, they represent
a failure which inevitably wdllead to further irresponsible and savage tax increases and
further policies of indexing State taxes and charges to a disastrous inflation rate.
The reality is that we are burdened with a Treasurer who has proven to be nothing but
a mug punter who has inflicted savage losses amounting to $7 billion on the Victorian
community. Those losses have already necessitated savage tax increases and, so long as
this man remains irresponsibly in charge of the finances of this State, he will go on
producing savage and unacceptable increases in tax.
The only respite for the Victorian people is to put the management of this State's affairs
back into the hands of responsible economic managers-people who will not gamble on
the stock market and foreign exchange markets. Those responsible people did not do it in
the past and they will not do it in the future.
After the next State election the people of Victoria will have an opportunity of putting
the responsible people-the ones with the proven track record over many decades during
the golden years of the growth of this country and State-back in charge of the State's
finances and will return a Liberal government to govern this State.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Malvern that I have
already informed the honourable member for Brighton that I will not tolerate interjections
such as those he just made. If the honourable member wishes to remain in the Chamber,
he should sit in his proper place.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-It is no wonder the Opposition is at a low ebb and has no
economic credibility. Once again the House has heard a pathetic speech from the
honourable member for Brighton who asked honourable members to examine the track
record of the Opposition and the former Liberal government and compare it with the
record of the Cain government. I welcome the opportunity of doing so.
I should first like to examine the track record of the honourable member for Bri~ton;
he is a lawyer who has no economic understanding at all. Time and again he has Issued
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press statements denigrating and trying to undermine the government. The shadow
Treasurer relies on error after error. That has been the approach he has adopted.
If he was Treasurer, he would be so expensive that no-one could afford him for more
than 24 hours. The Leader of the Opposition could not afford to sit at home at night if the
honourable member for Brighton were Treasurer. Let us examine the mistakes of the
honourable member for Brighton. He knows that he is the leading contender for the Jim
Carlton award. The honourable member for Brighton makes more mistakes than anybody
I know, with the possible exception of the Leader of the Opposition. I shall mention a
couple of his mistakes.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton does not like to hear about them.
First, I refer to his famous statement about interest rates. That statement illustrated his
superb sense of timing. For some time I have been saying that the economic climate is
right for a reduction in interest rates. I made a number of press statements on the subject
and I encouraged the State Bank of Victoria to reduce interest rates. What did the
honourable member for Brighton do? He said that I was far too optimistic, that there were
no grounds for a reduction in interest rates, and that a reduction could not be made. What
happened then?
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton is sensitive; he cannot take it.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, I find the imputations made by the
Treasurer to be inaccurate and most offensive. His comments are not true and I call on
him to produce evidence to support the statement he just made.

The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton did not seek a
withdrawal, so he is out of order.
Mr STOCKDALE-I seek a withdrawal, Mr Speaker, but you rose to your feet before I
could do so. I apologise for that. It was my intention to seek a withdrawal, and I do so.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I do not intend to withdraw any comment I have made about
the statements of the honourable member for Brighton regarding interest rate forecasts.
He knows very well that he made a statement that I was being optimistic in predicting
that interest rates would fall. He made that statement in July, and that is only the first of
his errors. I intend to point out more.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I gave the Treasurer
the opportunity of producing evidence. If he is not prepared to do that, I state that what
he is claiming is false and most offensive, and I ask him to withdraw.

The SPEAKER-Order! As I understand it, the Treasurer said that he did not intend to
withdraw. I can ask the Treasurer to withdraw, but if he refuses to do so I can do little
about it.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker,
given the representations made to you by the honourable member for Brighton, I ask you,
Sir, to once again ask the Treasurer to reconsider his answer and to withdraw. Ifhe refuses
to do so, we will be allowing a shocking precedent to be set which defies the Chair and the
custom that has been adhered to since I came to this place twelve years ago, that when a
member seeks a withdrawal of a personal imputation, that withdrawal is given unreservedly.
It is quite wrong for the House to continue with the debate if the Treasurer does not have
the decency to recognise that he has said something that is offensive and to withdraw it.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member
for Brighton has not even made it clear what should be withdrawn. During the debate he
has indulged in personal abuse. I have simply referred to a press statement he made in
July when he criticised me for being too optimistic about interest rates. The honourable
member asked for my statement to be withdrawn. I regard that as utter nonsense!
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The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to indulge the House in a series of comments
on the point of order raised by the Leader of the Opposition. There is no offence to the
Chair in the matter that was being debated by the Treasurer.
There has always been a limit regarding how honourable members would react to certain
material put before the House. If there is a continuous barrage of honourable members
objecting to certain matters, there will be no cut and thrust of debate.

Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask you to direct
the Treasurer to make available to the House the news release of the shadow Treasurer to
which he referred in the last part of his speech to the House.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Treasurer has made a claim regarding a press release. I
am not aware of whether he has the press release in front of him. If he has, I ask the
Treasurer to make it available to the House. If he does not have it, he is obviously using
his memory. I ask the Treasurer to advise the House whether he has the press release.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I do not have the press release with me. Unlike the honourable
member for Brighton, who probably has it in his back pocket, I do not carry around his
press releases. I distinctly recall that the honourable member made the statement, and I
retain my position on it.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker, the House,
in my view, is in a difficult position. The Treasurer has alleged that the shadow Treasurer
has made certain statements in a news release. I asked whether the news release could be
made available, and you, Sir, ruled correctly that it should be made available if the
Treasurer had it. The Treasurer has informed the House that he does not have the news
release to which he referred and that he was speaking from recollection.
Unless the Treasurer informs the House of the date of the news release to which he is
referring, honourable members do not have any means of checking the accuracy of the
statements made by the Treasurer. The shadow Treasurer has informed the House that he
objects to the allegations made by the Treasurer. The House is on notice that there is a
serious dispute between the two honourable members.
The point of order I make is that, in those circumstances, the Treasurer should be
obliged by you, Sir, to make known the date of the document to which he is referring. If
he does not know the date, he should be required to stop speaking about this issue and
withdraw the allegations he made against the shadow Treasurer.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not believe the House is in unusual circumstances. This
Chamber is a forum for debate. The Treasurer is responding to matters raised in the
motion moved by the honourable member for Brighton. When the Treasurer has concluded
his remarks, they can be refuted in further debate. I presume the initial purpose of the
motion was to have a debate on the subject. I do not uphold the point of order, and I ask
the Treasurer to continue.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Thank you, Mr Speaker, I am indebted to you for your ruling.
The second error made by the honourable member for Brighton relates to comments he
made during his second-reading speech on the Budget. He provided the House with
comparisons of average family incomes under Liberal and Labor governments. Once
again, the honourable member for Brighton was wrong. This is one of his more major
errors, and I shall indicate the dimensions of it.
The figures provided to Parliament by the honourable member for Brighton indicated
that there had been a $45 a week reduction in average family income under the Labor
government. That was blatantly wrong, even given the honourable member's own
definition. Based on Australian Bureau of Statistics data, the real figure is an increase of at
least $10 a week a household. That error was substantial. The honourable member for
Brighton is wriggling in his seat; he does not like it. However, it is a fact and he cannot
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deny it. The honourable member for Brighton likes to serve it out, but he does not like to
take it.
The honourable member for Brighton has made so many mistakes that it is difficult to
recall all of them. Economic credibility is the issue at stake, and I am demonstrating that
the Leader of the Opposition has none, and never has had, and that the honourable
member for Brighton makes fundamental mistakes every time he opens his mouth.
I shall refer to an error made by the honourable member for Brighton in regard to the
Victorian Equity Trust. The honourable member accused me of breaching the Companies
(Victoria) Code. Once again, he has no idea what he is talking about. The honourable
member for Brighton wrote to the National Companies and Securities Commission; I do
not know whether he has received a reply, but he has gone silent on the issue.

Mr Williams-How do you know he wrote a letter?
Mr JOLLY-Because he made a public statement that he wrote a letter! The honourable
member for Brighton was wrong again; I did not breach the Companies Code. I have
always maintained the appropriate position in respect of that code, and I will continue to
do so.

The honourable member for Brighton is incensed that the government has taken
initiatives with respect to private equity capital. The government has said that an additional
means of strengthening the performance of financial authorities in the State is to get access
to privately sourced equity capital.
Not only did the honourable member for Brighton criticise me for breaking the
Companies Code but also he released a press statement saying that privately sourced
equity capital would be more expensive, in cash terms, than loan capital. Once again the
honourable member was wrong.
The error was simple; it basically assumed that a dollar today was worth the same as a
dollar in the future. A dollar is worth more today than it will be in the future. The day
after the honourable member released his statement, the Sun picked up that point and
published an article under the heading "Libs Blunder on Equity Proposal". The honourable
member was wrong again. No wonder the Opposition has no economic credibility.
Today the honourable member for Brighton relied on personal abuse. He believes namecalling will make a difference. It does not make any difference to the policies presented by
the Opposition and does not lift the status of the honourable member's economic
understanding or the community'S ability to assess his economic skill. The honourable
member knows he has no economic skill.
As soon as one points out the mistakes of the honourable member for Brighton, he
becomes very sensitive and raises a point of order. The government has just demolished
the track record of the honourable member for Brighton so now I shall return to the track
record of the former Liberal government and why it was thrown out of office in 1982.
Why was the Liberal Party thrown out of office? Was it because it was an outstanding
economic performer, or because it had a great Minister of Housing in the present Leader
of the Opposition? The short answer to those questions is, "No". The former Liberal
government was a hopeless economic manager. The Victorian people saw the light and
recognised the incompetence of the Liberal government.
What has happened since the Liberal Party moved on to the Opposition benches? It has
become worse. The Liberal Party has the mistakes of the honourable member for Brighton
and the mouth of the Leader of the Opposition. The Liberal Party is nothing more than a
mouth and a mistake. When the Labor Party came to power in 1982, was employment
increasing in this State?

Mr Perrin-It had the lowest unemployment.
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Mr JOLLY-The employment record of the former Liberal government was pathetic;
employment was actually declining and real private investment was fallin~. The economy
was down the slide. How did the Liberal Party manage its affairs at that tIme? That is an
important question.
One of the first briefings I received was from the Director of Finance, Mr lan Baker,
who has now retired and who has an outstanding record and is respected by all honourable
members. Mr Baker was the Director of Finance in Treasury under the former Premiers,
Mr Lindsay Thompson and Sir Rupert Hamer. He said that the projected Budget deficit
was forecast at approximately, $500 million. That was hidden from the community because
the Liberal Party knew that If the projected deficit was exposed, not only would the Labor
Party be elected but also it would be elected with a record majority. That figure was not
revealed during the election campaign in 1982.
I shall dwell for a moment on the performance of the State Electricity Commission,
which was mentioned in the debate today. During the last years of the former Liberal
~overnment, SEC charges increased rapidly. To try to reduce the political heat on this
Issue, the former government established an inquiry under the chairmanship of Sir David
Zeidler, who produced a report that suggested that the approach adopted by the Liberal
Party in its cost pricing policies would lead to a 25 per cent increase in electricity charges.
When the Labor Party came to office, it rejected the Zeidler report and adopted a greater
return pricing policy. Even the honourable member for Brighton begrudgingly admits that,
since the Labor Party has been in office, electricity prices have declined. That is what the
community wants and the government will continue to work towards that objective.
That has been possible only because the government has completely changed the
organisation and management of the SEC. As I said earlier, the commission is an
organisation that is held in high standing and in international rating agencies the
commission has the highest rating possible given the present position of the Commonwealth
government. No-one can deny that.
Rather than being proud of the outstanding performance of the Victorian economy, the
Opposition does not like it. It is upset that the Victorian economy is doing well. The
Opposition does not like the government's relative good performance so it attempts to use
this forum to denigrate the economic policies of the government.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton relies on Derryn Hinch for economic
advice. No wonder the Opposition is in a mess! I shall outline the economic record of the
State for the benefit of the honourable member for Brighton. I have not yet seen the figures
but today the labour market figures were released right across Australia.
I expect that Victoria once again will have the lowest unemployment rate of any State
in Australia. That will make it 53 months in a row that that has been the case in this State,
which is an outstanding performance.
The Leader of the Opposition-who is interjecting-has a big mouth but a poor mind.
He is commenting about Sir Henry Bolte's legacy. If the former Liberal government's
performance in its past 36 months In office is examined, there were only eight occasions
in which Victoria had the lowest rate of unemployment of any State in Australia during
that period. But in the past 53 months of the Cain Labor government Victoria has had the
lowest unemployment rate. That is a figure which cannot be denied.
I make the forecast-and, unlike the forecasts of the honourable member for Brighton,
mine will be proved correct-that when the figures are released today they will show that
for 53 months in succession Victoria has had the lowest unemployment rate.
Another labour market indicator is the figures released by the Commonwealth
Employment Service. In examining the performance of the State it is interesting to note
that in the June quarter of 1987-these are the latest figures available from the
I
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Commonwealth Employment Service-unemployment in Victoria as a percentage of total
unemployment in Australia is only 18·3 per cent. When that is compared with a population
share of approximately 26 per cent it is obvious that Victoria has a relatively small share
of the total unemployment in Australia.
On the opposite side of the coin, when registered vacancies in this State are examined
Victoria constitutes some 33·8 per cent of registered vacancies with the Commonwealth
Employment Service, indicating a very strong demand for labour in this State-and it is
stronger than one would expect given the size of Victoria's population.
The government's policies have been effective in boosting private sector activity in this
State. Even members of the Opposition acknowledge that private investment is the key to
future economic growth and employment opportunities. The position under this
government can be contrasted with that under the previous Liberal government. When
the Labor government came into office the Victorian economy was on the economic slide.
Victoria needed fresh economic leadership-and got it. This government has turned the
economy around and there is now a new sense of confidence in Victoria.
Real private investment in Victoria over the past four years has increased by 28 per
cent. That is to be compared with a real increase in the rest of Australia of only 2 per cent.
Private sector growth in Victoria is very strong.
In their early years in opposition, members of the Liberal Party claimed there was no
private sector Investment in Victoria. They are remarkably silent on that issue now. The
Opposition should be proud of the growth in private sector investment. They should be
promoting Victoria. Instead they try to denigr~te the State: they carp and question and
make negative comments all the time.
Exports are very important to the long-term future of not only the Victorian economy
but also the Australian economy. The issue of taxes and charges is very important in that
respect. Over the past four years the real increase in exports from Victoria is 58 per centa very good performance. The real increase in exports from the rest of Australia over the
same period was 36 per cent. Victoria is 22 percentage points ahead of the rest of Australia.
These are important statistics in highlighting the strength of the Victorian economy.
This government has provided better management of the State than the former Liberal
government. The Liberal Party was thrown out of office because of its poor record. The
Liberal Party continues to make mistakes in the statements it issues-particularly
statements by the honourable member for Brighton.
I shall refer to the House a press statement the honourable member for Brighton issued.
The honourable member was very disturbed by my presentation. The headline of the press
release was, "Jolly playing politics on home interest rates". The statement reads:
The shadow Treasurer, Alan Stockdale, today accused the Treasurer, Mr Jolly, of playing politics on home
interest rates.
"Of course, the Opposition welcomes any move to reduce home loan interest rates", Mr Stockdale said.
"But Mr Jolly's statement is overly enthusiastic.

The honourable member for Brighton now interjects, "optimistic".
Mr Stockdale-Read the rest of the statement!
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton now makes a distinction between
"enthusiasm" and "optimism". He does not wish me to read his own press statement. It
continues:
"The State Bank's Chief Executive, Mr Bill Moyle said earlier this week that time for reduced home interests
was not yet ripe.
"Mr Moyle emphasised the need for the Commonwealth Budget to give off the right signals before home
interest rates could fall.
"Mr Jolly has been Australia's biggest-borrowing Treasurer.
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"The greatest contribution he could make to reducing interest rates would be to reduce the level of borrowings
by the Victorian government and its authorities," Mr Stockdale said.

Mr Stockdale-What you said was wrong!
Mr JOLLY-It was not; I said, "optimistic". The honourable member for Brighton
issued that statement. He should not be so sensitive. Within a matter of days of the
honourable member saying that I was overly enthusiastic in my opinion that there would
be a reduction in interest rates on home loans, the honourable member for Brighton had
egg on his face. The honourable member, who is interjecting, is very sensitive to criticism;
I can understand that because he cops plenty of it!
The Liberal Party is always making mistakes on economic matters and has no credibility
when it speaks on such matters. The former Liberal government had a disastrous record
and that is why it was thrown out of office. I have demonstrated this government's sound
economic record. That is why the Victorian economy's performance is outstripping that
of the rest of Australia.
The honourable member for Brighton wishes to skirt around the other issues that were
dealt with in the motion. He realises that he does not have a strong argument because the
motion he has moved was placed on the Notice Paper some time ago.
The government was the first government to commit itself to ensuring that taxation
receipts did not increase by more than both the consumer price index and the increase in
economic growth. It was a self-imposed restraint. The previous Liberal government was
unable to take such an action because it did not have either the courage or the confidence
to deliver such a promise.
The government has been responsible for the high degree of expenditure restraint in
Victoria, particularly on the recurrent side of the Budget. I have documented that
extensively and the Opposition cannot deny that that has occurred.
The government has delivered on its commitment that taxation receipts shall not
increase by more than the increase in the consumer price index.
The second part of the motion relates to the guidelines for fees and charges. The
honourable member for Brighton created the impression that government fees and charges
were increasing in line with the increase in the consumer price index. In fact, on average
those government fees and charges are increasing at less than the increase in the consumer
price index. The government guideline for increases in this area this financial year was 6
per cent. It is a further commitment by the government to reduce the pressure on
organisations using the services of the State government.
The honourable member for Brighton said that those increases in fees and chaf$es were
in line with the increase in the CPI. I have shown clearly that they are less than the Increase
in the CPI; in fact, just 6 per cent for the financial year 1987-88.

Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member is shifting ground. He is very sensitive on these
issues. I highlight now the government's position on State and local ~overnment chaIJes
compared with the rest of Australia. The Australian Statistician pubhshes figures relating
to State and local government charges for the whole of Australia. It is the only authoritative
analysis of State government charges with international comparisons.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton does not want me to deal with the
motion that he has moved, but I intend to deal with it. Since the Cain Labor Government
came to power in April 1982, the increase in the State and local government charges
component of the consumer price index for Melbourne has been lower than the rise in any
other capital city in Australia.
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The increases in those charges from June 1982 until September 1987 are as follows:
Sydney, 56·1 percent; Melbourne, 41·6 percent, Brisbane 68·1 percent; Adelaide, 58·7 per
cent; Perth, 44 per cent; and Hobart, 40·8 per cent. The only remaining conservat1ve
government in the Australian mainland, the Queensland government, had increased charges
by 68·1 per cent compared with Victoria's increase of 41·6 per cent for that period. Those
figures are published by the Australian Statistician and cannot be denied.
I now take the opportunity of directing the attention of the House to the revenue
initiatives in the 1987-88 Bud~et, because those initiatives were significant in providing a
further boost to economic act1vity in Victoria. The first initiative to which I refer is the
one classified as providing payroll tax concessions for exporters, a very important initiative
in this year's Budget. That initiative has a cost to revenue this financial year of$7 million
and, for a full financial year, $14 million. The Victorian government 1S the first to take
that initiative, a significant initiative that has been greatly welcomed by the private sector.
I expect it to be a further stimulus to export growth in Victoria. I remind honourable
members that over the past four years Victoria's export has been higher than that of the
rest of Australia.
This initiative is recognised as being fundamentally important for the lon$-term future
of the Victorian economy. Victoria is the only State to introduce such an in1tiative and I
am sure that the Opposition's reluctance on this issue is because it did not think of it first.
In 1987-88 the government restructured the payroll tax scale in Victoria, an important
restructure; the cost to revenue in 1987-88 will be $30·5 million and in the full financial
year it will be $52·2 million. That initiative has provided significant payroll tax relief for
small and medium-sized businesses. The exemption level for payroll tax has been lifted
from $250 000 to $300 000. It is an initiative that has been well received in the business
community.
The government has effectively lowered the marginal payroll tax rate at critical levels in
the payroll tax scale which affect small and medium-sized business and has substantially
reduced those marginal payroll tax rates because they were a disincentive for employment.
The high payroll tax rates existed during the period of the Liberal government, and the
Labor government has substantially reduced those rates for critical levels.
Another initiative that had been greatly welcomed by the business community is the
provision for payroll tax reductions for contributions to the Victorian Education
Foundation. The cost to revenue of that initiative is estimated at $7 million this financial
year and $15 million in a full financial year.
The Victorian Education Foundation is an exciting initiative because it is designed to
encoura~e private sector participation in tertiary education to assist in filling the skill gaps
in the V1ctorian economy, in line with the needs identified by the government's lon~-term
economic strategy. Once again the Victorian government is in the unique posit10n of
introducing an imtiative that no other State government has introduced, and I emphasise
that it is strongly supported by the private sector. The Chairman of the Board of the
Victorian Education "Foundation is Mr Ralph Ward Ambler, one of Victoria's outstanding
businessmen. The board includes Mr Bill Dix, from the Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd.
Honourable members opposite would recognise his valuable contribution to the Victorian
economy and, in recent times, to export growth. There is no doubt about the quality of
personnel serving on the Board of the Victorian Education Foundation.
Another tax initiative taken in the Budget was the restructure of the land tax rates scale.
This was a further important initiative and essentially it means that, rather than the full
indexation that normally takes place on the scales, a limit was placed on the increase in
land tax that would occur in 1987-88. The cost to revenue of that initiative in 1987-88 is
estimated at $24 million and in a full financial year at approximately $40 million.
Another initiative in this year's Budget was the restructuring of stamp duty on land
transfers. The government inherited an anachronistic mechanism from the previous Liberal
government and my only regret in this case is that I did not move earlier to remove the
archaic system of charging stamp duty on land transfers in Victoria.
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The government has removed the anomaly whereby a $1 increase in the price of land
led to an extremely high increase in tax. In some cases, a $1 increase meant an $800
increase in the stamp duty paid. The government revised the stamp duty on land transfers
and removed that anomaly. The loss to revenue in 1987-88 was $6·5 million and, on a
four-year basis, $9·8 million.
As part of the government's policy of reducing the burden on individual householders,
motor registration fees have been reduced by $25 for private A registration and it is
intended to reduce motor cycle registration fees by $5. That is at a si$fiificant cost to
revenue: $23·5 million for 1987-88 and $46·9 million on a four-year basIs. Not only will
that assist householders but it will help reduce the consumer price index in the March
quarter of 1988. That initiative should be welcomed by honourable members.
The government has also moved to abolish the present $10 stamp duty on various
agreements, has reduced certain other fees and charges and raised the exemption level for
rental duty from $20000 to $80000. The total picture for 1987-88 shows the cost to
revenue as $101·9 million and, on a four-year basis, $183·6 million.
Not only is the government providing relief by those taxation initiatives, it is also
introducing a new education expense allowance of$60 a child subject to an income test in
line with the family allowance payment from the Commonwealth. That $60 will be paid
to families early in the New Year and is a significant initiative undertaken by the
government.
I now comment on some equity issues raised by the honourable member for Brighton.
Again he attempts to build up a fear campaign about land tax and criticises the government
for allowing a small proportion of householders to be taxed.
Mr Stockdale inteIjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member suggests that I should come to Brighton. I know
he lives in an affluent suburb but I have no need to go to Brighton to analyse the position.
Mr Kennett inteIjected.
Mr JOLLY-I hope the Leader of the Opposition is not bankrupt; I do not expect that
he is.
The government's policy on land tax is equitable. Only 5 per cent of the value of
principal residences are subject to land tax. That is equitable, in my view, because only
those properties that are highly valued are taxed. The government changed the system
when it came into office. Under the old Liberal government, anybody who owned a bush
block with a value in excess of $9000-a small amount indeed-was subject to paying
land tax.
The honourable member for Brighton was critical of the financial institutions duty. That
is a fair tax and, as honourable members would be aware, when pensioner cheques are
deposited into a financial institution they are not subject to financial institutions duty.
That is an important exemption.
More importantly, when the government introduced the financial institutions duty it
abolished stamp duty on cheques and removed the iniquitous stamp duty that applied to
hire purchase agreements.
Mr Kennett inteIjected.
Mr JOLLY-lam pleased that the Leader of the Opposition is taking an active interest
in this debate. Under the Liberal government, it was the lower income earners who were
slugged by stamp duty because they were the ones who had to pay stamp duty on hire
purchase agreements. The Leader of the Opposition was a Minister at the time that
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applied. The Liberal Party was extremely selective. Its approach was that a high rate of
stamp duty applied only to those persons taking on hire purchase agreements and high
interest rate loans applied mainly to small businesses.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr JOLLY-I understand the frustrations experienced by the Leader of the Opposition.
He cannot take a holiday without a leadership challenge. I can understand his outburst
here in the House. The government made the system of land tax and stamp duty much
more equitable for the people of Victoria.
I shall deal with one other issue raised by the honourable member for Brighton who, as
I have said on a number of occasions, has a limited understanding of financial matters. I
relate specifically to overseas borrowings. In this area, too, the Liberal Party had a checkered
record with the Port of Melbourne Authority. The previous Liberal government was
advised by the then Treasury not to proceed with the World Trade Centre but, when it
was eventually proceeded with, it was financed by an overseas loan. The Liberal Party had
no foreign exchange management in place. In fact, when the Labor Party came into office,
the overview of Treasury on foreign exchange management was non-existent.
I have indicated that the Auditor-General has recognised in a positive way many of the
initiatives taken by the Cain government on foreign exchange management.
Victoria's foreign exchange exposure is much less than that of other major States in
Australia. In June 1986, its percentage of total debt was 5·7 per cent. To June 1987, it has
been reduced to 4·2 per cent. In Queensland the exposure in June 1986 was 15·3 per cent
and no figure is available for 1987 because the Queensland government has not revealed
it. However, questions are being raised in Queensland about the financial position of the
State as well as other matters and a question has been raised about an amount of $1· 3
billion for Queensland funding deals. It will be interesting to know the final answer on
that issue.
The Liberal Party recognises that overseas borrowings by State government authorities
was initiated by the Liberal government in Victoria. Neither the Liberal Party nor I would
be critical of that but I am critical that the Liberal Party did not maximise the attempt to
get lower interest rates on overseas borrowings.
When Labor came to government the State Electricity Commission was dealing with
what were known as trade credit loans and they attracted high rates of interest relative to
what was available overseas. One of the initiatives that the government took was to
successfully refinance those loans in order to reduce the interest costs to the SEC.
Also, the government strongly advocated at a meeting of the Loan Council-when the
then Treasurer of the Federal Liberal government, the present Leader of the Federal
Opposition, was advocating that the States should borrow overseas-that the opportunities
provided by public markets should be considered and, after some convincing, the Loan
Council allowed the Victorian government to move into public markets. That enabled the
government to borrow at lower rates of interest, compared with the previous approaches
by the Liberal government in Victoria which were limited only to private markets. Public
markets have provided an interest rate differential in favour of State government
authorities.
Generally, State government authorities had borrowed overseas because of the attractive
interest rates. It is clear that by borrowing overseas-Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton never likes to hear anything that is
true-doom and gloom is all he knows.
The Liberal government and the Labor government in Victoria borrowed overseas,
firstly, because of encouragement by the Federal government to do so, particularly from

State Taxes and Charges

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2323

the Loan Council, and, secondly, because the interest rate differential in favour of
overseas-Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton cannot resist. He should let me
finish!

Lower interest rates were available overseas, not locally. The differential was between 5
and 10 per cent. There is no doubt that adverse movements in the exchange rate have
caused the effective cost of borrowing overseas to increase. To examine the position with
overseas borrowings, one needs to balance the interest rate differential that is in one's
favour with the adverse movements in exchange rates that have occurred.
No-one would have expected the dimension of the devaluation of the Australian dollar
when the dollar was floated.
Mr Kennett-Don't be so stupid!
Mr JOLLY-I remind the Leader of the Opposition that the then head of the Federal
Treasury, John Stone, who is now the finance spokesman for the National Party in
Canberra, said that he was concerned; his basic advice to the Federal government was that
if the Australian dollar was floated it would be likely to appreciate and, therefore, undermine
the competitive position of Australia. The Leader of the Opposition has said that one
would have to be stupid to think it was not going to devalue by about 30 per cent. John
Stone is not stupid-he was head of the Federal Treasury at the time, and provided that
advice.
Mr Kennett-You supported him!
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition has said that everybody would have to be
stupid if they thought there was not going to be a devaluation of the dollar. John Stone
had advised that there should not have been a float because there could be an appreciation
of the Australian dollar.

With Victoria's overseas bon:owings, even if there is no change in the international
value of the Australian dollar, and given the interest rate differentials that prevailed at the
time, Victoria will have had more cost effective financing by having borrowed overseas
than domestically.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition has no understanding of these issues! Every
decision in the marketplace has some element of risk. Not even the best financial managers
in the world can predict where interest rates are going. It has been demonstrated that when
the honourable member for Brighton makes his predictions, he is more often wrong than
right. He is wrong on many matters.

For the benefit of the honourable member for Brighton, I repeat that when one takes
into account the position of the government authorities' overseas borrowings and makes
the assumption that there is neither an appreciation nor a depreciation of the Australian
dollar during the remaining period of those overseas borrowings, one will find that the
effective cost of finance-Mr Kennett-Mr Acting Speaker, honourable members have been listening to the
Treasurer's diatribe for more than 1 hour. The Treasurer has not addressed the issue and
it is obvious that he is not about to address it. In order that all his colleagues can rush in
to support him, I draw attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.
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Mr JOLLY-With overseas borrowings, if there is no change in the international value
of the dollar during the remaining period of these loans, the overseas borrowings will be
more cost-effective than domestic borrowings.
Most importantly, as I have indicated, from about mid-1984 the Victorian government
has been actively involved in currency swaps. That means that the government enters into
two-part transactions with overseas borrowings which has two effects: firstly, by initially
borrowing in overseas currencies and converting that to Australian dollars, the ~overnment
is able to borrow at lower rates of interest than those prevailing in the domestIc market at
the time; and, secondly, no exchange rates exposure is applicable.
In summary, I have clearly demonstrated that the Victorian government's economic
performance has completely outstripped the economic performance of the previous Liberal
government.

In accordance with Sessional Orders, the debate was interrupted.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr IGrkwood)-Order! The Speaker will resume the Chair
at 2 p.m. when Government Business shall take precedence. When this motion is next
before the Chair, the Treasurer will have the call.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.5 p.m.

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

The Bill makes a small but significant amendment to section 38 (1) of the Dairy Industry
Act to restore the original spirit of that provision.
Section 38 (1) prohibits the sale or distribution in a milk district of market milk that has
not been manufactured from milk supplied by the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority or
through its agents. Market milk is milk supplied for human consumption and prices for
this milk have been maintained well above the equivalent prices of milk used for the
manufacture of other dairy products. By providing that all market milk that is sold or
distributed in Victoria is supplied through the authority, section 38 seeks to ensure that
all Victorian dairy farmers can share equally and equitably in this more lucrative market.
However, it has become increasingly clear that some processors of market milk could
be usin~ milk obtained direct from Victorian farmers and outside the authority'S control.
By bUYIng cheaper manufactured milk for resale as premium market milk, processors can
exploit, for their own commercial advantage, the agreed price differences within the
system. The amendment will ensure that this does not occur and will restore orderly
marketing arrangements. Processors will need to keep proper records of all milk processed
into market milk-not only market milk sold and distributed in Victoria.
I stress that this amendment is not an attack on any constitutional rights that a processor
may have to trade interstate. The processing of milk as it comes from the farmer is
technically a process of manufacturing. That manufacturing process takes place in Victoria
and is subject to control by the Victorian Parliament. The amendment means that only
milk obtained from the authority may be used in the manufacture of market milk. It does
not prevent a processor from obtaining milk from the authority and processing that milk
for sale interstate.
By ensuring that a processor of market milk must deal through the authority when
obtaining supplies from Victorian farmers, the government will ensure all Victorian dairy
farmers can share in the proceeds of market milk sales.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
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It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

ASSOCIATIONS INCORPORATION AND BUSINESS NAMES
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MA THEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

INTRODUCTION
The purpose of the Bill is to make amendments to the Associations Incorporation Act
1981 and the Business Names Act 1962 to:
(a) facilitate computerisation of the Corporate Affairs Office, where the two Acts
are administered;
(b) extend the availability of penalty notices, also called on-the-spot fines, as an
enforcement option under the Acts; and
(c) to make various other amendments to the Acts.
FACILITATION OF COMPUTERISATION
The Bill enables requests for information contained on the registers maintained under
the Associations Incorporation Act and the Business Names Act to be satisfied by a
computer-generated print-out which contains an extract from documents lodged with the
Corporate Affairs Office where the legislation is administered. This will enable the public
to obtain a quicker service while reducing administrative costs associated with storage
and retrieval of information.
EXTENSION OF THE PENALTY NOTICE SYSTEM
The Bill enables penalty notices-on-the-spot fines-to be issued for most offences
under the Associations Incorporation Act and the Business Names Act. This will provide
a greater range of enforcement options. It extends the existing use of penalty notices for
offences arising under other legislation administered by the Corporate Affairs Office. The
limitation on the categories of offences for which penalty notices can be used is identical
to the restrictions under Victorian companies and securities scheme legislation.
OTHER AMENDMENTS
(A) Associations Incorporation Act 1981
Age of Public Officers
The Bill removes the prohibition on a person aged 72 years or over from being the
public officer of an incorporated association. The amendment will allow such a person
to continue to hold office until the next general meeting of the association after attaining
72 years of age and to be appointed and reappointed by a resolution of the members
each year thereafter. This will benefit many associations with active elderly members
and enable the talents of those people to be utilised.
Fund raising from the Public
Because the Associations Incorporation Act provides that the Companies (Victoria)
Code does not apply to incorporated associations, problems have arisen with the use of
such associations to avoid restrictions in the code on the promotion of high-risk moneymaking ventures, such as exotic fruit farms.
The Bill ensures that some of the prohibitions in the Companies (Victoria) Code
apply to incorporated associations. This is done by declaring incorporated associations
not to be corporations within the meaning of the Companies (Victoria) Code. As a
result, some of the prohibitions in the code applying to natural persons, such as the
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prohibition on offering a prescribed interest and the prohibition on share hawking, will
apply to incorporated associations.
This ensures that incorporated associations are not used as they have been in the past
as vehicles to avoid the prescribed interest provisions of the code. Incorporated
associations will be subject to the same restrictions and obligations as a natural person
if they own shares in a company. They will have the same rights and obligations as
would any honourable member of this House, but they will not have to comply with the
myriad of reporting requirements applicable to companies and corporations.
(B) Business Names Act 1962
The Bill requires the proprietors of business names to disclose their dates of birth to
facilitate more accurate identification of those proprietors. This follows recommendations
in the Costigan report and similar changes to companies legislation.
A business name will now be unavailable for a period of two months after the
registration period expires. This will provide proprietors with an additional opportunity
to reregister their names.
The improvements proposed in the Bill will ensure the continued efficient operation
of the legislative scheme for incorporation of clubs and other non-commercial groups
and the registration of business names.
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 next day.

MINES (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from November 10) on the motion ofMr Wilkes (Minister for
Housing) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr A. T. EVANS (Ballarat North)-As a representative of one of the most prolific
goldfield areas in years gone by, the Ballarat-Creswick goldfields, I welcome the opportunity
of pointing out to the House what is occurring in the goldmining industry, particularly
that associated with the town ofCreswick, where gold was first found in 1851.
The goldmining industry is important because it creates jobs and produces gold to assist
Australia's foreign currency problems and to help it out of its present financial bankruptcy.
Our main export income is earned with farming products, such as meat, wheat, wool and
other commodities, which are recreated each year but eventually mining products become
exhausted.
Recently, a meeting held at the Castlemaine Town Hall was attended by local small
mine operators, who pay an important role in the revitalisation of the goldmining industry
because their total production forms a large proportion of Australia's overall gold
production. While these people are operating small mines they may not create many jobs,
but, if their pioneer fields become profitable, they can sell out to the bigger companies,
who will create the jobs. Encouragement should be given to the production of gold because
this will increase jobs and assist Australia's finances.
However, an important factor resulting from some of this type of mining is the destruction
of the family environment. I refer particularly to the proposed mining operations on the
fringe of the town of Creswick, which will use a process that is familiar to those in Western
Australia but which has not been used in Victoria, the dry-blowing operation; as well as
an open-cut operation will also be used. Both these mining methods endanger the amenity
of the people livin~ around the fringes of the town. Many people have invested their life
savings in homes In that area and others have retired there. Both groups have built up
attractive areas that have added to the natural environment.
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Many of the homes do not have reticulated water supplies but must depend upon the
rain catchment from their roofs. The proposed mining operations will create health hazards
for these people, not only because of the dust-which we know should be controlled but
is not in many smaller operations-but also because of the effect on the water supply.
There is considerable concern among the people and they have formed a group called the
Creswick Concerned Citizens. Consideration must also be given to existing jobs, which
are held mainly in the farming industry, and also to the preservation of these homes and
their environs. Surely there are sufficient lucrative mining areas in open spaces without
having mining operations being jammed among the homes of people in pleasant semibush or forest areas.
The Minister made reference in his second-reading speech to a provision in the Bill that
ensures that these people will be protected.
Proposed section 9A refers to an applicant for a lease or a miner's right not being entitled
to enter private land if the mining operations are within 100 metres of land:
(a) used as a garden, orchard or vineyard; or
(b) on which a spring, lake, artificial reservoir, dam, sheepwash or woolshed is located and is a bona fide
occupation; or

(c) used as a site for a residence or factory; or

(d) used as a site for a windmill or bore; or

However, the provision goes on to state that these conditions will apply only to future
leases. Most of Victoria is already under some form of lease, or miner's right, so the
proposed section is useless.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources would be aware that this matter
was raised at a recent ALP country conference at Wangaratta, and on that occasion
concern was expressed about the uselessness of this provision. ALP members at that
conference believed they had been hoodwinked by this clause. When the Minister is
finished speaking-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that he should address the
Chair.
Mr A. T. EVANS-Mr Speaker, I am addressing my remarks to the Minister.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member should address the Chair.
Mr A. T. EVANS-Mr Speaker, I ask you to request the Minister to pay attention.

Mr Fordham-I am sorry.
Mr A. T. EVANS-I was informing the House that proposed section 9A is useless
because it will not protect people who are now experiencing difficulties. Most of Victoria
is already pegged under some form of mining lease or miner's right, and the provision will
apply only to future leases.
The Minister should consider reviewing this provision to protect people from miners
who peg claims close to residences and threaten the water supply or irrigation systems on
farms. This is a serious threat to many Victorians.
Sufficient ~old should be available to meet the requirements of Australia without
interfering Wlth the homes and farms of Victorians.
The Bill will repeal section 301 of the Mines Act because, according to the Minister, it
is inconsistent with other forms of title. That provision may be inconsistent at present,
but its repeal will take away existing safeguards for property owners. The provision to
amend section 301 does not fulfil the purpose outlined by the Minister.
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In conclusion, I emphasise that mining must continue to play an important role in the
prosperity of Victoria, and Australia, but I appeal to the MInister to correct existing
anomalies which threaten the homes, jobs and farming operations of Victorians.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-Legislation should reflect changing times, and
significant changes have occurred in the mining industry in Australia. Goldmining has
experienced a resurgence of interest in recent times because of the economic climate.
However, other minerals are also encompassed by this Bill.
The Minister informed honourable members that a rewriting of the Mines Act is not far
down the track. In some respects this Bill may be only an interim measure to meet the
immediate concern of people involved in exploring for minerals, particularly gold. An
important aspect of the Bill is that it deals with questions of land tenure and the ri$hts of
people who own property, as opposed to the rights of the Crown. The provisions In this
case refer to gold found on Crown land, and, therefore, the government's right to issue
permits or leases to private citizens to explore for gold.
In the past owners of private land have believed that their rights have been infringed or
substantially reduced in favour of prospectors who wished to enter their properties to
prospect for gold.
Those two points of view will never be completely reconciled to the satisfaction of both
parties. There will always be disputes about the rights of landowners and prospectors who
wish to explore for gold on land which essentially belongs to the Crown.
The thrust of the Bill is to reinforce the right of the landowner against the right of the
prospector. The National Party has no problem in supporting the measure in that regard.
However, in the current economic climate and in view of the significant interest in gold
exploration, members of the National Party must also consider the interests of prospectors.
Honourable members would be aware that almost every major mineral discovery in
Australia has been made by the little man, the prospector who fossicks around the country,
studying the geology of the area and discovering certain minerals. Perhaps the most
notable example is the discovery of minerals at Broken Hill by a stockman who was
responsible for initiating that significant enterprise. Who can say that there is not the
prospect of that occurrin~ in some area of Victoria? Any such discovery would be of
immense value to Victona. The Mines Act must resolve that difficulty, particularly if
minerals discoveries occur on private land.
Organisations interested in the prospecting field, such as the Prospectors and Miners
Association of Victoria Ltd, have expressed concern about the provisions in the Bill
because they believe the Bill will lock up land from gold production; that it will restrict
their rights to investigate and prospect on Crown land that is adjacent or close to land
used by individuals for residential or farming purposes.
Prospecting organisations believe those provisions should be freed up to allow prospectors
every opportunity of searching for deposits which may prove to be of immense value to
the Victorian community.
The main provisions in the proposed legislation deal with the power of the Land
Valuation Board of Review to award costs to parties to a dispute. There is some concern
that the costs can be awarded only against a person who takes the dispute to the board.
The prospectors-and in most cases it would be the prospectors-feel that if their case is
proven to be right they should not then be forced to pay the costs. It is almost impossible
to conceive of a situation where a landowner would take a matter to the board. The
landowner does not want his land interfered with, and he states that he should not have to
pay the costs when the dispute is taken to the board for determination.
The government has indicated that the costs should be awarded only to the party taking
the dispute before the board, therefore, the National Party has some misgivings about it,
but, nevertheless, it is not prepared to oppose that provision.
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Other restrictions are imposed on the location where a prospector may stake a claim,
particularly its proximity to the curtilage of residences, gardens, vineyards and so on. A
limitation is placed also on the distance within which prospecting can take place even
though the adjoining land is Crown land. That restriction is a little narrow in that it refers
to a building, such as a woolshed, but it does not specify, for example, a dairy. To a
dairyfarmer, the dairy would be equally important as a wool shed is to a grazier. In the
Committee stage the National Party will propose an amendment that any substantial
building on a property should be taken into account in this exemption.
A bore or a windmill is also a feature to which a radius of 100 metres applies. That
radius should be extended to any source of water for stock and domestic purposes. There
are means other than bores and windmills by which people rely on water supplies in rural
areas and they should be protected in the same way as applies to bores and windmills.
The honourable member for Rodney has passed on to me correspondence from one of
his constituents. The letter points out the problem with which people are confronted on
their properties. This particular constituent's land was a gold mining area in the past and
for 100 years the family has spent a lot of money and carried out a lot of hard work in
rehabilitating the property from the ravages of mining. They have dev~ped a first-class
and attractive property. They are continually under threat of exploration permits being
issued that would involve the drilling of a number of holes of up to 30 centimetres in
diameter. That would be a gross intrusion on the rights of those people and their right to
enjoy the property which they have worked for so many years.
I understand that the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources has taken an
interest in this particular case, but I have yet to hear of the outcome. This highlights the
problems facing owners of property in areas where prospecting is likely to take place.
The proposed legislation is interim in nature and the Minister has indicated that a major
rewriting of the Mines Act is in progress. Therefore, the National Party is prepared to
support the Bill as it stands.
I hope the Minister gives consideration to several minor amendments that the National
Party will move in the Committee stage.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-The ~eatest development in Victorian history was during
the gold rush days and the Bill IS an important move by the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to overcome the problem of maintaining a balance between
the rights of landowners and exploration and mining prospectors.
A lot of interest has been expressed in the newspapers over the past twelve to eighteen
months. The Age of 27 August 1986 carried the headline, "Victoria lags in latest rush".
Comments are made about the hope that miners will receive support from the government;
I believe the government is trying to do that.
There are a number of social issues. The Age of 9 February 1987 had the headline,
"Gold rush brings threats of violence". It indicates the problems that occur between the
landowners and the mining companies. The Bill before the House attempts to resolve
some of those difficulties.
A farmer at Rochester, David Plante, in an article that appeared in the Sunday Press on
3 May 1987 under the heading, "Farmers find what's theirs is mines", is pictured looking
at a mining claim on his farming property. The same matter was raised in a number of
newspapers at the time creating a source of vexation for this man trying to carry on a
normal agricultural pursuit.
Other factors need to be addressed in the Bill, and to a certain extent they are all the
matters of devastation that mining causes to the landscape. An article in the Age on 26
May 1987 by Patrick Hayes, is headed, "Potential for devastation in Victoria's gold fields
is great". The Minister has attempted to address the issue of restoration and the removal
of tailings from goldfield land.
Se§sion 1987-78
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Leslie and Warren Rowbottam in Maldon have the noise, the dirt and the problems of
a dredge close to their home, and considerable discussion and debate has taken place. In
July 1987 Keith Dunstan reports, "Gold v green: the battle at the bottom of Bendigo's
gardens". With Western Mining Corporation Ltd taking out a lease over the whole of the
City of Bendigo, we shall hear a lot more about that.
In the Age of 17 July 1987 in an article under the heading, "Victorian goldminers plan
big output boost"; the Minister pledged a mining review. That is the stage we have reached
this afternoon. The Herald of 20 July 1987, under the title, "State set to join the gold
revival", contains great news. I hope that the State can profit and benefit from the proposed
legislation and that the balance of interest between miners and landowners can be
maintained.
I have a few small concerns that I should like to direct to the attention of the Minister
concerning the Land Valuation Board of Review which can make an order requiring each
party to the proceedings to bear his own costs. Quite often the landowner does not bring
the case before the board but he is still very much aggrieved by the process. I am suggesting
to the Minister that some way be sought to remedy that situation.
I should also like to mention that the marking out of mining territories has obviously
caused the Minister some concern. It appears that one cannot really mine until one has
marked out the area. The reference in the Bill is to staking a claim before actually marking
it out, and I am concerned about that clause.
I refer to Ministerial consent in relation to property and I quote from clause 5. It states
that unless, with the written consent of the Minister, a person who is the owner ofa claim
or an applicant for the registration of a claim is not entitled to enter for the purpose of
marking out or mining Crown land used as a garden, a site for a windmill, for a residence
and so on, where the claim is within 100 metres of Crown land or private land mentioned
in the clause. I suggest that needs clarification. I am thinking particularly of the residential
area around Clayton and south Springvale where sandmining occurs. The honourable
member for Springvale is not in the Chamber, but it would affect the area he represents.
Some changes have been recommended to the registration system, which appears to be
very long and cumbersome. I am pleased that, in applications for mining leases, the
Minister has considered the financial standing and technical expertise of the applicant for
the mining lease. That is a satisfactory clause.
I am also pleased to see that under clause 6 a bond or security is required on registering
a claim, but I am wondering whether the amount fixed is large enough. The Mining
Registrar has the power to deal with vexatious or frivolous matters. That is important and
the people who take up leases for mining should actually work them up. The Bill attempts
to achieve that aim.
The Bill will go a long way towards overcoming problems that were inherent in the Act
and I commend the Minister for the work he has done. I hope a satisfactory resolution of
this important problem can be achieved and that mining and landowner interests in
Victoria will be protected.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I support the honourable member for Gippsland East
in his comments on the Bill, which is an important one, as seen by the enormous
representations I have received within the electorate ofMurray Valley, particularly within
the Shire of Rutherglen. People are concerned about the difficulties that have been created
within Victoria for landowners.
The way miners operate right throughout the Western World is quite traditional and
the Mines Act 1958 provides for the operations of miners within the State of Victoria.
Traditionally, landowners have never owned the minerals contained below the ground
and the Mines Act 1958, to which major amendments were made in 1980, protects miner
against miner and limited protection has been provided for landowners.
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It is quite clear that so far as mining is concerned, urban areas are protected; but where
mining activities are undertaken and claims are made in rural areas, it is evident that there
is not enough protection in the Act for these people.

Because of the concerns of many people within the Shire of Rutherglen about the
operation of miners and the claims being made in this area, approximately two years ago
I organised a public meeting. Representatives of the Minerals Group of the Department
of Industry, Technology and Resources came to Rutherglen and addressed the meeting of
approximately 150 people and provided information on how the Mines Act operates.
They provided a large number of publications of the department relating to land owning
provisions, mining claims, mining and development leases, prospecting area licences and
exploration licences. These publications have been freely available, particularly to
landowners concerned about the operations of miners and the various claims for miner's
rights, exploration rights, and other types of licences involving a claim on a landowner's
property.
Recently, large numbers of people have been interested in pegging out claims and setting
up exploration areas across much of Victoria. This is because of increasing interest in
mining gold, due to the large amount of gold that has been drawn out of Victoria in the
past century. Many areas have experienced large claims being pegged out by miners,
particularly in the Shire of Rutherglen, at Chiltern in central Victoria, as well as areas
around Maldon and Castlemaine.
Landowners have a lack of knowledge on the operation of the Mines Act and what
protection is provided to them. Unfortunately, not enough protection or not enough
information has been provided to landowners in the rural areas of Victoria.
The Minister would be aware that more than two years ago I started making
representations to him on behalf of a constituent of mine, Mr David Plante, who lives at
Rutherglen. His concern was that, on moving around his property, he found that pegs had
been staked out; when checking with the Minerals Group, he found that claims had been
pegged out right across his property.
Mr PIante wanted to operate as a general farmer and did not want anyone on his
property operating as a miner, whether he was involved in an exploration activity or in
genuine mining activities. I say "genuine mining activities" because it is clear that, because
of the increase in mining activity, and particularly the interest in gold, a lot of speculation
has been taking place and many individuals and companies with limited funding have
been pegging out claims in areas right throughout Victoria where they believe there may
be some minerals that could be profitable and that they could sell to the larger mining
companies or, in conjunction with other partners, proceed to mine.
Because of these activities, particularly in the Rutherglen area, and because Mr Plante
found that he had these pegs right across his property, he decided to do something about
the situation. He is not the sort of person to take this lying down.
Mr PI ante has been extremely energetic and had a will to find out what was occurring.
With some financial backing he was able to employ the legal profession to assist him in
finding out what his rights were and what he could legally do to protect himself.
Upon investigation he found that the provisions of the Mines Act were fairly limited in
the protection they provided to landowners where mining activity may be contemplated
on properties in rural areas. The Act provides adequate protection for owners of buildings
and land in urban areas but little protection for those in rural Victoria.
As I have indicated, Mr David Plante contacted me some two years ago because he
realised what was occurring. Because of the increased mining activity, people were pegging
claims throughout Victoria, especially in areas with high mineral levels, particularly gold,
thus gaining the ability to mine on the properties themselves or to sell their exploraton
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rights to a mining company that may be interested in purchasing them for a given sum of
money.
Because of widespread goldmining activity in the Rutherglen area and surrounding
municipalities, it was a logical area for claims to be made. Mr Plante undertook enormous
investigation and discovered that the companies that purportedly wished to undertake
mining activities on his property were $2 companies which were not interested in genuine
mining at all. This concerned Mr Plante.
I undertook extensive investigations and corresponded with the Minister about the
matter. I am delighted to acknowledge that the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources responded positively to the representations, although probably not at the speed
with which such a response was desired in the early stages. Orcourse, the Minister had to
be able to obtain the positive response that he required from his department.
Over the past eighteen months there has been tremendous activity and correspondence
to determine what protection could appropriately be provided under the Act. Mr Plante
used his own example; claims had been pe~ed across his property, and he took action to
try to protect his property from any such mIning activity. He went to the extent not only
of protecting himself and finding out his legal responsibilities but also of using members
of his family to peg alternative claims across his property to prevent the mining activities
and to protect the farming activities that he has traditionally carried out on his Rutherglen
property.
Numerous representations have been made to me from all over the State because I
became involved with the representations from the Rutherglen area and tried to find out
what appropriate amendments should be made to the Mines Act to provide protection for
landowners in rural areas.
The Bill now before the House contains amendments that the National Party supports,
because they will provide the protection that should be provided to landowners.
The Castlemaine and District Land Protection Association carried out extensive
investigation into the activities of goldminers in the area and the provision of a service for
landowners to ensure that they had the appropriate information about their rights under
the Mines Act. It also considered what protective service landowners could seek from the
Department of Industry, Technology and Resources and from the legal profession.
The association produced a fine publication, Information Kit Concerning the Various
Aspects and Implications of Mining in Victoria. It provides a comprehensive analysis of
the Mines Act; the various licences, permits and exploration licences that may be provided
to a prospective miner; and what is necessary to provide protection and information to
landowners. I recommend the document to honourable members. I hope the Minister has
examined the information kit because its contents should be added to the range of
information that is provided on the subject.
The meeting that I organised at Rutherglen approximately eighteen months ago was
well attended by local people and officers of the Minerals Group of the Department of
Industry, Technology and Resources, who provided excellent information on the operation
of the Act and the protection that may be provided. As I have indicated, the investigations
undertaken by a number of people throughout the State who have found that claims have
been pegged across their properties have said that insufficient protection is provided.
I was pleased to note that in June of this year the department produced a document
outlining the landowner provisions of the Mines Act. It provides excellent information to
the general public. I have concentrated mainly on landowners, but the general public
should also be aware of this information so that people know about the rights of miners,
landowners and individuals and the appropriate safeguards that are provided for all.
I said earlier in my contribution that the Mines Act provides protection for miners
against miners in cases where there may be disputes or where claims and counterclaims
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have been made over land on which there may be mineral deposits and where mining
activities may be undertaken.
I am pleased that the Minister has responded to the representations made to him and
that he visited the Rutherglen area and had extensive discussions with Mr David Plante
and his legal representative, Mr Andrew Melville. I thank him for his cooperation and
that of his officers. The regional representative based at Wangaratta has been extremely
helpful in providing information to people throughout the area.

Landowners are quite clear on the sort of protection that is required and the way that
the Act should operate in that regard. Some areas need to be reviewed and major protection
provided for landowners. Firstly, there is a need for a review of the miner's right. The
National Party believes appropriate information should be provided to the individual
landowner where a claim is pegged or a miner's right or an exploration lease or permit has
been issued: the landowner should be advised that a claim had been made on his property.
The department then needs to investigate who has made the claim, ensure that that person
has some sort of standing in the mining area and provide the appropriate information. It
needs to ensure that the person wishing to undertake mining or exploration on the property
is of some substance.
Secondly, the National Party believes there is a need for protection by way of insurance
policy, such as a public liability policy, before any driller moves onto the property, and
that should be provided in writing to the landowner so that he can be assured that
appropriate public liability insurance has been taken out to cover anyone who comes onto
the property who may be Injured as a result of the mining activities being undertaken.
As with any mining, demands must be made by the department so that appropriate
compensation may be provided to the landowner through a fund established to provide
compensation for any damage caused to particular properties.
Mr David Plante goes even further: he believes that a guarantee should be provided by
the department. The Act does not provide this but perhaps an amendment should be
proposed to provide that if damage is caused to the property because of mining activitiesand that damage is not covered by compensation payable by the company or individual
undertaking the mining activities-the department will provide the appropriate
compensation.
A bond must be included. That bond must be available not only to the miner but also
to the landowner and, indeed, to the department so that protection from inappropriate
activities is afforded. The provisions of the Bill and the information provided by the
Minister in his second-reading speech indicate there is a move to provide appropriate
protection.
The Bill proposes an amendment to section 3 of the principal Act which will provide
that if a Land Valuation Board of Review is asked to decide whether compensation will
be provided, the person who moves for the calling together of the board-who in most
cases would be the miner himself-will incur the costs of that board of review.
Clause 5 proposes major amendments to section 303 of the principal Act. As the
honourable member for Gippsland East foreshadowed, the National Party will be moving
further amendments so that extensive protection is provided for landowners when mining
activities are conducted in rural areas. Protection will be afforded against untoward activity
by miners where there are developments, buildings, or proximity to a windmill or a bore,
all of which may affect the operation of the farm.
Mr A. T. Evans-What about making it retrospective to cover existing leases? The Bill
is useless!
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Ballarat North raises an interesting point
when he refers to retrospectivity. The National Party is concerned about retrospectivity.
Clause 14 proposes retrospective provisions. I express my concern with retrospectivity

2334

ASSEMBLY

12 November 1987

Mines (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill-

being embodied in any Act. The Act must provide protection that will be appropriate in
the future.
Mr A. T. Evans interjected.
Mr JASPER-I respect the comments made by the honourable member for Ballarat
North. I am sure he joins with me in the concern I express for landowners. Appropriate
protection must be provided for landowners.
Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr JASPER-This is precisely on the Bill. The Minister understands the debate is
about changes to the Mines Act so that appropriate protection will be afforded in the future
to individuals who own land in rural areas.

I reiterate my concern about retrospectivity. This concern will be debated further in the
Committee stage, as retrospectivity is proposed by the provisions of clause 14. The proposed
new section 77 to be inserted by clause 9 will provide protection for landowners against
frivolous applications for mining permits, and must be considered closely.
The National Party is extremely pleased with the proposed amendments to section 512
of the principal Act. They will provide for a landowner's representative to be appointed to
the Mining Consultative Committee. That is a major step forward in providing protection.
The Victorian Farmers Federation has indicated the appointee should be a member of its
organisation. I am confident that the Minister will appoint an appropriate person who will
be able to protect the rights of landowners and will be a true representative of their
interests.
Could I in passing suggest to the Minister that an appropriate person may be Mr David
Plante. He has undertaken extensive negotiations on the Bill and has been invited to many
places around the State to speak on the current Mines Act. He has experienced difficulties
with claims made over his property. In protecting his land he has undertaken activities
which have been of enormous cost to him. He has been present at investigations conducted
by the Mining Consultative Committee and boards of review. He has gone into court and
has been able to present a strong case within the legal system in protecting his land. It has
been at a cost to him and he has sought the support of the Victorian Farmers Federation.
The Victorian Farmers Federation has made comments on amendments proposed to
be made to the principal Act. I refer particularly to comments in relation to clause 5. They
coincide with an amendment which the National Party will propose.
The government has made some moves and the Minister recognises that the upsurge in
mining activities in the State of Victoria requires that the Mines Act be refined. That is
the terminology the Minister has used-refinement and changes to the principal Act so
that Victoria can go into the 1990s and to the turn of the century providing appropriate
protection for all people, whether they are operating as miners or as farmers, they are
affected by the claims that are being made across the State.
I indicate that the National Party will support the proposed legislation. Members of the
National Party will examine the proposed amendments of the Minister. I foreshadow a
major amendment to extend the provisions of clause 5.
With the proposed amendments, it is hoped that the Bill will provide a response to the
concerns expressed by individuals right across the State and that appropriate protection
will be available, with compensation under public liability. The Bill will protect farming
activities and pursuits in the future.
As I have detailed, the Bill does not go far enough in providing all the protection needed
into the future. I hope the Minister will take note of my comments and that further
amendments will be proposed so that the Mines Act will provide protection for the people
of Victoria in general and landowners in particular.
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Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-It is interesting to note that the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources said that a review of the Mines Act is being undertaken at
present. Most Victorians would agree with the statements made by Mr David Robertson
in an article entitled "Mining on Private Land" which appeared in the October edition of
Trust News. The article states:
The rationale behind the Mines Act is that the Crown owns all the minerals. The Crown grants a licence or a
title for someone to extract the minerals on its behalf. The landowner is entitled to compensation, the amount
being decided by the miner and the landowner or, if they fail to come to an agreement, by the Land Valuation
Board of Review. The compensation decided on represents the loss of productive earnings ofa piece ofland for
the period it is unavailable. Landowners claim it does not represent anything of the sort.

The honourable member for Murray Valley cited the case history of Mr David Plante,
who endeavoured to have proper arrangements made to ensure that if access to his land
was given, proper compensation would be paid. The statement by Mr David Robertson
represents the understanding of most people about the Mines Act.
One would assume that, in any rewriting of the Act, that principle would be addressed.
The Mines Act has existed for some time and, if the principle behind it is to be addressed,
one wonders why there is a need for the Bill, especially clause 5 which, at best, can be said
to contain some faults.
Clause 5 deals with the marking out or mining of Crown land and sets out a number of
qualifications. However, it takes no account of other activities that may be undertaken on
the land. No parameters are provided in proposed section 9A dealing with Crown land
and private land. It states:
(1) Unless with the written consent of the Minister, a person who is(a) the owner ofa claim; or
(b) an applicant for the registration of a claimis not entitled to enter for the purpose of marking out or mining Crown land-

used as a garden, orchard or vineyard; or
(d) on which is a spring, lake, artificial reservoir, dam, sheepwash or woolshed is located and is in bona
fide occupation.
(c)

I venture to say that every farming property in Victoria has a dam on it. Does the Bill
propose that once a property-irrespective of its size and boundaries-has a dam, no
claims can be made?
Mr Jasper-It says, "within 100 metres of'.
Mr COLEMAN-It says "within 100 metres of Crown land; it does not say that it is
within 100 metres of the dam.
The SPEAKER-Order! Perhaps that point might be better dealt with during the
Committee stage.
Mr COLEMAN-It may be a Committee Bill. I accept that it contains a range of
unrelated issues. Before honourable members deal with the Bill in Committee, they should
understand what the Bill proposes.

It is clear that the Bill refers to an item within 100 metres of Crown land; it does not say
the item has to be within 100 metres of any of the items spelt out in paragraphs (a), (b),
(c), (cl), (e), and (/). If one accepts that the Crown owns the minerals and has some charge
over them-we acknowledge that freehold titles in Victoria should be sacrosanct-one
sees that the question of what a miner is able to mark out or make a claim on is liable to
severe criticism. I stand to be corrected if I am wrong.
My reading of the Bill is that parameters should have been drawn up about the meaning
of a "garden, orchard or vineyard". What about vineyards which are part of farms? I
instance the 1a-acre vineyard of the Honourable Fred Grimwade, which is located on a

2336

ASSEMBLY

12 November 1987

Mines (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill

2600-acre property. Does the Bill mean that, because a vineyard is located on his property,
his whole property is excluded from mining?
One could also use the examples of dams for the storage of water or sheepwashes.
Virtually every grazing property must have a sheep dip or sheepwash of some sort.
Although the intent might be clear, the Bill will cause problems in application. I hope that,
when the Bill reaches the Committee stage and these matters are dealt with specifically,
the issue will be further clarified.
As a community we have to accept that mining will continue to be carried out. We
acknowledge that a clear need exists for the income derived from mining to ensure that
community aspirations continue to be met. We know an interface exists between miners
and farmers using the land for rural pursuits. They both produce exports and the income
received is necessary for the community to obtain the wealth it enjoys.
Therefore, when those interfaces occur, an amicable method of solving problems needs
to be found so that disputes can be settled as they occur. The Bill is an attempt in that
direction. I believe it was stimulated by a visit by the Minister to Rutherglen. It would be
interestin~ to know whether that caused the problems at the conference when the Minister
was chastlsed by the party for not seeking the help of the local Australian Labor Party
branch.
If the Bill is a direct result of the Minister taking an interest in the problem, he is to be
congratulated. However, shortcomings are evident in what is trying to be achieved. I hope,
as we proceed, honourable members will be given a clearer understanding of what is
intended.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-A tremendous number of people in the electorate I represent
are affected by the Mines Act. More areas of land have been affected over the years in that
electorate than in any other electorate in the State.
Ever since I have been a member of Parliament-and I am sure long before thatattempts have been made to tidy up, improve, and amend the Mines Act. In the main,
those attempts by the Minister, the department and the government have failed to address
the problems.
It is interesting to hear the Minister say that a further review of the Mines Act is to take
place. Reviews of the Act have been going on for a number of years, and I hope the current
review will find the answer.

The Bill does little to overcome the problems. As the honourable member for Syndal
said, clause 5 is a dog's breakfast. The inteIjections, which I know are not supposed to take
place, when he spoke about that clause, showed the confusion that exists. I do not believe
clause 5 will answer the problems.
We must try to look after the landowner, particularly the private landowner, while still
encouraging the people genuinely involved in prospecting and mining. Unfortunately,
many people are simply interested in pegging out land for the sake of it, and that cuts
across the benefits of the two different groups.
It is an unnatural process that someone can go on to private property, stick some pegs
in the ground and claim certain rights. It is strange that someone is allowed to dig a hole
in the ground and extract gold from private property. However, I am not opposed to that;
it is part of the tradition and history of this country. Victoria was based on gold prospecting
in the first instance. The genuine prospector and miner must be encouraged, for the wellbeing of the economy of the country.

Methods of goldmining have changed considerably. The modern techniques are of
concern to me in the areas of Talbot, Clunes, Maryborou~, Stawell, Ararat, St Arnaud
and Great Western. Large machines are now used for minIng operations. The method of
simply digging a hole or sinking a shaft is outdated. Today, large machines take the topsoil
from a property and put it through a certain process. At a later stage the topsoil is returned
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and the miners claim that the land is in better shape than it was before it was mined. An
unfortunate farmer or someone who had a 10 to 40-hectare hobby farm would not believe
it was good for his property to have someone take topsoil from 5 acres of it, process it and
sow it down at a later stage, and they could not be blamed for that.
In the old days, goldmining was done by pick and shovel. Today, it is done extremely
differently. Goldmining will continue to be a growth industry. In the mid-l 850s-the early
days of goldmining-many mines were closed, not because the gold-bearing reef ran out
but because the miners were beaten by either water or foul air. The technology to overcome
those problems was not available.
With the current price of ~old and because the State and Federal governments have
wrecked the economy of thIS country, there is increased interest in prospecting and
goldmining.
I hope the review of the Mines Act will take place as soon as possible and that the
findings of the review will result in the government taking action that will look after the
interests of landowners, particularly those people with small hobby farms in goldmining
areas, which are undulating and attractively timbered. Those areas attract people who
wish to live an alternative lifestyle.
The Bill is an attempt to remedy some of the problems of the Mines Act. It does little to
overcome the problems of small private landowners in Victoria.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I am pleased that
the Bill has the unanimous support of all parties. A variety of emphases have come out
during the debate, and they have highlighted the undoubted complexity of the Bill, the
Mines Act and the underlying issues.
There is renewed interest in mining in Victoria, particularly goldmining. That is reflected
in the re-establishment of the Chamber of Mines, the newspaper articles referred to by
honourable members contributing to the debate and representations all honourable
members receive from the plethora of organisations interested in goldmining. The
increasing interest in goldmining is partly because of the significant increase in the price
of gold and also, as the honourable member for Ripon indicated, because of new technology
for goldmining.
I am certain that impetus will be maintained in the future. I am on the public record as
recognising that and, more fundamentally, supporting it. I take up the comment of the
honourable member for Syndal: the community cannot rest and let this potential wealth
lie in the ground. We must take appropriate steps to ensure that mining activity is not
only maintained but also significantly enhanced. Gold has played an important role in the
history of Victoria, and it will continue to do so.
Honourable members referred to the problems with the Mines Act. That does not reflect
on the present government or the previous Liberal government. The problems date back
to the basic structure of the Mines Act, which was on the statute book at the turn of the
century. The problems are articulated by landowners, and members of the National Party
highlighted that. They are also articulated by miners, both large and small.
The honourable member for Ballarat North emphasised the difficulties faced by small
operators. The Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria Ltd, an organisation with
a long and proud history in Victoria drawing on a heritage dating back 100 years, has
circulated to me and to all honourable members its concern at the significant weaknesses
and problems with the Mines Act. The Chamber of Mines has also highlighted the problems.
Landowner groups are being established with the primary focus of addressing the issue
of mining. Meetings of such groups have been held in Clunes, Castlemaine, Rutherglen
and dozens of other places. That momentum will develop because there is significant
concern on the part of landowners about what is happening, despite the fact that the
provisions of the Mines Act have been in place for many years.
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The government was faced with two choices: obvious fundamental problems existed,
and a total review of the Mines Act was necessary to get the principles right and to strike
what the honourable members for Syndal and Balwyn described as an appropriate balance
between the interests of landowners and the mining industry. The government has made
a commitment to undertake that review. However, the government also had to consider
whether some palliative steps should be taken to try to meet the legitimate concerns of
miners and landowners and whether that should be the first step to address the problems.
The government has adopted the course of introducing a series of amendments to the
Mines Act to try to meet the immediate needs. At the same time, it undertakes to implement
the fundamental review of the Act.
•
The honourable member for Murray Valley referred to the saga involving Mr David
Plante, of which many honourable members would be aware. That concerned gentleman
articulated his concern on this issue. I visited the property and met with him. Mr Plante
had a legitimate concern that had to be addressed, and that convinced me of the need to
put in place some short-term measures, if only to stop potential difficulties between miners
and landowners in some parts of the State.
The honourable member for Balwyn expressed his party's support for the proposed
legislation but at the same time expressed a number of concerns that I shall attempt to
address during the Committee stage. The concerns were based largely on a submission
that both he and I received from the Chamber of Mines. During the Committee stage I
shall move amendments-a copy of which the honourable member has-that address, in
part, his concerns.
The Chamber of Mines expressed two main areas of concern. The first related to clause
5, to which the honourable member for Syndal referred. Legal officers and officers of my
department have examined that set of concerns in detail and the major part does not need
to be addressed in the proposed legislation. A second set of concerns raised by the chamber
related to clause 13, which deletes from the Mines Act the mining title holder's powers of
compulsory acquisition. The concerns expressed by the chamber indicated that that should
be dealt with in the total review of the Mines Act.
Through the proposed legislation, I was attempting to draw on the concerns expressed
by miners and landholders to introduce a measure that dealt with the provision that has
rarely been used, if ever, in the past 50 or 60 years. I did not want that provision to become
a symbol of the increasing difficulties that are emerging in the mining industry. For that
reason, I was unable to respond to the request from the chamber to withdraw that
amendment. Members of other parties have not spoken disparagingly about that provision
in the Mines Act. That was an understandable and proper response to the issue raised in
the community.
The honourable member for Gippsland East reinforced the need to address the concerns
expressed by landowners. He lent his support to the Bill for that reason. The honourable
member referred to the Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria Ltd and the need
to ensure that the mining regime meets the concerns of not only large mining organisations
but also the smaller miners who have played an important role in the State's history. The
interest in the small mining activities is growing.
In conclusion, I shall deal with the review to which I referred earlier. Firstly, I have
requested officers of my department to prepare a position paper, which should be available
for circulation by the end of the year. Secondly, after the paper has been circulated, a
detailed review of the mining industry will need to be undertaken. The government hopes
to receive the total cooperation of interested sections of the mining industry and the
community in undertaking that difficult task.
In discussions with the Chamber of Mines, it has indicated its willingness to use its
resources to work with officers of my department and the government to bring the review
to a successful cqnclusion. I am sure the Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria

.\fines (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2339

Ltd will work in conjunction with the Chamber of Mines. No doubt the association will
want to put forward a separate view as well.
I shall take a somewhat unusual step of inviting representatives of the Liberal and
National parties to involve themselves in the review. I am not endeavouring to create
something for myself but legislation that will establish a new mining regime which will
not only apply now and in the next few years but also well into the next century. People in
the mining industry are looking for certainty and clarity in the way the industry can and
should operate in the future. I ask the honourable members for Balwyn and Gippsland
East to consider my offer to work through this major area with the government, the
chamber, and the association during the next year or so.
There are real shortcomings in the processes and procedures in the department. For
example, there are unacceptable delays in the processing of applications made within the
mining industry. The government recognises that shortcoming and is endeavouring to
utilise its resources both in computerisation and through skilled staff to ensure that they
play their part-minor as it is-and to ensure that the industry has an appropriate
environment and climate in which to operate in future.
The mining industry has a great and important future ahead of it. The government and
I will work to bring to fruition the wealth in the State so that this and future generations
may benefit. Again I thank honourable members for their contributions and support for
the Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause I
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I remind the Committee of the somewhat unusual
circumstances under which the second-reading debate on the Bill resumed. The debate
was called on unexpectedly and without foundation at 1.30 a.m., Wednesday. As a result,
my initial response was less than ideal because among the miscellaneous amendments are
a number of important matters that Parliament needs to consider.
The Opposition intends using the Committee stage to debate the Bill in more detail.
The Opposition will be urging the Committee to consider the miscellaneous amendments
enshrined in the Bill with the greatest care and in detail. The Opposition is not persuaded
that this piecemeal series of amendments will assist to resolve the difficulties faced by the
mining industry and other land users in the mining industry in the manner the Minister
hopes they will. Far more radical surgery needs to be done on the Mines Act and the
Minister has acknowledged that need.
The inadequacies of the amendments to fulfil the purposes of clause 1 can be reco~ised,
in part, by the introduction of seven more government amendments. The BIll was
introduced in August to replace the Mines (Amendment) Bill, which had been introduced
in April. As the government blunders on, it realises that its measures are not good enough.
A Bill was introduced in April and then withdrawn, and another was introduced in August.
Now that Bill has been brought on for debate in November, and seven more amendments
will be proposed to it.
The message the government is giving is that the Mines Act in its present form is
inadequate to deal with mining and mineral exploration in Victoria in the present
circumstances.
In the submission of the Chamber of Mines to which the Minister referred the chamber
expressed a strong preference for not proceeding for the time being with the Bill in its
present form but, rather, reducing the scope of the Bill so that it dealt with only those
clauses which are of lesser concern and which add to efficiency of administration. I am
disappointed that the Minister has not responded to that request from the Chamber of
Mines.
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The Minister is concerned about the anxiety which is being generated among landowners
by a great deal of so-called mining activity. Some of that activity is genuine but some ofit
is highly speculative and could be described as suspect, to say the least. The rash of pegs
appearing across Victoria is not all coming from genuine mining interests.
I should have preferred an amendment to the Mines Act which attempted to delineate
the difference between genuine mining and mineral exploration and the purely speculative
activity of the real estate entrepreneurs which is causing more stress to landowners than
anything else.
I am encouraged that the Minister intends to have an immediate and substantial review
of the Mines Act. The Opposition has reached the same conclusion. On behalf of the
Opposition, it is my intention to lead a special project for a major review of the Mines
Act.
I welcome the Minister's invitation to join an all-party working committee which, I
trust, will take into account the interests of those sections of the community which have a
particular concern with such areas.
The Opposition will not allow problems in the area of mining and mineral exploration
in Victoria to multiply as they have in the past. The Opposition has expressed its intentions
in regard to the submissions of the Chamber of Mines. For the information of the
government, I am glad to publicly endorse those intentions. It will be a major project for
the Opposition-and a major project for me.
I take this opportunity of advising the Committee that this afternoon I shall be
announcing my intention to retire from Parliament at the next State election. As a result
of that decision I shall be stepping down from my other shadow Cabinet responsibilities
next week. It is my intention to make this special project on the Mines Act a No. 1 priority
during the remaining days of this Parliament. It is a task which will play a key part in the
future economic development of Victoria. I look forward to the opportunity of working
with the Minister.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-The statement made by the honourable
member for Balwyn of his intention to retire will be received with sadness by all members
of the Committee.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-On behalf of the National Party, I express regret about
the statement of the honourable member for Balwyn that he will be retiring. I have always
found him to be a man of honesty and integrity, and a person to be trusted.
I am sure the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will be pleased with the
statement the honourable member made about his willingness to do what he can to assist
in the revision of the Mines Act.
The National Party will be pleased to cooperate with the Minister on any committee
that may be set up to work to provide a more effective Mines Act. The National Party is
willing to contribute towards making the Act adequate to the development of mining in
Victoria so that necessary mechanisms are provided for individuals and companies in the
mining industry. The National Party will cooperate with the Minister to provide appropriate
protection for miners, landowners and everyone else who is involved in mining activities
throughout the State.
I note that the Minister is frowning at me. I am aware that he is trying to contain the
length of the speeches made on the Bill, but when he responded on behalf of the government
he virtually took all the time that was available to him.
Mr David Plante's name has been mentioned on a number of occasions. He is a person
I know well and he has taken upon himself the particular project of trying to get more
appropriate protection for landowners. His experience should be utilised by the government
because he has an extensive knowledge of the Mines Act and of mining activities.

Mines (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2341

In an article in the Weekly Times some time ago, he is quoted as having said:
The things I've been pushing for in the Mines Act appear to be coming through in this Bill, at least as a bandaid
job.

The Bill is more than a bandaid job; it is moving in the right direction. Although it does
not provide all the protection which the National Party desires for landowners and does
not provide the appropriate checks and balances that should be included within the Act,
it is a step in the right direction. Mr Plante went on to say that he was ilnpressed with the
Minister's desire to reform the Act, although he said he thought the Minister's minders
were not as dedicated. I hope that will be noted in the Minister's department. I have
received complete cooperation from people involved in the mining division of the
Minister's department. They have always attempted to provide a balanced view.
Mr Plante saw claim pegs across his property; he wished to operate a farming operation
without the interference of miners. In the first instance he said that he did not want them
there at all, but then he said that if they were to undertake mining activities on his land
appropriate protections should be provided. In the article, Mr Plante went on to say that
if miners were to operate on his property he wanted to make sure that the department
provided the appropriate protections for compensation and public liability in all activities
that were to be undertaken by miners operating on his property-or on any other
landowner's property within Victoria.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 2 and 3.
Clause 4
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
1. Clause 4, lines 7 to 10, omit the expression beginning "the person who" and ending with "dispute to the
Board" and insert-"(i) the person who referred the matter to the Board; or
(ii) if the matter relates to the determination of an amount payable in addition to compensation already
payable under this Act, the person who is liable to pay that additional amount".

The honourable member for Murray Valley referred to the issue of the awarding of costs.
This amendment meets the concern he has expressed and I believe it will be broadly
supported.
I take this opportunity of commenting on the honourable member for Balwyn's indication
to retire at the next election. It is certainly a surprise to me-and to many others, I am
sure-that this announcement will be made. The honourable member will be sorely
missed-although there is a long time yet until the next election.
I am delighted that he has taken upon himself the task he outlined-the very important
task of working for the review of the Mines Act. I am sure the Leader of his party is
delighted that he has agreed to continue with that important role. The honourable member
for Balwyn will be very helpful and will play a key role in that work over the next year or
so.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The National Party supports the amendment and the
amending clause contained in the Bill. The Minister said that the clause allows for an
appropriate compensation to a landowner to be determined where mining activities on a
particular property are proposed. Concern about this matter has been expressed by some
miners because the provisions of clause 4 do not allow the Land Valuation Board of
Review to award costs against a party to proceedings who did not refer the dispute to the
board. I understand why some mining companies are concerned, because they may make
an offer to a landowner for compensation that the landowner does not accept. The mining
company is then in the position of having to appeal to the Land Valuation Board of
Review to resolve the dispute and obtain agreement on appropriate compensation.
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The National Party, although recognising the concerns of mining companies, does not
believe the provision should be changed at this time and supports the proposed amendment
and the clause.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Clause 4 deals with the power of the Land Valuation Board
of Review to award costs. It creates a unique situation in that the power to award costs
will be limited so that costs can be awarded only against the party that brings the matter
before the board. One can understand the reason for the proposal. I am ~ad that the
amendment moderates the provision to some extent so that under certain cIrcumstances
the costs may go the other way. It was an issue that I had raised during the second-reading
debate and I am glad to see that response to it.
I seriously doubt whether the clause, even in its amended form, is fair and equitable.
Surely, in any case where there is a hearing before a panel and there are two persons or
organisations in a combatant position, it is up to the board to determine the bona fides of
the two parties. If one of the parties is acting in a vexatious or frivolous manner, the
awarding of costs against that party should be at the discretion of the board.
I support the Land Valuation Board of Review having the power to award costs, but if
the board is not equipped to make a considered judgment concerning the terms of the
costs to be awarded, it raises a query about whether the board is the appropriate arbitrator
to determine these disputes. That arbitrator, I believe, should have the power of discretion,
and the Committee should ask itself whether the board is the correct body to do that.
I raise the point now for the consideration of the Committee and the notice of the
Minister. It may well be something that should be examined with the Mines Act. The
Opposition does not oppose the clause or the amendment at this stage.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 5
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
2. Clause 5, page 2, line 25, omit the words and expressions on this line and insert"(b) either-

(i) entitled to mark out land for the purposes of applying for the registration ofa claim; or
(ii) an applicant for the registration of a claim-".

The amendment relates to concerns raised by the Chamber of Mines, one of which relates
to the marking out arrangements. The amendment attempts to address that problem.
Proposed section 9A (1) (a) and (b) refer to a person who is not entitled to enter wishing
to enter a claim for the purposes of marking out or mining Crown land for the registration
of a claim. This arises after entry and marking out on Crown land, so the clause needs to
be altered.
The amendment caters properly for the understandable concerns which the chamber
expressed in its submission and which were mentioned earlier by the honourable members
for Syndal and Balwyn in their comments in the second-reading debate.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I am glad that the Minister has responded to the problem
raised earlier but, quite frankly, the Minister still continues to be inadequately advised on
the issue.
The Bill, if so amended, will end up with an extraordinary set of words in proposed new
section 9A. It will read, in part:
Unless with the written consent of the Minister a person who is ...
(i) entitled to mark out land for the purposes of applying for the registration of a claim; or
(ii) an applicant for the registration of a clairnis not entitled to enter for the purpose of marking out or mining Crown land ...
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When put together the words are extraordinary-"a person who is ... entitled ... is not
entitled". The drafting of this provision is grossly inadequate to achieve what the clause is
attempting to do.
The clause is inadequate on another point. It says that, "Unless with the written consent
of the Minister, a person who is ... the owner of a claim ... is not entitled" to mark out
land for the purposes of applying for the registration of a claim, and so on. The person
cannot own a claim before he has marked it out. Does not the act of marking out turn him
into the owner of the claim and make him the applicant for the claim? It may be argued
strongly that that person is not the owner of the claim. To put into proposed legislation
that an owner of a claim is not entitled to enter certain land for the purpose of marking
out that land continues to be a verbal nonsense.
I am disappointed that the Minister's advisers have not come up with a simple,
straightforward set of words to remedy this problem. There are some other aspects of
clause 5 that I shall touch on shortly.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-The Committee should be cognisant of what the honourable
member for Balwyn has said. The most recent good news in the mining industry was the
discovery of a reef of gold at Tennant Creek. I know that it is not related to Victoria, but
clause 5 says that before one starts mining on Crown land one must go to the Minister and
make an application.

The concept I have of mining is that it is a sneak and destroy operation. A prospector
discovers the mineral, pegs out the area, makes a claim and then works it. The amendment
proposes that the prospector must first go to the Minister to obtain approval to go and
have a look. That alerts everyone to the fact that that person is suspicious that some
mineral is present in a specific area. It is a clumsy arrangement that a person must first
obtain the Minister's approval before he is able to establish whether the mineral is actually
available, and it goes against the whole thread of prospecting and mineral development.
The Bill contains some complicated terminology. The Prospectors and Miners
Association of Victoria Ltd, in a letter to the Honourable M. J. Arnold, MLC, of27 August
condensed it to a few words. That letter states:
... the intention of sub-section (1) is to prevent miners pegging claims on Crown land within 100 metres of a
residence. That could be said in two lines of plain English. We are concerned that because of its confused
construction, this section may be used for all manner of restrictive practices which were never intended.

The honourable member for Balwyn has explained the convoluted clause in the Bill that
was further convoluted in the amendment. As the Prospectors and Miners Association of
Victoria Ltd rightly pointed out, if the intention is to prevent a person pegging a claim
within 100 metres of a residence or any other fixture mentioned in the Bill, two lines of
plain English would have expressed it succinctly.
As the clause stands, the Minister has control of the way in which Crown land will be
used and owns the minerals contained in that Crown land. Any prospector seeking to
mine that mineral must go cap in hand to the Minister and express a desire to peg a claim.
By the time he has done that, he will probably find a queue in front of him working the
claim he intended to prospect. The Minister should consider the way prospectors have
generally worked over a number of years.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable members for Syndal and Balwyn for their comments on this issue which I
agree is important. I also agree that the language is convoluted; it is in keeping with the
rest of the Mines Act so it is in effect a consistency of style. I acknowledge here, as I have
done publicly, that that style is inadequate and a plain English Act is needed. I agree with
the Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria Ltd on that point.

I shall consider the other comments made by honourable members when the Bill is
between here and another place.
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The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I move:
1. Clause 5, line 32, after "bore" insert "or for a water supply for stock or for domestic purposes".

I seek your guidance, Mr Acting Chairman. I should like to speak on my amendments Nos
2 to 6 when discussing amendment No. 1.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! That is acceptable to the
Committee because amendments Nos 2 to 6 are dependent on amendment No. 1.
Mr JASPER-The National Party accepts that clause 5 will provide better protection
for landowners where specific activities are being undertaken. Amendment No. 1 will
allow for the provision of water supplies for stock and domestic purposes to be exempt
from mining activities.
The Minister would be aware that this was a concern expressed by Mr David Plante
because of what occurred on a property in the Rutherglen area. A drill was sunk in an area
where a bore and windmill, which provided water to approximately 600 acres of land
through pipes from the bore to the various paddocks, were operating.
If a mine were drilled adjacent to and below the level of a bore and aquifer and water
found its way into the mine, that could have a dramatic effect on the water supply to the
whole property. The regional manager for the department, Mr David Pascoe, visIted the
property prior to a visit by the Minister and stipulated that mining rights and activities
that involve a test bore would not be permitted within 100 metres of a landowner's bore.
The amendment I have moved extends that to cover water supplies.

Whether a distance of 100 metres is sufficient is another matter that is open to debate.
However, it is moving in the right direction in protecting the landowner who has a water
supply from a bore.
Many country properties have not only bores and windmills but also channels running
through the properties or streams that provide water for stock. It is necessary that any
mining or drilling activity should not be allowed within close proximity to stock or
domestic water supplies.
The honourable member for Syndal spoke about mining prospecting on Crown land.
The amendments I propose cover not only Crown land but also private land. Clause 5
also mentions that mining is not permitted within 100 metres of private land used for the
purposes of buildings or works. That includes gardens, orchards and vineyards. The area
allowed for a vineyard in the principal Act is 4 hectares. The Bill provides that no activity
can be undertaken within any vineyard. The National Party strongly supports that
provision.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for Murray Valley for his explanation on the first and related
amendments, numbered 1 to 6 in his name, all of the same principle. The honourable
member for Gippsland East made available copies of the amendments to me for my
consideration. I have had some initial legal advice and there are some concerns about the
potential impact of the amendments, as drafted.
For example, there is reference to "water supply"; that could be interpreted as any water
tank on a property. That is not the intention of the National Party but it has a potential
difficulty. Also, the description of "substantial building" in another amendment may cause
some legal implications.
I undertake to examine between here and another place the issues raised by the
honourable member for Murray Valley. I have discussed the difficulties with the honourable
member for Gippsland East and I shall obtain more technical details from legal and other
officers involved with the Bill.
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For the reasons outlined, I am not in a position to accept the amendment or any of the
proposed amendments, but they will be given due consideration between here and another
place.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I express concern about the amendments the honourable
member for Murray Valley has proposed. I understand the intention of them, and have
some sympathy, but I have concerns about the possible consequences of clause 5 as it now
stands, and indeed as it would be with the proposed amendments.
The amendment moved by the National Party causes difficulty. For example, there may
be Crown land adjacent to private farm land; in effect the National Party is saying that the
Crown land would not be available for mineral development if it happens to be within
100 metres of a water supply for stock or for domestic purposes. That water supply could
be a trough to which water is conveyed by a pipeline on the farmer's land.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr RAMSA Y -The amendment says, "or for a water supply for stock or for domestic
purposes"; it could be water conveyed to a trough by a pipeline on the boundary of a
particular farm. Crown land within 100 metres of that installation would not be available
for marking out for mining purposes without that property owner's permission.
Significant problems could be created by giving the property owner a veto over that
activity. While sympathising with the intention of the National Party's amendments, the
necessary words to achieve a satisfactory result are not yet expressed.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I have listened with interest to the comments of the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, and to the response by the honourable
member for Balwyn. Since the comments made by the Minister I have had a discussion
with the honourable member for Gippsland East. The National Party is prepared to accept
the assurance of the Minister that he will examine between here and another place the
implications of the amendment.
The honourable member for Balwyn said that if a bore or a windmill were close to the
boundary of Crown land, perhaps mining activities should continue on the Crown land. If
there are to be activities on the Crown land adjacent to an area where there is a windmill
or bore, they would have an effect on reducing the water supply to that property. Members
of the National Party would be opposed to that.
That is the impact of what I said earlier. It is not our intention to impose restrictions in
the case of a trough alongside a boundary fence; rather we are referring to a channel which
may be in proximity to Crown land or on a person's property, and is supplying water to
the property.
In all the discussions I omitted to mention the part relating to "substantial buildings
used for farming purposes". That is important; it is included as part of the proposed
amendments to the clause. Where "substantial buildings" exist-for example, hay sheds
or shearing sheds-considerations should be given to the landowner. It may be that he
approves of the particular circumstance, but he needs that protection.
The National Party accepts the assurance of the Ministry for Industry, Technology and
Resources that the matters will be examined while the Bill is between here and another
place. The proposed amendments tighten the interpretations even further and provide
appropriate protection that is needed for farmers and people operating in rural areas, as
distinct from those living in urban areas.
On the undertaking provided by the Minister, I shall not proceed with the amendment
I have moved, nor with the proposed amendments to the clause, which are related. The
National Party accept the assurances provided by the Minister.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-May I clarify
whether the honourable member for Murray Valley is proceeding with all his amendments?
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Mr Jasper-No. I am not.
By leave, the amendment was withdrawn.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
3. Oause 5, page 3, line 1, after this line insert'( ) In section 303 (1) of the Principal Act after "may" (where first occurring) insert", subject to this section,".'

The amendment restricts an implied unintentional power to enter private land; I understand
it will be supported by all honourable members.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
4. Clause 5, page 3, line 21, omit "(3)" and insert "(4)".

The amendment simply corrects a typographical mistake.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I direct the Committee's attention to the genuine concerns
about clause 5 as expressed to the government and to me by the Chamber of Mines. The
community recognises that the Chamber of Mines is not simply an industrial organisation
which is out to push its own barrow at the expense of the community in order to achieve
its own ends.
The Chamber of Mines includes many notable mining companies and organisations,
whose records show an attitude of community responsibility which should be applauded
by all. That chamber has indicated its objective is to revitalise the mining industry in
Victoria with the proviso that other community interests will be protected, and that the
social and physical environments of Victorian communities should be properly examined.
Having said that, the chamber has stated that the way the government is proceeding
with clause 5, to introduce the new restrictions on areas where mining activities would be
permitted on both Crown and private land, could generate more problems than could be
solved. The chamber's concern about clause 5 is the fundamental access to mineral
resources. The chamber expresses the belief that such problems would be more
appropriately dealt with in a comprehensive review of the Act, rather than by an interim
amendment.
The chamber's submission to the government states:
A danger is also seen that aspects of the amendment Bill in its present form may entrench politically sensitive
provisions which the government may find difficult to modify in the course of a subsequent overall review.

Those are serious words. I can understand the chamber's anxiety if clause 5 proceeds in
its present form. The clause makes provision for a windmill on Crown land or on private
land adjacent to Crown land. No matter the purpose of the windmill-it may be to provide
wind-generated power rather than for drawing water from an underground bore-its
significance for mining may be small. The provision is a new restriction on mining access
to land.

It concerns me, that although the Chamber of Mines has asked the government to hold
its horses on this clause, the government is proceeding with it. I register that concern with
the government. The problem will be on its head when it wants to introduce a
comprehensive review of the Mines Act. The government may have been better advised
to delay the passage of clause 5.
Mr A. T. EVANS (Ballarat North)-The honourable member for Murray Valley referred
to the way Parliament shuns retrospective legislation. Honourable members will agree
with that but in this case I am asking for retrospective legislation only where mining
operations have not yet commenced so as to provide safeguards for landowners where
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private land has already been pegged. Proposed section 9A (4) as it stands now will not be
effective because it will apply only to future leases and mining rights.
I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources to consider extending the
restrictions over leases and mining rights where operations have not commenced. As the
honourable member for Murray Valley pointed out, many of the miners are exploiters$2 companies-and should not be entitled to put at risk the rights of farmers and
homeowners to receive their services, such as water supplies. The Minister should carefully
consider that proposition while the Bill is between here and another place. The controls
should be extended to cover land on which no mining operation has started and on which
only leases or miner's rights are held.
The Minister may suggest that this can be considered when the Mines Act is reviewed
but I believe it should be attended to immediately because it is so important. I am pleading
particularly for the Concerned Citizens Group in the Creswick area. I remind the Minister
that I was asked to convey to him personally objections against current lease applications.
The application has gone through the system today. I am sure the Minister will assure that
group that its application will be seriously considered.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I share the respect
of the honourable member for Balwyn for the Chamber of Mines. I shall be happy to make
available to the honourable member officers to go through each of the aspects of clause 5.
The government accepts the responsibility that he properly directed to it.

I understand the sincerity of the honourable member for Ballarat North and what he
was saying. There are people who have taken out various mining applications that are
purely of a speculative nature. Those people, who are not genuine miners, are causing real
concern in many parts of Victoria. In addition, many legitimate miners have marked out
land on the basis of the current provisions and it would be unfair of the government to
make the changes retrospective. I shall discuss the matter with the honourable member
for Ballarat North to determine whether there are other ways of addressing the underlying
concerns in his area.
The clause, as amended, was agreed to.
Clause 6
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-l move:
5. Clause 6, page 4, line 16, omit "paragraph (b) is repealed;" and insert-'(i) in paragraph (a), for "owner's" substitute "applicant's"; and
(ii) paragraph (b) is repealed;'.

The amendment seeks to correct an anomaly. It is as a consequence of changes made in
amendment No. 2.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr COLEMA~ (Syndal)-The intention of clause 6, among other things, is to extend
the time allowed for applications to the Mining Registrar. The current 60-day limit was
inserted in the Act by the Minister' predecessor. Its effect is highlighted in correspondence
from the Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria Ltd to the Honourable M. J.
Arnold in the other House. I shall read two extracts from that correspondence. The first
letter, dated 31 August 1987, states:
The present provisions were introduced in the 1983 amendments and form essential part of the Hon. David
R. White's undertaking ' ... to restore and enshrine the miner's right' and ' ... guarantee the holder of the right

to peg, register, and w()rk a claim'.
Time limits, for example, for the performance of administrative functions are an essential to the implementation
of David White's undertaking.
The reality, of coune, is that the administration has not been performing.
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I understand that it currently takes about ten months to register a claim as opposed to the statutory requirement
of 30 days.
Again, during 1985-86, 228 miner's right claims were granted, while during the same year 415 applications
were received ...

The association seems to be asking why recognition of the claim has been extended. The
other letter from the association, dated 27 August 1987, states:
In the case of leases, granting takes upwards of two years. Is this now the intention of DITR for miner's right
claims? The removal of the time limit would seem to indicate that this is the case.
The present procedure was put in place by the Labor government in 1983. Can it be assumed that it was a
mistake? Keith Bowen was unable to provide reasons for the change. The present legislation for registering claims
is working most satisfactorily and it seems unwise to make such a major change. The present procedure has been
one of the triumphs of the 1983 amendments.

There seems to be general support for the current provisions of the Act.
I shall refer to the proposed extension of time for applications. I hope the Minister will
consider the point raised by the prospectors and miners and will ensure that people who
make applications at least have their claims dealt with as expeditiously as possible, rather
than letting the time lapse so that it takes twelve months for applications to be processed.
The Minister should ascertain whether it is necessary to extend the time as proposed.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Clause 6 seeks to change the system of registration of miner's
right claims. The time in which one can make an application is being extended by 7 days
from 7 days to 14 days and the requirement for registration to be dealt with by the
department within 30 days is to be deleted.

The conditions under which the claim is to be registered will precede the registration.
In other words, the person who has pegged the claim, until the conditions have been
decided, cannot be certain that his or her claim will be registered. This is a change in
principle that has been promoted as being in line with other forms of entitlements under
the Act. So far as the practice in the field is concerned, it will do little to help the current
problems. The real need in the field is for claims to be dealt with expeditiously. Also, a
system is required that will identify the spurious claims of real estate entrepreneurs from
the genuine claims.
There is the serious question of people being able to peg on private land when there is
minimal intention to work the claim. Concerns are held by many landowners-not only
the owners of large tracts of land on which various miners' claims are pegged in the back
paddocks but also owners of small areas of land where a significant proportion of their
properties have been pegged. The clause requires amendment to cover the separation of
the spurious claims from the genuine and to provide a clear, fast track for their processing.
I should have preferred the Minister to come to the Chamber and say that changes had
been made within the department to speed up the processing of claims, rather than his
saying that this area of the Bill will parallel other ways of processing claims, the only effect
of which can be that they may take longer.
The clause, as amended, was agreed to.
Clause 7
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Purely as a result of the limitation of time, which effectively
left me with very little time during the second-reading debate, I shall follow this course.

Clause 7 enables the department to register daims in the exploration licence area at any
time by agreement between the parties. Obviously, this is a sensible provision and it is
one for which I commend the Minister.
The clause was agreed to.
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Clause 8
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Opposition supports clause 8 which deals with the
specialised area of eductor dredging. There has been the foolish situation of the time of
renewal for an eductor dredge licence falling in the middle of the dredging season, and that
has led to confusion.
This is a sensible amendment that brings back the time for the renewal of the licence in
line with the commencement of the season. The Opposition supports the clause.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 9
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Clause 9 gives the Minister power to refuse applications for
mining permits or licences on the ground that the person's financial standing is inadequate
or that that person's technical knowledge is inappropriate. Here, again, is a sensible clause
that attempts to sort out the genuine miner with an interest in the mineral industry of
Victoria and the real estate entrepreneurs who are simply moving in, perhaps with
inadequate resources, and beginning work but finish up in financial trouble and are not in
a position to restore the land after abortive attempts to mine.
The concept of giving the Minister power to make a reasonable request of the person to
provide, within a fixed time, details concerning his or her financial backing for the mining
proposals or to test his or her knowledge about technical matters necessary to undertake
the proposed activities is sensible.
The clause is sensible, but at the same time it gives the Minister and the department a
powerful weapon that can be used to hinder the economic activity ofa party. There should
be some right of appeal for a person who feels aggrieved because of the Minister's decision.
Although not opposing the clause, we indicate that there is an absence of any right of
appeal, and that is inadequate. I suggest that the Minister should consider this matter
while the Bill is between here and another place with a view to correcting that problem.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 10
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Clause 10 deals with a mining warden's qualifications. The
clause changes the requirement for a mining warden to be a person who has both knowledge
and experience of mining activities to a person who has either knowledge or experience.
This is a minor amendment. Why is it being made? The answer is that it is sometimes
difficult to find a person who meets that qualification and has both knowledge and
experience. The Opposition has no objection to the. amendment but it points out that
changing the qualification of a mining warden will not solve what is a real problem in the
Office of the Mining Warden-the limitations on staff.
With the currently, increased activities in mining in Victoria, the number of staff in the
field is inadequate. There is competition between the Department of Conservation, Forests
and Lands and the Minerals Group of the Department of Industry, Technology and
Resources. There is uncertainty about who has what say and there is a lack of confidence
in the community about the speed with which the department can deal with particular
matters. That is tied up with the question of staff.
Althou~ the Opposition does not object to the amendment to a mining warden's
qualificatIons, I indicate to the Committee and the Minister that the amendment will not
resolve what is an important and urgent problem. I urge the Minister to consider this
matter.

The clause was agreed to.
Clause 11
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The clause deals with the question of vexatious or frivolous
matters that might be brought before a mining warden. It gives the mining warden the
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power to award costs against a person who has brought a matter on that is vexatious or
frivolous.
Again the Opposition has no objection to that provision, but it is not an even-handed
provision. Matters that come before the mining warden are not confined to matters to be
debated before the mining warden, they also become subjects for public hearings. Persons
may seek to appear before the mining warden to argue a point of view against the applicant.
I remind the Minister that a person appearing in that context could be appearing in a
vexatious or frivolous manner simply to spite the applicant.
The mining warden should have the power to award costs against any party who behaves
in a vexatious or frivolous manner. The clause as it is worded is inadequate in that regard.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 12

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
6. Clause 12, line 23, omit "many" and insert "any".

The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 13

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The clause abolishes the mining titleholder's powers of
compulsory acquisition and is the other significant clause that has been adverted to by the
Chamber of Mines. The chamber has asked that clause 13 not be included in the Bill.
I want the Minister to seriously consider this problem so that he fully understands what
he is doing. If the clause is then passed, it will be on his head.
Departmental officers have informed the Opposition that the compulsory acquisition
powers under the Mines Act have very rarely if ever been used. However, landowners see
the provision as a threat. If they do not want mining on their properties, mining companies
or individuals still have the power to compulsorily acquire their land.
The Opposition agrees that the existing section of the Mines Act is horrendous. A
developed farm, a productive unit which may have been in a family for years, can be
subject to compulsory acquisition by another private enterprise. A mining company or
individual miner would have the power to compulsorily acquire land, simply because of a
right to explore that land for minerals. However, I am aware of no occasion in which this
provision has been used.
If the power to compulsorily acquire land is removed, what will be the position? A
property owner may be able to prevent the development of a significant mineral operation
in Victoria. It is necessary for mining companies to acquire land surrounding their
operations. One landowner could remain in the middle of a significant mining operation
and prevent the discovery of further mineral deposits. Is that in the best interests of the
State? Is it fair to the remainder of the community?
How can that problem be overcome? It is going too far to say that the landowner has no
rights and should not be able to stall a major project of tremendous value to the community?
The fact that the compulsory acquisition provision has been used so little is a strong
reason for leaving it in the Act rather than removing it summarily, when a major review
of the Mines Act is to occur.
Some changes should be made to the compulsory acquisition concept. The rules for the
compulsory acquisition of land for public purposes by statutory authorities are already
laid down. Rules are also set out for compensation and so on. I would much rather have a
compulsory acquisition power in the hands of the government than in the hands of a
major mining company. That would be in line with other compulsory acquisitions of land
for public purposes.
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This matter should be carefully considered by the Minister and the government. The
Chamber of Mines has stated that private negotiations are by far the preferred method of
land acquisition, and in most cases that system works perfectly. Some mechanism for
compulsory acquisition by the Crown should be available if it is decided in the best
interests of the community that a specific mineral project should go ahead. If that power
is removed, there will be the opportunity of stopping exploration projects; and that is not
in the best interests of the community.
I do not believe the provisions in the current Act are adequate, but the abolition of the
compulsory acquisition power on the ground that it is rarely, if ever, used and that
landowners see it as a threat is a poor response.
I regret that that provision is in the Bill. I warn the Minister that it will be on his head if
the provision creates difficulties in the near future. It would be much better to settle the
matter with the major review of the Mines Act that is not far down the track.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 14
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Clause 14 provides that the Minister must not grant a
prospecting area licence over land the subject of an exploration licence unless the consent
of the exploration licence holder is obtained. This is to ensure that existing exploration
licenceholders are not disadvantaged.

Many people have applications for exploration licences in the pipeline and have been
waiting for assessment for up to three years. The provision allows retrospectivity because
the Minister must not grant a prospecting area licence in respect of land where there is an
exploration licence in existence.
I believe a date should be included in the provision so that the Minister must not grant
a prospecting area licence after the Act is proclaimed. There is a conflict, and the
retrospectivity aspect must be considered. If a prospecting area licence application has
been with the department for two or three years, the applicant should be given the
opportunity of having it assessed and should not be caught by this provision.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for Murray Valley for bringing this matter to my attention. I shall
consider the provision while the Bill is between here and the other place.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 15.
Clause 16
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
7. Clause 16, afterline 39, insert"(d) In section 383 (1) (a), omit '(and the regulations made under this paragraph are in this Act called "the
general regulations")'.".

Again the amendment corrects a drafting mistake. The general regulations referred to are
no longer in use, and mention of them should be withdrawn from the Bill.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as was clause
17.
Clause 18
Mr RAMS AY (Balwyn)-The clause provides for an additional member to be added
to the Mining Consultative Committee and introduces a proposal that enables the
appointment of a person who can express and represent landowners' interests. The
committee consists of a chairman, someone with knowledge and experience relating to the
mining industry-it would not necessarily be the mining warden because that person
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would still need knowledge and experience-as well as a geologist, an engineer, a town
planner, a conservationist and now a representative of landowners.
The Opposition has no objection to an addition to the Mining Consultative Committee,
but would encourage the Minister to give an indication that bodies such as the Victorian
Farmers Federation will be consulted concerning the person who is given the particular
task to represent landowners.
There is little doubt that it is the farming community, those active in primary production,
who are most impacted so far as their livelihood is concerned through the operation of the
Mines Act and mining activities.
I hope that that body would be consulted in the appointment of an additional person. I
suggest that in the major review of the Act that the Mining Consultative Committee will
be a part of that particular process, and we may consider in the future the nature of the
Mining Consultative Committee on an ongoing basis.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 19 and 20.
Clause 21
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I speak to this clause simply to note the passing of the Mining
Development Act. Given the current circumstances, the Mining Development Act is no
longer required as a piece of separate legislation. In the past, it has played its part in
mining development in Victoria. Hopefully, with a revised Act, mining development in
Victoria will proceed not only smoothly, but also speedily in the best interests of the
community.
. In a recent review by the Chamber of Mines, its members raised the question about
mining development in Victoria and the main problem was the existing Victorian
legislation, its inadequacies and ambiguity. The sooner that is corrected-and it will need
much more than this set of miscellaneous amendments-the better it will be for all of us.
The clause was agreed to, as was the remaining clause.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

LAND (AMENDMENT AND MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 8) on the motion of Mr Cathie (Minister for
Education) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-The Bill deals with a number of unrelated matters. I
understand from the Minister for Education that the purpose of clause 5, relating to a
piece of Crown land reserved for a Roman Catholic orphanage and asylum, was to revoke
that reservation, but' the Minister advises that that reservation was removed some years
ago. Therefore, the Opposition will not proceed to debate that provision.

The Bill amends the Land Act 1958 to allow for the sale of unreserved Crown land to
public authorities, those public authorities being defined under the Conservation, Forests
and Lands Act as: a municipal council or municipality; the State Superannuation Board;
a college or university or other educational institution incorporated by or under an Act,
and a body for the time being declared to be a public authority under subsection (3) of the
Conservation, Forests and Lands Act.
This transfer would be a transfer at Valuer-General's valuation and would be to the
public authority as defined for public purposes.
The final matter is the contingent notice of motion to enable the Committee to consider
the revocation of land permanently reserved for railway purposes in the Benalla district.
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It is a simple Bill which the Opposition will not oppose, but a number of important
principles are canvassed.
The sale of unreserved Crown land to public authorities for public purposes, by transfer
rather than the previous convoluted means of sale, would seem to be a sensible move to
accelerate the transfer of public land no longer needed for the particular public purpose,
for which it has previously been used, to public authorities for continuing public purposes.
There is concern that such transfers at Valuer-General's valuation to a public authority
might be simply used by that public authority for a quick capital gain, in that the land
might be held by the public authority for a certain period, then it could sell the land at
market value which, generally speaking, may well be above the Valuer-General's valuation,
as a device to make a fat capital gain. In such investments the authority does not use the
land for which the Bill allows a transfer.
This question has been examined by the Opposition and it would appear that public
authorities would have to establish, before transfer under the clause, the purpose for which
the land was to be used.
The purpose must be within the charter of the public authority concerned, and an
educational organisation could not say, "We want this for grazing some cattle" or whatever
obtuse purpose. It must be for the purpose and within the charter of that public authori~;
it must have the approval of the Minister, and it would seem highly unlikely that this
means it could be used simply for a quick commercial profit or capital gain by the public
authority concerned.
However, the Opposition wishes to voice concern to the Minister to ensure that this
question is addressed and it cannot be used for means of a quick capital gain by a public
authority.
The one other area of concern in this transfer arrangement is Prince Henry's Hospital.
The Opposition is concerned to ensure that, if the government does wish to sell Prince
Henry's Hospital, all the land will be the subject of a Bill that will come before Parliament
in the same way as other reserved land must in this State. It can be argued that most of the
land at Prince Henry's Hospital is permanently reserved for hospital purposes, but one
strip of land of just more than 1200 square metres along the frontage of Prince Henry's
Hospital is unreserved Crown land and this is a most valuable strip of land.
No-one would want to buy a portion of Prince Henry's Hospital unless he could have
that frontage strip; and if the frontage strip were transferred and sold under the Act, the
ongoing operations of Prince Henry's Hospital could be severly jeopardised. Therefore, I
give notice that the Opposition will be moving an amendment during the Committee
stage to ensure that that strip of land is not the subject of transfer under the provisions of
the Bill.
The Bill also deals with land in Benalla which is reserved for railway purposes, and
which forms part of the railway reservation of the Yarrawonga line. It Includes the old
trucking yards in Benalla. It is currently used for a number of purposes by the City of
Benalla, namely, the livestock saleyards, the holding paddocks associated with those
saleyards, and a cricket ground.
This area has been deemed to be surplus to railway needs in the area. The Bill seeks to
remove the reservation of part of that railway land and to allow the transfer or sale of that
land to the City of Benall a at Valuer-General's valuation.
The Opposition accepts the fact that the land would be of considerable ongoing value to
the City of Benalla for the purposes for which it is being used, and that perhaps, in the
future, some other public purpose might be established for its use. It seems reasonable
that the present user has first option to that land at Valuer-General's valuation. However,
that highlights the double standard that the government is pursuing in relation to the sale
and transfer of government land and assets on that land.
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The Opposition is concerned, as has been outlined over many months, particularly by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, about the rights of the person who presently has the
use of railway land. In question time this morning, in answer to a question relating to the
Auditor-General's comments on land transfer and sale, the Minister for Transport said
that the Auditor-General wanted to ensure a maximum return for assets on all government
and Crown land if that land is sold. This would seem to fly in the face of the clause that
allows transfer of land at Valuer-General's valuation to public authorities for public
purposes.
The government has two separate positions on this question: one is the position outlined
in the Bill and the other is the position outlined by the Minister in question time today
when he made it clear that transfer or sale of railway land should bring the maximum
return to the State and should be dealt with by public auction or tender.
Many thousands of people around Victoria are extremely interested in this apparent
dual standard, and my collea$ue, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, along with the
honourable member for Mornlngton, will be pursuing this matter later in this debate. The
government cannot have it both ways. The Minister's answer in question time highlights
the concern of many thousands of people who have developed assets on railway land that
has been leased from the railways over many years.
A number of people have come to my electorate office extremely concerned about the
attitude of the government in relation to the loss of these assets. Those concerns have been
passed on to the Minister. In one particular case in the electorate I represent, a woman in
Warburton purchased a slightly run-down restaurant and spent just on $100 ()()() improving
it to a high standard. Now, under this policy-and it is highlighted by this clause in the
Bill-if, at the end of her lease, she wishes to proceed with the operation of the restaurant,
she will have to buy back very close to $100 000 of her own assets, for which she has
borrowed money to develop. Clearly, if that occurs, the woman will go broke.
The social justice in that situation really defies logic. I cannot for the life of me understand
how the government can have this dual standard. If, under the Bill, the government wishes
to transfer land to public bodies for public purposes and if it wants to follow the same
policy, the valuation should not be set by the Valuer-General, it should be set by public
auction or public tender.
If the object of the government is to maximise the return-and that is the rationale
behind questioning people such as the woman I have mentioned to buy back her assets at
the end of her lease-then it can only be seen as an extraordinary situation.

As I mentioned earlier, the other extraordinary situation concerns the Minister's answer
during question time today when he said that, in future, the government would maximise
all returns and ensure that transfers to anybody would be by public auction or public
tender.
This seems to fly directly in the face of the provision in the Bill that allows transfers to
public authorities at the Valuer-General's valuations.
I should be interested, when he replies in the debate, to hear the Minister's comments
on these apparent double standards. Ifthe government is really serious about social justice,
these matters must be addressed. I find it impossible to see any social justice in the way in
which the government is handling the Bill.
Thousands of Victorians are extremely concerned about the matter, and the Bill only
heightens their concern. I hope the Minister will be able adequately to explain the situation.

Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-The National Party is also concerned about a
number of provisions of the Bill. Its purposes are: to amend the Land Act 1958 to enable
the purchase of Crown land by public authorities and municipalities and for other purposes;
and to revoke part of the permanent reservation and associated Crown grant of the former
South Melbourne Girls Orphanage site. I understand the Liberal Party will move an
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amendment to the Bill. The National Party will support the amendment because it, too, is
concerned about some aspects of the matter.
The Land Act currently permits the direct purchase of Crown land by municipalities
only for housing or for decentralised industry. That is what the government is endeavouring
to do with this Bill.
The National Party is concerned about railway land, and its concern has continued for
a considerable time. The Bill has some effect on areas throughout the State, but I am
particularly concerned about Meeniyan and Leongatha. One side of the main street of
Meeniyan is completely on railway land. If that property is not offered to the lessees of the
businesses there at the Valuer-General's valuation, it will virtually mean the elimination
of many of them because they will not be able to develop.
Some of the people involved have spent $250 000 or $300 000 in establishing their
businesses by constructing buildings and making general improvements. I cannot
understand why they will not be offered the opportunity of buying those properties at the
Valuer-General's valuation.
Businesses should be encouraged to develop. At Leongatha, one business started off
virtually as a hole in the ground beside the railway line. The occupier developed the land
and built it up. He has a thriving business, which he has achieved through much hard
work over fifteen or twenty years.
It is unfair for someone who has put his life into building up his business not to be given
first option to buy. Like most people, I accept that those lessees must meet the conditions
of their leases, but I do not understand why they cannot have first option. I am sure the
Valuer-General would set a price comparable to that of other properties in the vicinity.
An article that appeared in the Age of20 July 1987 stated:
The State government could face legal challenges over its policy of selling thousands of blocks of surplus
railway land, now occupied by small businesses and private tenants throughout Victoria.

This is a typical example of what is occurring throughout Victoria. It is certainly occurring
at Meeniyan, Leongatha and Swan Hill. The honourable member for Swan Hill raised in
this House his concern about V/Line's proposal to sell off the Swan Hill swimming pool
and water storage. It is time that these sorts of matters were considered and understood.
The article also stated:
The policy states that government departments will be given an option to buy unwanted land. But if they do
not want the property, existing tenants will not be given first right of refusal.

It is crazy that lessees and tenants will not be given that right. I am sure other speakers
will also raise the matter of railway land and other issues.
In his second-reading speech, the Minister said that the Bill aimed to retain in public
ownership and at the appropriate level of government surplus Crown land used for public
purposes; and that sale at public auction or tender would enable private purchase of public
land used for community purposes. If it is good enough for one, it is good enough for
another, and I support the remarks of the honourable member for Evelyn on that point.
The Bill also provides that a public authority may purchase Crown land for purposes
consistent with its authority. Proposed new section 99 enables the Minister to sell Crown
land to a public authority. It provides:
(1) In this section "public authority" has the same meaning as in the Conservation, Forests and Lands Act
1987.
(2) This section applies despite anything to the contrary in any Act.
(3) With the Governor in Council's approval, the Minister may sell Crown land to a public authority at a price
and on terms and conditions which the Minister thinks fit, if the Minister is satisfied that the public authority
requires the land for a public purpose.
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I am concerned that there may be some hidden meanings in the Bill. Clause 4 (2) states:
In the heading to Division 6 of Part I of the Principal Act for "MUNICIPALITY" substitute "PUBLIC
AUTHORITY".

That means that municipalities will not be given the opportunities afforded to public
authorities.
Mr Cathie-Municipalities are covered in the definition ofupublic authority".
Mr WALLACE-The Minister will have an opportunity of explaining these matters to
the House, and I am sure he will do so. However, before he can do that, he needs to
understand the Bill as well. If he were honest and thought about it, I am sure he would
realise it raises some concern.
Clause 7 relates to the former South Melbourne Girls Orphanage site. My inquiries
about this provision indicate that it is acceptable; it will be passed. The National Party has
no problems with it.
The National Party is concerned about the first part of the Bill, the purpose of which is
to amend the Land Act 1958. Members of the National Party will be listening to the debate
and no doubt my colleagues will be making further comments along these lines.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I refer particularly to one of the three purposes of the
Bill, which is:
To amend the Land Act 1958 concerning the sale of Crown land to public authorities.

It is now a major public issue and one of some disgrace to the t;overnment that early last
year Cabinet considered and adopted a policy of selling off rallway land throughout the
State of Victoria. That policy decision is not restricted solely to selling off surplus assets of
the Ministry of Transport; the Cabinet decision encompassed every government
department.
The policy decision has now been communicated to the electorate and it is that the
~overnment instruct its authorities and all of its departments to identify every asset that
IS no longer required for the running or administration of that authority or department.
Every asset the government can identify as surplus to operational requirements will be
sold.
The policy was considered at length, I am told, and the decision was taken and has, as I
said, been enunciated and spelt out clearly to the community: the policy is on; it is a goer;
it stands; and it is happening right now.
In respect of the sale of railway land, I highlight the fact that it involves not just the
Ministry of Transport. The Cabinet decision on the sale of Crown land to public authorities
was clear and specific. The policy is-and this is directly relevant to the Bill-that where
government authorities are involved, they have the right of first refusal. It is a clear
decision: where statutory authorities, pubhc authorities, semi-government bodies, water
boards and the like are involved, they have the right offirst refusal, and it is unquestionably
the case. Those bodies have that right on the basis that the Valuer-General will determine
the true and fair market value of the land, and that is the price at which the government
will sell the land to any of those entities.
Municipalities have the right of first refusal, so that councils may buy the land the
government wants to sell on that basis. The reality is that under the government's policy
every entity that wants to purchase Crown land that the government wants to sell-and
this is what the Bill is about-has the right of first refusal at a price determined by the
Valuer-General.
Every entity has the right---except private individuals who lease the land! It matters
nought if the council is leasing the land for commercial enterprise; it matters nought if the
government uses the land and gives it to one of its departments on the basis of the right of
first refusal without competition, if it is being used for commercial purposes. To this mob,
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"commercial" means that they lose thousands of millions of dollars a year in conducting
the enterprise implementing policies of lunacy as have been implemented during the five
years the government has been in power. When it comes to poor Mr and Mrs Averageand I venture to say that the majority of them voted the government into office-they get
no consideration from the government.
What about the scandalous situation of an auction at Croydon which occurred just a
few weeks ago? It is relevant to the Bill. There was to be disposal of land by the Crown,
and it went to public auction. In the case I am directing to the attention of honourable
members, the land was leased for some 40 years by Mr Jack Lees. He put every brick in
the form of improvements on that property at his cost. He spent his life savings and work
improving the property over a 40-year period. In an extortionary act, the government put
that property to public auction and Mr Lees lost-his final bid was $725 000 and the
property was sold to an investment company for in excess of$800 000. It was precisely in
line with the government's policy, precisely in line with the provisions of the Bill, as it
related to the disposal of Crown land in accordance with the government's policy.
The government has said to the lessee in this case and to other lessees, "Fear not, for if
you are not successful at public auction when we are selling the land"-and the government
is saying this in the Bill to municipalities and to its own statutory bodies and semigovernment authorities-"you will be all right. Fear not; trust us."
The reality is that the investment company that bought the land at Croydon-to the
everlasting shame of the government, which had held out that Mr Lees would be secure if
he lost at auction-has given Mr Lees fourteen days' notice to quit: "Get off your land, get
out of the improvements you have put on the land and that you have spent 40 years in
achieving; we care nought."

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN-"Terrible" would not be an adequate word! The reality is that a callous
act has been initiated by the government in adopting this policy. People's hearts are
literally being broken as they are fearful of what will happen to them when their properties
come to auction, and there will be properties put to auction as a result of the Bill. The
government will flog off more land-there is no question about that. The government will
flog it off on the basis of getting the optimum return on it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I have entertained the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for
some 7 minutes. I do not believe the Bill provides the opportunity for a full-scale debate
on another aspect of government policy. If, on a fair reading of the Bill, the honourable
menlber can show the Chair the relevant clause he is now debating, I will entertain him.
The lead speaker for the Opposition and the lead speaker for the National Party made
references and they were in order. I believe the honourable member has been in order up
to date but I now ask him to return to the Bill.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the contingent notice of
motion states:
That it be an instruction to the Committee that they have power to consider amendments, a new clause and a
new schedule providing for the revocation of certain land permanently reserved for railway purposes at Benalla.

I put it to you that the Bill deals directly with the means by which railway land may be
sold or transferred, and "the means by which" surely does not refer to only one means.
When one is considering the means by which the land is sold or transferred, one should be
able to debate other means and other matters related to the sale of railway land and the
improvements on that land.
Substantial improvements have been made to the Benalla land, and these are being
transferred and sold to the City of Benalla by the method outlined in the Bill. That opens
up the clause to debate on the sale of assets and of railway land, in general.
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Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-On the point of order, the contingent notice of
motion has not yet been moved. I understand that it will be moved at the proper time at
the end of the second-reading debate. In any case the contingent motion relates to one
specific example-the railway land in the City ofBenalla.
The SPEAKER-Order! I must rule the point of order out of order. The matter has not
been before the House, and will not be before the House until after the second-reading
stage. That is the reason I interrupted the Deputy Leader of the Opposition at this stage. I
have allowed him 7 minutes in which to put the matter to the House, and I ask him to
now confine his remarks to the Bill.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-It is my intention to address the Bill, and I was merely
highlighting the government's policy on what the Opposition considers to be a grossly
unfair method of disposing of land. However, I shall, of course, be afforded the
opportunity-I assume-during the third-reading debate to go much further than I have.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that he will not have the
opportunity of going much further in the third-reading debate. If the honourable member
gets the call, he may have an opportunity during the Committee stage. However, even
then, he will be restricted to the clause before the Committee-that is, railway land in
Benalla.

Mr BROWN-I assure the House that the railway land in Benalla, and the method of
its disposal, interests me greatly.
Clause 1 (c) provides that the purpose of the Bill is to revoke the permanent reservation
and Crown grant of certain land intended for use for community purposes. My
understanding of that paragraph is that the government is lining up to flog off Crown land,
and it is trying-with the Bill-to clear what it would see as a major encumbrance on the
land because, as it is currently reserved, it must be used for community purposes. If that
goes ahead, as proposed in the Bill, the Crown land in question will be able to be transferred
or sold depending on the method the government ultimately chooses.
It is contingent upon the same policy I referred to earlier. The policy sets out chapter
and verse the way the government will sell land. It is irrelevant whether the land has been
formally reserved for community purposes. Once the Bill has passed and the encumbrance
has been cleared, no doubt the government will want to raise every dollar possible and
obtain the optimum value of the land relative to the method it uses to sell it. This is
supposed to be a government for the people.

Mr Cathie-It is supported by the people.
Mr BROWN-Up until now the government has been supported by the people. That
is a fair comment. Honourable members opposite would not be sitting on the Treasury
benches if that were not the case.
Some people are of the view that the Liberal Party went out of office after 27 years
because it lost touch with the real people of Victoria and, in the end, its policies were not
fair and reasonable. When a government of the day starts to lose sight of what is fair and
reasonable for the majority, it is the death knell; it is the beginning of the end.
By introducing a Bill like this, the government is planning to set in motion a method of
optimising the amount of land it wishes to sell. The Bill is not designed for any other
purpose.

Mr Cathie-Sold to a public authority.
Mr BROWN-It could be sold to a water board or any public authority the government
wishes. The edict of Cabinet is that public authorities have the absolute right of first
refusal. Under the policy-and under the Bill-those statutory authorities know exactly
the method that will be used to get them to buy the land they lease.
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Those public authorities know, unreservedly, that they are secure. They know
unreservedly, that they will buy that land without competition. They know, unreservedly,
that by a firm, strong and well-communicated decision of Cabinet they are secure to the
degree that the assets they put on the land will not have to be paid for twice. I make that
crystal clear.
The public authorities that this Bill will enable to purchase land will do so without
competition and they will have to pay only the value of the land-the full and fair market
value of the land. The Opposition has no argument whatever with that. I refer to the case
of the Country Fire Authority, which could be specifically in the mind of the government.
I am advised that the authority has made representations to the government about buying
the Crown land on which it is situated because it has spent millions of dollars improving
the land by building its headquarters there.
Within walking distance of the site of the Country Fire Authority, sitting on a parcel of
Crown land about the same size, is a small private enterprise firm. That firm also leases
Crown land from the government. That firm has spent a similarly large amount of money
in improving the land.
Under the Bill, if it passes without amendment, and under the well-known policy of the
government, the public authority will buy the land on which it is located for the value of
the land. The Opposition says, "Fair enough". I am advised that the land is worth about
$1 million. I am further advised that the buildings on the land are worth approximately
an additional $1 million. Under the policy of the government, the authority will pay $1
million to buy the land it has been leasing for decades, but it will not have to pay again for
the buildings it placed on that land at its own cost. The authority will get land and
buildings worth $2 million for $1 million.
As I said, just up the road exists a small private enterprise firm. Some might say it is a
large firm; it is a matter of definition. If one is speaking about big business, one would
have to say the firm is small. Nevertheless it is a similar story and the analogy is the same.
The firm leases an area of Crown land worth about $1 million. It has done so for decades.
When the firm began operations it was a family business, and the land was vacant.
Apparently it was a rabbit warren infested with blackberries, and so on. The firm cleared
and developed the site. For in excess of, I think, 40 years this family enterprise has been
leasing the land on which it has spent $1 million of its own money in making improvements.
Under the policy of the government and this Bill, that land will go to auction. The firm
will not buy the assets it has built on the Crown land for $1 million because the price will
be run up by speculators. That is unquestionable. The firm will pay, I suggest, approximately
$2 million. Having already spent $1 million of its money, it will have to buy it back. The
fact is that that is an outrage.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Chair is not particularly interested in whether that is a
fact. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that that will occur under the Bill. It will
not occur under the Bill, and I again advise the honourable member that he is straying
from the purpose of the Bill. I will not entertain the honourable member using a device to
make comparisons by continuing to introduce other aspects of the government's
administration.
Mr BROWN-There will be no more comparisons. The Bill specifically allows the sale
of Crown land without competition to public authorities at a price determined by the
Valuer-General. I have enough confidence in the Valuer-General to say that the price will
be fair and reasonable. The Opposition has no argument with that. However, that same
decent right should be given to all purchasers of government property as occurs in the
private sector where a lessee who has been leasing property for decades is given the right
of first refusal. Anything less is extortion. The government is involved in a policy of
extortion, but that policy is not included in the Bill. The method of sale proposed in the
Bill has the support of the Opposition.
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Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable members for Evelyn, Gippsland
South and Gippsland West spent most of their time debating issues outside the scope of
the Bill. They were referrin$ to entirely different circumstances where commercia]
enterprises are operating withIn the marketplace. This Bill deals with Crown land being
sold at a fair and reasonable price set by the Valuer-General to a public authority, for
example, an ambulance service.
The difficulty with the current legislation is that Crown land can be sold directly to
municipalities only for the purpose of housing or decentralised industry. The amendments
to section 99 allow land to be sold at a price determined by the Valuer-General to any
public authority, regardless of whether it be a fire brigade, an ambulance service or
whatever. In that case, the land will remain in public ownership instead of having to go to
public auction.
That has considerable advantages for the people of Victoria because it enables the more
efficient allocation and use ofland, particularly government land, within the public sector.
Honourable members are not debating the question of the public sector versus the private
sector.
The amendments will avoid the costs of having to proceed to auction-which the
honourable member for Gippsland West appears to want-and eliminate the risk element
for the authorities. The amendments provide for the different mechanism of the price
being set by the Valuer-General.
The Bill ensures that, when the government decides it is sensible to make Crown land
available for a range of purposes, the land can be sold and the purchase can take place
without being impeded by other processes. The Bill establishes consistency with other
contemporary legislative measures.
The honourable member for Gippsland South asked why the term upublic authority"
was substituted for the word "municipality". My understanding is that the term "public
authority" includes municipalities.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and it was ordered that it be committed later this day.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-By leave, I move:
That it be an instruction to the Committee that they have power to consider amendments, a new clause and a
new schedule providing for the revocation of certain land permanently reserved for railway purposes at Benalla.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Minister for Education has moved that the House
give an instruction to the Committee, but he has not given any explanation as to the
merits of such an instruction. The Minister has given no explanation about the nature of
the land referred to in the instruction to the Committee, what that land is presently used
for, what it is intended it may be used for in the future and why the permanent reservation
should be cancelled. Why should the House give the Committee any instruction on this
matter unless the Minister is prepared to give the House an explanation of the matter?
It is an insult to the House to ask it to give an instruction to the Committee without the
Minister providing any reason. I know the Minister is probably thinking of his retirement
plans.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to allow the honourable member for Berwick
to stray from the matter before the House. If the honourable member looks at page 9 of
the Notice Paper, he will be assisted in addressing the Chair on this subject.
Mr MACLELLAN-The question is whether the House should give an instruction to
the Committee in the terms moved by the Minister and in accordance with the Notice
Paper. By other more weighty and important matters, the Minister may have been distracted
from giving the House an explanation as to what the land at Benalla is presently used for,
why the permanent reservation should be cancelled, what the land will be used for in the
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future and, if the Committee were to act on the instruction, why the House should instruct
the Committee to deal with the matter.
The matter could be included in proposed legislation at a future time, which would
involve a proper second-reading debate outlining what is intended. The House should not
countenance agreeing to the instruction to the Committee without the Minister giving an
explanation to the House of the matters I raised, which are directly relevant to the
contingent notice of motion on the Notice Paper.
If leave is required by the Minister to make that explanation, I will ~ant that leave. I
hope the Minister will give the House the details necessary for it to consIder whether there
are any merits in the proposal he has moved for the House to give an instruction to the
Committee.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education) (By leave)-I assure the honourable member for
Berwick that I would have given the required explanation during the Committee stage. I
also assure the honourable member that, although I am looking forward to my retirement,
that is still some time away and I am equally enjoying undertaking my public duties in
this place and elsewhere.
The land at Benalla has a long history. It was permanently reserved for railway purposes
as long ago as 1889. The site is close to the junction of the main Sydney-Melbourne and
Yarrawonga railway lines. It has primarily been used as yards in which to hold stock. The
area is held under leases granted by the State Transport Authority. It includes stockyards
and a tip operated by the municipality as well as a recreation area used by the Victorian
Railways Institute. I understand that that includes a cricket pitch and other facilities.
The proposal is to revoke the permanent reservation as a prelude to the issue of a Crown
grant to the State Transport Authority and the subsequent sale of the land. I understand
that the council is interested in purchasing some of the site for community purposes. The
site is opposite saleyards and the land can be used as a holding area for stock. It may have
other possible uses.
The motion was agreed to.
The House went into Committee for the consideration of this Bill.
Clause 1
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
1. Clause 1, lines 7 and 8, omit the words and expressions on these lines.

The amendment is one of a number necessary to delete any reference to the repeal of the
South Melbourne (Roman Catholic Orphanage) Lands Act 1969 because the repeal of the
Act had already been effected in 1983. Unfortunately, that was overlooked in drafting the
proposed legislation. A number of consequential amendments follow amendment No. 1.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-The Opposition does not oppose the amendment, which
simply overcomes a somewhat embarrassing mistake by the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands, who introduced a Bill to remove reservations that had been removed
some years ago under the present government's tenure in office.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
2. Clause 1, line 10, after "purposes" insert "; and
( ) to revoke the permanent reservation of certain land at Benalla and to make provision for matters
consequential on that revocation.".

The amendment includes the references to the Benalla land for the purposes of the Bill.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were clauses
2 and 3.
Session 1987-79
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Clause 4
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-I move:
1. Clause 4, line 25, after "industry." insert:

"(7) The Minister cannot, under sub-section (3), sell to a public authority land described in Schedule
Three A."

Amendment No. 1 tests amendment No. 2.
The reason for the amendment is that the Opposition has been concerned for a long
time about the contentious matter of the continuing existence of Prince Henry's Hospital.
If the government intends to review the status of Prince Henry's Hospital or sell its land,
the government must introduce and have passed by Parliament a Bill to remove the
reservation on the land that is used permanently for hospital purposes.
On examination of the title, the Opposition discovered that the land has a number of
grants by Orders in Council, a number of reservations, and one area that is not permanently
reserved. The latter area of land represents approximately 1200 SQuare metres on the St
Kilda Road frontage of Prince Henry's Hospital. If under the provisions of the Bill that
portion of land were transferred to a public authority or sold outright, Prince Henry's
Hospital would cease to function because it must have that St Kilda Road frontage. From
a commercial point of view that is the most attractive piece of the land on which Prince
Henry's Hospital now stands.
The Opposition wants to ensure that if the government wishes to proceed along those
lines, the matter will be brought before Parliament and that the government cannot simply
sell the land or transfer it by the measures contained in the Bill. Therefore, the Opposition
has proposed amendments, the first of which has the effect of blocking any opportunity of
transferring or selling that portion of the Prince Henry's Hospital land in that manner.
The second amendment is simply to the schedule of the Prince Henry's Hospital land and
it details the reservations and describes the land.
Amendment No. 1 ensures that the Minister cannot sell the land to a public authority
under the provisions contained in Schedule Three of the principal Act.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The government is not prepared to accept the
amendment. Nothin~ in the existing Bill relates to Prince Henry's Hospital. No doubt
further discussions wIll be conducted on this matter in another place.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-Discussions will be held in another place about this matter,
and in another place the Opposition will press the amendment to a division, if necessary.
The intent of the government must be made perfectly clear. If the Minister for Education
is not prepared to accept one amendment in this place, doubt is raised as to the motivation
of the government-it may wish to keep its options open and sell this piece of land to get
rid of Prince Henry's Hospital in the South Melbourne area.
I shall not canvass the debate on Prince Henry's Hospital except to say that the hospital
provides a vital service to the traditional areas that it has serviced in the past. The
amendment will be pressed in another place to ensure that the government cannot sell, by
back-door means, that portion of Prince Henry's Hospital which would make its continuing
operation impossible.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I regret the attitude of the Minister that the government
cannot accept the Opposition's amendment. The Minister is correct in stating that the Bill
does not encompass the sale or disposal of the land which represents the frontage to Prince
Henry's Hospital. However, it is the prerogative and necessary right of the Opposition to
ensure that that land is not sold; hence, the amendment.

Rightly, the Opposition is concerned about the announcement of the government to
flog off that property. The desire of the government to sell Prince Henry's Hospital is
known. In a very lengthy and vociferous debate it was made known that no-one in Victoria
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other than members of the Labor Party wants Prince Henry's Hospital sold. All the
Opposition wishes to do is ensure that the vacant land that represents the frontage of the
hospital, the land between the alignment of the building and the footpath, remains vested
in the Crown and reserved for hospital purposes.
In other words, the Opposition wants to ensure that the government cannot sell the land
as a result of this Bill being passed by Parliament because effectively that would mean
Prince Henry's Hospital could no longer be used as a hospital. I do not know whether the
government has in mind to allow that land to be used for a casino, office accommodation,
or a Tabaret, which is the strong desire of the Minister for Labour.
I do know this: the community will be extremely concerned to learn that the Minister
for Education will not accept the amendment which would have the effect of giving an
assurance that the government does not want to flog off this bit of land. Only one
assumption can be drawn if the assurance is not given: it will be known that the government
not only intends to flog off Prince Henry's Hospital but also will use this Bill to do away
with the reservation placed on the use of the land that it can be used only for hospital
purposes.
I challenge the Minister to give that assurance on behalf of the government-though I
am not sure what value that assurance would have, as the Minister will not be a member
of the next Parliament. On behalf of the Opposition I have enough confidence to say that,
as the Minister for Education is an honourable man, if he gives an undertaking on behalf
of the government not to sell this land I shall accept that undertaking without reservation.
The Opposition would even consider withdrawing its amendment in another place-so
long as the Minister gives that assurance.
If he does not give such an assurance only one conclusion can be drawn: not only will
Prince Henry's Hospital be put on the market but also the land at the front will be on the
market. The government will use the Bill to remove the only encumbrance that prohibits
it from selling the land-that is, the reservation that it be used solely for hospital purposes.
The amendment was negatived.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-One of the public authorities which will benefit from the
insertion of this clause into the Land Act will be the Melbourne Fruit and Vegetable
Market Trust, which at present owns 41 acres in Footscray Road which are used as a·
central market for the sale of fruit and vegetables. The trust has designs on a further 21
acres ofland adjacent to that site; and some time ago it expressed an interest in purchasing
additional land to expand the activities of the market.
I wish to Question the method by which this clause would enable that to occur. It is
quite clear what the Land Act says in section 89:
The Minister may sell any Crown land in fee simple by public auction or by public tender at such reserve price
and on such terms and conditions as he thinks fit.

That is quite clear. The section further states:
Nothing is subsection (i) constitutes an authority to sell any land which has been reserved either temporarily
or permanently under section 4 of the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 where the reservation of the land has not
been revoked.

At present, the Minister has the capacity to sell Crown land either by public auction or
public tender. This clause envisages an expansion of the Minister's role to include private
sales based on the Valuer-General's valuation of the assets of public authorities.
The sites which interest the market trust involve three leases. Each was leased by a
separate transport company. One site was sold by public auction; one of the other transport
companies bought the site and the buildings on it. The other two pieces of land were
withdrawn from sale and the market trust has continued to express an interest in purchasing
them.
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The two people who lease the two pieces of remaining land and who operate businesses
on those sites will be denied the opportunity of even participating in the sale of the land if
this Bill is passed.
That is where the problem lies. If the land were offered for sale by public auction or
public tender the two companies which operate on those sites would have the opportunity
of purchase.
The effect of the Bill will be that, irrespective of the length of time the companies have
occupied the site and irrespective of the improvements they have made, if the market
trust wishes to purchase the land those two people will be denied the opportunity of
purchasing it. They would be better off if the land went to public tender or public auction
but they will be denied the opportunity under this Bill.
The power created by this clause is extraordinary. The clause means that those
organisations who have had the use of Crown land and have paid the rentals that have
been determined over a period of time and have made improvements to the land and
have amortised the cost of such improvements over the period of the lease will be denied
the opportunity of purchasing the land.
When the clause is used for the sale of Crown land to public authorities it should be
borne in mind that enterprises which have been established on Crown land will be put in
jeopardy, and they will have no right to purchase the properties which they have developed.
In the instance I mentioned, the Crown land concerned was land which had been
drained and filled. Over a period it has been built up into a valuable asset for both the
State and those organisations that chose to locate themselves close to the city.
Most of the organisations in that area are transport companies which benefit from
proximity both to the city and to industrial areas. Several organisations in the port area
which are established on Crown land will face this same problem.
A considerable portion of land in this area is used for wool stores. Progressively, the
wool stores are being leased by other organisations. The organisations which have occupied
those wool store sites are now put in jeopardy in just the same way as the two transport
companies adjacent to the fruit and vegetable market. The way in which this clause
operates will affect the capacity of those companies to continue to provide a service to
Melbourne and to their customers.
The Minister has the power to put land to public auction or tender. If the ValuerGeneral's valuation is to be the guideline for the transfer of the land, the public authority
may be bound by the Valuer-General's valuation when it comes to that sale. If the ValuerGeneral's valuation is exceeded at public auction or tender, surely those people operating
the business on that land ought to participate in the proceeds of the sale.
If the Valuer-General's valuation is the means of determining the transfer price, the
people who occupy the site are denied the opportunity of participating in the sale and the
proposed legislation is detrimental to the whole land transfer system.
The clause was agreed to.
Heading preceding clause 5

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
3. Page 2, line 28, omit "MISCELLANEOUS MATIERS" and insert "SOUTH MELBOURNE LAND".

The amendment changes the heading of Part 3 of the Bill.
The amendment was agreed to, and the heading preceding clause 5, as amended, was
adopted, as were clauses 5 and 6.
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Clause 7
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I invite the Committee to vote against this
clause. It has been discovered that the Act has been repealed.
The clause was negatived.
New clauses

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
5. Insert the following heading and new clause to follow clause 8:
"PART 4-LANDS-BENALLA LAND"
Revocation of permanent reservation of Benalla land.
"AA. (1) The Order in Council specified in Schedule 3 is revoked.

(2) The revocation of the Order in Council specified in Schedule 3 does not affect(a) the vesting of the land to which the Order applied in the State Transport Authority under section 46 of
the TranspOrt Act 1983; or
(b) any lease of that land granted by the State Transport Authority before the date of commencement of
this Act and existing immediately before that date."

New clause AA will cover the Benalla land.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Precisely what the proposed provisions are meant to
achieve is crystal clear. Crown land in Benalla will have a restriction removed from it so
that it is vested in the State Transport Authority to enable that authority to flog it off. That
is what the Minister said and I have confidence that the Minister is correct.
The proposed amendment is all about floggin~ off another asset owned by the taxpayers
of Victoria, akin to the policy of Cabinet, that If an asset is to go from a municipalityand my understanding is that this will happen-it will go on the basis of the municipality
not receiving any compensation.
The principle that no compensation will be payable by the Crown is enshrined in these
provisions. That introduces a new element to the debate. I wonder why the new clause
providing that no compensation should be payable by the Crown has been mooted? I can
tell the Committee why the government is now worried about the payment of
compensation. The government is aware of a Supreme Court decision in New South
Wales, only a few weeks ago, where Bond Corporation Holdings Ltd received a severe
backhander from His Honour Mr Justice Waddell. The Bond Corporation took over a
chain of hotels and chose to move on the longstanding lessees. It did just what the
government is doing to its tenants throughout the State.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Honourable members are standing
up in the Chamber and moving about. Many conversations are taking place and the
Committee cannot hear what the honourable member is saying.

Mr BROWN-The New South Wales Supreme Court decision by Mr Justice Waddell
found that the Bond Corporation had no grounds for its action and was unfairly treating
its tenants, who had been in occupation of their properties for decades. Small business
people, people who had worked all their lives to build up their assets, who had sunk their
total work investment into these hotels, paying for goodwill and being exemplary tenants
over a lengthy period, found that justice prevailed. In fact, those tenants had been given
notices of eviction and had gone to the Supreme Court to fight them. A principle was
established; the principle that a tenant who carries out improvements on the property that
he leases-and the landlord knows that-has a real stake in the future of the property.
The tenant does not own the property, there is no argument about that.
A similar situation exists with the land in Benalla. There is no argument that the Crown
is the owner of the land, but when the Crown starts to treat its lessees with such disrespect
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and disregard and with the callous attitude that all it is interested in is raising the maximum
amount of cash, it is time somebody stood up to fight for those tenants.
The Minister said that the title to the land in Benalla would vest in the State Transport
Authority, which is known as being heartless in its attitude to longstanding tenants. The
authority does not give a damn about the welfare or interests of its tenants. It has proven
beyond doubt that it is a disreputable landlord when it comes to dealing with its tenants
of long standing. The authority is simply interested in raising as much cash as possible in
the shortest possible time.
That is precisely what the Bill is about and exactly what the new provisions are all
about. Why does proposed new clause BB provide:
No compensation is payable by the Crown in respect of anything done under, or arising out ofthis Part?

It is clear why the government has suggested that provision; it knows of the recent
Supreme Court decision in New South Wales. It knows there is a ground swell of public
objection to the way land is being sold. The government will rue the day that it embarked
on the policy of extortion. Small business people throughout the length and breadth of
Victoria will object strenuously to this provision.
This is an issue that affects not only Melbourne-which seems to be all this government
has an interest in-but also falls just as unfairly on people in the bush. The government is
scared out of its wits that it will have a claim for compensation made against it in the near
future. In the Supreme Court case in New South Wales on the same issue, the tenant won.
Not only did the tenant win on the basis of receiving compensation but also the judge
decreed that he could stay in occupation of the premises, although the lease had expired,
for a lengthy period or until such time as Bond Corporation Holdings Ltd fully compensated
him.
The land in Benalla has been improved. The honourable member for Benalla will no
doubt follow me in this debate and he will make clear to the Committee what those
improvements are and what the tenants of that building will face. The fact is that they will
face the cold, heartless and callous attitude of this non-caring government, for which it is
becoming so well known. It has been well known by the rural community for four years
now but the government's heartless policies are beginning to bite into the metropolitan
area.
I understand that an organisation known as the Victorian Railways Institute occupies
that land at Benalla. It is a reputable organisation.
Mr McNamara-It is a workers' club.
Mr BROWN-The Labor Party of old would have supported a workers' club. However,
the new breed of Labor politician, this new right Labor Party, this new group of extremists
who are interested in privatisation and flogging off assets, have no care for the workers.
Through this mechanism, the government intends to flog off Crown land in Benalla. It
will throw these people off the land on which they have built up assets at their own cost
and at no expense to the government.
I look forward to the contribution to the debate by the honourable member for Benalla.
When the land in Benalla was taken over originally by the institute, it was barren, waste
land, vermin infested and covered in blackberries. Members of the institute cleared the
land, bought the bricks, mixed the cement and built the assets on that land at their own
cost.
What is the legal position? The tenants of Bond Corporation in New South Wales found
that they had a case of substance. It was proved in court that when the landlord kicked
those tenants out they were entitled to compensation. That day is coming in Victoria and
this callous government will be brought to heel. Unquestionably a case will come to the
Supreme Court because an organisation known as the Railway Tenants Action Committee
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has amassed a large fighting fund and will mount a Supreme Court challenge to this
provision.
The government is using the power of Parliament, the rule of law, to dictate to this
humble, small organisation in Benalla, "Get out of that building, we are going to flog it".
Government members should be ashamed.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN-No wonder they want me to be quiet-The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The government bench is a
disgrace. The Leader of the House might not like that. I ask the Committee to come to
order or I shall vacate the chair and resume later.
Mr BROWN-Government members should contribute to the debate. It is their
government. It is the so-called "honourable members" on that side of the Committee who
will see their constituents turn against them. I know that the honourable member for
Springvale has had representations made to him about the policy of extortion, as has the
honourable member for Monbulk and others. The government's policy of extortion has
now hit Benalla because of the Bill that is being debated. The government is saying that
the Benalla land is the next area the government can procure for sale.
A minor impediment exists in this scheme. The land is reserved for a purpose; it should
not be flogged. So, what is the government doing? It is removing this inhibition to sale by
the Bill and transferring the land to the State Transport Authority. It will then obtain a
title in fee simple. The Minister is nodding his head in approval.
Undoubtedly the government will place the land on the market. It is incumbent on the
Minister to ask about the tenants. Will the government do the fair thing-for the first
time-with the tenants in Benalla and say to them, "We will kick you out of your building
and we will flog the land but we will give you compensation". That would not be
unreasonable because the Crown will benefit when the sale takes place. The Crown will
receive not only the value of the land-whatever those buildings and improvements in
Benalla are worth-but also the price at auction will be additional thereto. If those
buildings are worth $50 000 or more, that land will go for $50 000 or more in addition to
what the government would have been expecting; not because of the value of the land but
because of the value of the improvements.
The government's policy of extortion will probably cost about ten of its members' seats.
The honourable member for Ringwood will probably be one to go. Mark my words, when
I visit Ringwood in the near future I will make that clear to the constituents. Unfortunately,
a few will need to be hit hard to make them see sense.
I applaud the stand taken by the Honourable Barry Murphy in another place who stated
that this is a policy of extortion and he made it clear that he will not support it. I also
applaud the stand of the Minister for Consumer Affairs who has added his voice of support
to the Liberal Party and has been open in opposing the government's policy of extortion.
I applaud other honourable members who have gone public in condemning that policy
but I condemn those who are prepared to sit and quiver in their electorate offices.
The honourable member for Monbulk will rue the day that he was prepared to put his
voice to his policy of extortion. He will find that tenants of government property in the
electorate he represents will mobilise successfully to ensure that he is unseated. Other
interest groups in his electorate will mobilise successfully to ensure his removal from this
place. I give a cast-iron guarantee that the Railway Tenants Action Committee will make
him its No. 1 target. Many people in the electorate he represents will be hit by this policy
of extortion. They have told me that they have been to see him and he has said, "I will
stand with my mate, Tom Roper".
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Can anyone believe anybody in Victoria is idiotic enough to stand and fall with the
Minister for Transport? There is one honourable member, and I guarantee that he will fall
with the Minister.
The Liberal Party wants an undertaking and an assurance from the Minister for Education
that the Victorian Railways Institute in Benalla will receive compensation if the callous
government throws it off the land, solely to obtain the holy dollar that it is so obviously
chasing.
The sitting was suspended at 6.31 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.

Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Several matters concern me about public land at Benalla
and the Minister's amendment. Firstly, the land referred to is a rather large area, 9·7
hectares; in the old language, for many honourable members, that would be 25 acres. The
Committee has heard from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition on the government's
philosophy of disposal of public property. The National Party shares a similar concern
about that general philosophy of the government. The National Party is concerned also
about the usual bully boy and standover tactics being used by the government which,
unfortunately, are affecting the people who are living on the land to which the amendment
refers.
I understand the Benalla municipality has expressed an interest in portion of the land,
particularly th~ area associated with recreation reserves. Tonight I have been endeavouring
to have further discussions with officers and councillors-but, obviously, there is another
function in the municipality they are attending because I have been unsuccessful in
contacting anyone.
It concerns me that the other section of land is being put up for the jump. Some people
with business interests in the area will be adversely affected when the land is transferred
to the STA and there is no doubt that once it has been so transferred it will be put up for
public auction and disposed of to the highest bidder.

I have a concern on behalf of the railway workers at Benalla. The Victorian Railways
Institute building, which is on that site, has been improved over a number of years by
moneys raised by railway workers. The government's action demonstrates the turnaround
of the so-called socialist government. The government is now more monopolised by Gucci
socialists and patio socialists than by real socialists who are interested in the working man.
It is a sad and sorry day for what was once a great political party; it is now a party that
has sold out every principle for which it stood.

Mr Micallef interjected.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Does the honourable member for
Springvale wish to give his recitation as to what should now happen?
I inform the honourable member for Benalla that his remarks are close to being outside
the scope of the matter before the Committee; I ask the honourable member to return to
dealing with the Bill.
Mr McNAMARA-The government's policy of disposing of public assets that have
been established for the public benefit by governments over generations is to offer these
assets to whoever has the most money in his cheque account. That is an unfortunate trend;
and it is particularly unfortunate that the workers of Benalla are being stabbed in the back
by the government.
The National Party should like the Minister for Education to advise what agreement
has been reached with members of the Victorian Railways Institute at Benalla and what
compensation they will receive. The provisions of proposed new clause BB are specific: no
compensation payable by the Crown. The proposed provision states that no compensation
will be payable for the workers of Benalla. They will receive no compensation for the
efforts that they have made in improving that facility over several decades.
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The obvious reason for what is happening is the membership change in the composition
of the government party. There has been a trend in the membership of the government
party away from people who are genuinely interested in the working man in Victoria and
who are genuinely interested in the average Aussie battler towards people who are more
interested in trendy Gucci and patio socialism and who are more interested in destroying
job opportunities-as they are in east Gippsland with the timber workers' jobs and as they
are in every other activity in Victoria-than in creating job opportunities.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the honourable member to
come back to the new clause before the Committee.
Mr McNAMARA-The new clause proposed by the Minister quite clearly states:
No compensation is payable by the Crown in respect of anything done under, or arising out of this Part.

Parliament has a responsibility to ensure that the rights of people who have put huge effort
into buildin~ up their land over several generations are protected. The likes of Ben Chifley
will be turnIng in their graves when the government singles out the Victorian Railways
Institute for special treatment.
What compensation will the institute be given and what rights will it have? If those
railway workers have agreed with the government to give up what I presume is an occupancy
lease, they have agreed to do so, but what is the compensation? They may have been
promised a lot, but nothing in the suggested new clause provides for compensation. In
fact, it specifically states that no compensation will be paid to those people.
Mr Heffernan-They are only workers.
Mr McNAMARA-The honourable member for Ivanhoe is right. His interjection was
disorderly but I could not help picking it up. Tonight's Herald is an indication of that. The
~overnment believes the workers will vote for it anyway, so it will pander to the "Guccis"
In the hope of picking up votes from the middle ground. However, the average worker in
this State is waking up to those hypocrites. They are realising that the government has no
interest in them.
I want to ensure that business people who are involved in larger parcels of property,
such as properties of 25 acres, will also be given an opportunity of receiving compensation
and that it is not just talk as it has been with other railway properties. This raises the
fundamental issue of the disposal of public land.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition pointed out that the lessees are not asking for any
particular favours or sweetheart deals; all they are asking for is the decent Aussie go. They
are being kicked in the teeth. I suppose they are used to that and used to the
mismanagement, waste, and cronyism of this government.
People have taken up leases of railway properties on the assumption that those leases
would be renewed. They have been prepared to pay higher rates than normal and to make
capital investments in those properties. The government has destroyed the work ethic, the
incentive to capitalise those properties, and the opportunity to create jobs. The government
has destroyed the whole financial basis of this State with the plundering of State finance
through WorkCare and borrowings in many other areas.
I am particularly surprised at the way the government is attacking the worker when
government members have the hypocrisy to claim that they represent the underdog. When
they have a real opportunity of doing something to assist the underdog, they walk away
and do nothing. They go to their Australian Labor Party wine nights, sit on patios sipping
claret, with the Volvos parked in the driveways, and say, "Gee, we have to do something
for the poor worker". They have a chance to do something tonight, genuinely, to assist the
worker, but they will walk away again.
The National Party suggests that the provision should not be inserted in the Bill until
the situation is resolved and further assurances are given by the Minister that people who
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have put so much work into building up those facilities will be adequately compensated.
Until the government ensures that those people are protected, there is no way the National
Party can allow that form of words to proceed.

Mr PWWMAN (Evelyn)-When matters of this kind are being discussed it is customary
for the Opposition to seek a briefing in full on the matters dealt with in the contingent
notice of motion to be moved by the government spokesman. The public servants briefing
the opposition parties outline the contents of the Bill and the reasons behind its provisions.
In this instance, the officers of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands who
briefed the opposition parties at no time mentioned the Victorian Railways Institute
building, although they were asked what improvements were on the land concerned. I am
concerned that they overlooked that point, whether by instruction, oversight or whatever.
As the honourable member for Benalla pointed out, the suggested new provisions were
discussed before the suspension of the sitting and that was the first honourable members
heard of the fact that a railways institute building is on that land.
Secondly, when the officers briefed the opposition parties on the other provisions of the
Bill, they refrained from referring to suggested new clause BB, which states:
No compensation is payable by the Crown in respect of anything done under, or arising out of this Part..

That was either an extraordinary oversight or a deliberate intention by the government
not to inform the opposition parties or the provision. As the honourable member for
Benalla said, the workers who have been involved in establishing and building up that
institute will receive no compensation under the Bill. That is an extraordinarily poor
situation.
Because of the lack of opportunity of considering the provision, the opposition parties
ask the Minister for Education to consider the matter while the Bill is between here and
another place. The opposition parties will be moving an amendment specifically to exclude
those improvements on the land from the provisions of the Bill. However, the Minister is
not prepared to give proper undertakings on that matter. I strongly support what the
honourable member for Benalla has said about this Bill. Unless the Minister gives
undertakings that satisfy the opposition parties, we will move amendments in the Upper
House.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I believe the position of the Victorian Railways Institute
at Benalla is more vulnerable than honourable members would appreciate. I welcome the
presence of the Minister for Transport in the Chamber because the VRI has a long history
and it has done an excellent job for railway workers and other members of the community
particularly in rural areas of Victoria.
It has built a network of facilities that have been made available not only to railway
workers but also to the rest of the community. The VRI may occupy only on permissive
tenancy. I appeal to the Minister for Transport to appeal to his colleague, the Minister for
Education, who is at the table, to resolve the matter by giving an undertaking now, in this
place-or perhaps an undertaking could be given in another place-that the government
will compensate the VRI at Benalla for any improvements that it has made on the land.

That is equitable and fair and should be done in the circumstances. It is a way of saving
the other provisions of the Bill for the government and ensuring that the debate is concluded
expeditiously rather than being prolonged here or in the other place.
In terms of equity and fairness, the VRI deserves to be compensated for the
improvements it has made on the land even though it may only be by permissive occupancy.
The matter deserves special consideration by the Minister for Education and the Minister
for Transport. I hope the Minister for Education will give that undertaking; it will be
welcomed. I do not imagine that it will cost the government a great deal of money.

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I am not impressed with the crocodile tears
shed on behalf of the working people by the honourable member for Benalla. I have had a
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long career in Parliament and with the Australian Labor Party and I know about Ben
Chifley's light on the hill; I cannot remember the honourable member for Benalla being
any part of that.
I am not aware of the existing building on the land at Benalla but I am prepared to seek
a meeting while the Bill is between here and another place with the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands to investigate what agreement can be or has been entered
into with the Victorian Railways Institute.
There is no doubt that the institute has an important role to play, particularly in the
social activity of the men and women who work on the railways. I am sure that the only
reason for the suggested provision is that the municipality has expressed an interest in
purchasing some of the land. I should have thought that would not include the land that
affects the VRI. Nevertheless, I shall seek that conference with the two Ministers so that
they can consult with the opposition parties and agreement can be reached on this matter.
New clause AA was agreed to.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
Insert the following new clause to follow new clause AA:
No compensation payable by Crown.
"BB. No compensation is payable by the Crown in respect pfanything done under, or arising out of this Part."

Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-I believe the Committee was unaware that those were
separate clauses and, as a result, it debated them both. The Minister has undertaken to the
National Party and the Liberal Party that he will seek confirmation with the Minister in
another place that the new clauses will not mean that the Victorian Railways Institute will
lose its assets at Benalla. If those undertakings are satisfactory, the opposition parties will
accept them. However, if the undertakings are not satisfactory the Opposition will, in
another place, move a specific amendment in relation to that matter.
New clause BB was agreed to, as were the schedules.
New schedule
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
6. Insert the following new schedule to follow Schedule 2:
SCHEDULE 3
Land in respect of which the permanent reservation is revoked.

Situation and area of
land

Instrument and date
of reservation

Parish of Benalla,
9·702 hectares.

Order in Council
1 July 1889.

Description of land
by reference to
Government Gazette
Government
Gazette, 23 May
1889, page 1, 722
and 5 July 1889,
page 2,395.

Purpose of
reservation
Railway
purposes.

Extent of revocation
The entire reserve.

The new schedule was agreed to.
Long title
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
7. Long title, omit "to repeal the South Melbourne (Roman Catholic Orphanage) Lands Act 1969" and insert
"to revoke the permanent reservation of certain land at Benalla".

The amendment was agreed to, and the long title, as amended, was adopted.
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The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, including an amended long title,
and passed through its remaining stages.

SHOP TRADING (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 this Bill
to be an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

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

The motion was agreed to.
The debate (adjourned from October 29) on the motion of Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-This is a small but significant BilL The principal object of the
Bill is to permlt general retail trading until 5 p.m. on Saturdays in the Greater Melbourne
metropolitan area. There is also a provision to provide for country areas to apply through
their municipalities for Saturday afternoon trading under section 8 of the Shop Trading
Act.
This is an important change that the government is introducing into Victoria. It provides
people with the freedom of choice to shop together as a family on Saturday afternoon. It
also provides for what the government perceives-although the Opposition does not
totally share that perception-to be the right of people in non-metropolitan municipalities
to make application through their local councils to trade in their areas. Some 41 country
areas already have the benefit of fully-fledged trading activity, seven days of the week.
The Bill will amend the Shop Trading Act which was passed by Parliament on 28 April
1987. On the last inquiry I made within the past two days, that Act had not been proclaimed
because the government had not been able to get its regulatory provisions in order. I
foreshadow that the Opposition will move amendments to the Bill in the Committee
stage. I hope both the government and the National Party will see merit in those
amendments and will agree to them.
Because of the government's desire to have this measure passed by Parliament in this
sessional period, the length of the debate has been shortened. Agreement for that to occur
has been reached between the Leaders of the three parties. I shall make a commitment to
significantly reduce my speech to allow members on the free enterprise side of politics to
make their contributions. I trust that all honourable members will shorten their
contributions so that as many of my colleagues as possible can contribute to the debate.
The Opposition believes red meat should be included in the extended shop trading hour
provisions in the Greater Melbourne metropolitan area. All products, particularly those
in the food area, ought to be sold during these extended trading hours. It is foolish that
chicken, fish, sausages and white meats can be sold but red meat sales are to be specifically
excluded.
I recognise that butchers have some concern in this matter, and representations have
been made to me. I would be less than honest-and I hope I have never been that-if I
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said that was not the case. However, I have also had many representations from people
involved in the retail meat area who wish to open for longer periods.
In the Hawthorn electorate I am aware of many traders who have an entrepreneurial
flair for making goods and services available to people beyond usual trading hours. I hope
they have not been prosecuted by the Gestapo from the Department of Labour. Those
traders are offering a first-class service and they are well respected and appreciated by the
residents of Hawthorn.
As the local member, I enjoy meeting many of my Parliamentary colleagues representing
other electorates who come to one of the better constituencies in Victoria to purchase red
meat for the weekend. When they have barbecues or people over for the weekend, they
want the best products and they come to Hawthorn. I am also aware that a similar position
applies to the Caulfield electorate, which has been literally inundated with people who
wish to purchase hardware items from Frank Penhalluriack, a well-known person, who is
prepared to offer his services to people in need. I must admit that I am one of those
persons, and there are many others.
Mr Perrin-And the government wanted to put him in gaol!
Mr GUDE-At one point the governlnent wanted to put him in gaol, and actually did
so. I have referred to that matter on previous occasions and I regret that that took place. I
suspect that the Minister for Labour also regrets tbat incident, but I shall not dwell on past
performances.
The Opposition intends to move amendments in the Committee stage in respect of a
matter for which I have shadow Ministerial responsibility. The Opposition is concerned
that small shopkeepers who rent premises in major complexes, such as Doncaster
Shoppingtown, where the prime tenants wish to trade until 5 p.m. on Saturday, might be
compelled by their leases to open until 5 p.m. on Saturdays.
If the Liberal Party stands for one thing, it is freedom of choice. It believes Victorians
should have the opportunity of purchasing their wares when it is convenient to them, but
equally business proprietors should have the clear option of deciding whether to open on
Saturday afternoons in the metropolitan area or for seven days a week in tourist precincts.
If they do not choose to open, so be it.

The Opposition will also move amendments in respect of the extension of trading hours
and red meat sales. If the government is to extend shop trading hours, the logical step is to
introduce what I refer to as optional all day Saturday shopping for all retailers. It goes
without saying that there is also an option for private citizens to shop in any premises that
are open. I believe I have the strong support of a substantial sector of the community
which has indicated that the costly, restrictive and discriminatory limits imposed on shop
trading hours should be removed.
I congratulate the government for extending shop trading hours. It is important that it
has recognised the significance-Mr Jasper interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! If the honourable member for Murray
Valley continues to interject, he will not receive the call.
Mr GUDE-The government can recognise the overwhelming community wishes, and
it is reflected in the legislative program that is before the House at present.
All day Saturday shopping will have positive benefits throughout the community. Let
us not run away from that. It will give the Victorian economy new impetus, new vitality.
How will it do that? It will do that because it will create more jobs in the retail industry;
full-time jobs and part-time jobs. It will generate greater employment opportunities in
other sectors because one has to generate wealth to spend it, therefore, everybody benefits
as a direct consequence. It will keep prices down. It will do that because of free competition.
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It will increase the demand for goods that will be manufactured and supplied to retail
outlets and thereby further stimulating employment.
As somebody who has represented the manufacturing industry in an employment role,
I am encouraged that the government is to extend trading hours and, therefore, providing
a vital fillip to manufacturing industry in this State. Let us not forget that the manufacturing
industry has been the backbone of this community. It will resolve the problem of the
increasing incidence of deliberate breaking of present laws which have not been fully
enforced. I will not go through them. I could read into Hansard the press releases and
press cuttings that are available to indicate the number of people who have broken the
laws to serve the community that they wish to serve and to obtain the profit for the
investment of their time and talents, but I will not do that.
Extended shop trading will make more effective use of community assets, such as
transport, roads and car parks. Why will it do that? Because it will create an opportunity
for families to shop together. Some honourable members may not be concerned about it,
but I am proud to say that I am a family man and I am proud to say that I am a Liberal,
and I will enjoy the opportunity of the extended trading hours to take my wife and family
with me to make purchases in an environment that I have not had in the past.
I congratulate the government for giving us that opportunity, and the Liberal Party
supports the extension of trading hours. My only regret is that the extension does not go
far enough. It will contain retail operating costs through the increased utilisation of land,
buildings and related facilities. Any-body who understands the fundamental and basic
principles of accounting practice WIll know that if one can utilise to the maximum the
facility and the investment that one has the situation has to be improved. It will stimulate
business activity and improve productivity without price increases.
Some honourable members will be concerned about the prospect of increases in wage
rates: I will deal with that a little later. It will increase shopping convenience, and I have
dealt with that. It will eliminate some of the anomalies in the existing legislation. One of
the anomalies is the prohibition on the sale of red meat, and one of the reasons why the
Opposition will introduce an amendment on that aspect is because we do not believe that
that area should be discriminated against.
We support the farmers who grow the meat that the community consumes, and we
encourage the government and the National Party to support the Liberal Party on the
amendments that it shall move.

It is wrong that the farming community that has provided a major stimulus to the
Victorian economy and the national economy over many years is denied an opportunity
to make sales of this kind. Why should somebody who hops into a boat and goes fishing
in a professional sense be regarded any differently from a person who produces red meat
on a farm. They are both from the rural community and are fishing and farming for and
on behalf of the total community. Why should fish be made of one and foul be made of
the other.
I turn to the removal of discrimination among retailers which penalises consumers.
Why should we be denied the opportunity of having access to any employer who wants to
open his business on any particular day? When business premises are open 24 hours a day,
seven days a week; or in this case up until 5 o'clock of a Saturday, the opportunity for
competitiveness is increased. This benefits consumers both in terms of the range and the
price of product and service. Is that not what we all want as citizens of this State? Is it not
the opportunity to purchase the goods and/or services that will be best for our family and
for our personal needs-that is what we are about. Some people may not care about that,
but the Liberal Party does.
The extension of trading hours until 5 o'clock on a Saturday is sensible for another
reason: tourism. Tourism will produce an essential attraction and potential for the State
of Victoria. Why should Melbourne be Cinderella to Sydney? Why should we always be
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arguing in this place and other places to enable, for example, the Japanese airlines to fly
straight into Melbourne? Why would anybody want to come here when on a Saturday
afternoon everything is closed.

It is sensible of the government to extend those trading hours to put Victoria back on
the map and bring it into the 20th century and to be on equal competing terms with New
South Wales. Why should Melbourne always be Cinderella to Sydney simply because of
an anachronistic piece of legislation that exists in this State.
The government has had the opportunity, but it has failed to take that opportunity on
many occasions, to enable the City of Melbourne to be extended as a tourist precinct to
trade seven days a week. The Liberal Party would support it and the people of Victoria
would support it. Tourists would come into this State by the droves and would support it.
In the event that we extended those hours, we would have even more people coming into
Victoria. They are the measures we should be taking. They are the progressive measures
that would see Victoria grow. Every Victorian would stand up and be proud of the State
we live in. They are the things that make politicians more proud because they have done
something constructive rather than introduce blocking legislation.
How often do we as politicians in this Parliament introduce legislative change which
has the capacity to restrict and inhibit? This is heading in the opposite direction, and that
is why the Liberal Party supports it. It promotes freedom of enterprise and freedom of the
individual, and we support it for those reasons. Shopping hours are not working hours,
they are for the social and economic changes that we have seen.
Over the past 25 years shop trading hours have been restricted. However, there has been
significant changes in consumer requirements, which have been recognised by government
which has resulted in changes to trading laws over the past ten to twelve years which has
increased flexible shopping hours for some retailers in Victoria but not for others.
The extension to 5 o'clock on a Saturday is non-restrictive, it allows any employer who
wishes to change to take that opportunity. The Liberal Party supports it, and we think it is
very good. The past has had the discriminatory effect of protecting some retailers at the
expense of the shopping public who want to have more convenient shopping hours and a
.
wider range of shopping alternatives. We do not believe that was right.
Employees are protected and those of us who are genuinely interested in what is going
on in this area know that the industrial awards of the State prescribe for the employment
of people 24 hours a day seven days a week.
Mr Acting Speaker, you as a person who has had a direct interest in this area of retailing,
know that an employee who works on a Saturday morning in retailing is paid at the rate
of time and quarter from 9 a.m. to 12 noon and thereafter it is double time with appropriate
penalties ifhe or she wishes to work on a Sunday.
Why should we restrict the opportunity for the employer to offer his product? ~y
should we restrict the opportunity for the individual, the member of the public and society,
to take advantage of those trading hours if an employer wishes to open? Why are we so
worried and hidebound about the wage rates and penalty provisions that relate to employees
who are working in that industry? That is separate and distinct from trading hours, and
appropriately so.
I seek leave to incorporate in H ansard a document relating to shop assistants' wage
claims.
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Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
SHOP ASSISTANTS WAGES CLAIMS

Victoria

South Australia

Western Australia

New South Wales

Pre Existing Claim

$25.00

$25.00

$10.00 2nd Tier

4 per cent 2nd Tier $11.60

3 per cent

3 per cent

+3 per cent Superannuation

11/2 Saturday

11/2 Saturday

$15.00 Currently to
be decided next year

Trade Saturday

Trade Saturday

Already paid

Morning Only

Morning Only

New Claim
$10 2nd Tier
$15 Anomaly

November 30th

3 per cent Superannuation

Full Bench

11/2 all time Saturday
Currently I1f4 9-12 Sat.
2 Thereafter

11/2 all of Saturday
When Wran
Government
legislated to
overturn an
Industrial
Commission
decision of 11/4

Referred to Full Bench
There are no claims current in Queensland, Tasmania, Northern Territory.

Mr GUDE-The table points to the factual position with respect to Victoria, South
Australia, Western Australia and New South Wales. In Victoria there was a pre-existing
claim for a 4 per cent second tier increase, which would have netted $11.60 to an employee
in this State. There was a 3 per cent superannuation claim also. Then along came the
discussions that have involved the government and the unions concerning the extension
of trading hours.
It is interesting that the unions have now combined their claim with what is going on in
other States. We should not think that Victoria is unique. Under the new claim, Victoria
has a $10 second tier claim, a $15 anomaly claim and a 3 per cent superannuation claim.
In South Australia there is a $25 claim and for those who are not so good at arithmetic,
$10 and $15 makes $25. It also has a 3 per cent superannuation claim and a claim for time
and a half on a Saturday.
In South Australia there is not, at this point, trading beyond Saturday nlorning, but the
unions are making an application in the event that something evolves.
In Western Australia there is a $25 claim with a 3 per cent superannuation claim and a
claim for time and a half for Saturday. Once again, that State has trading only on a
Saturday morning. New South Wales has a $10 second tier claim, with $15 to be decided
next year by arrangement, I understand. People are already paid time and a half on a
Saturday in that State.
I have a disagreement with the application in that State for an extension of the penalty
rates. A decision of the commission of New South Wales was made that the rate be time
and a quarter and the Wran government used the procedures of the Parliament to legislate
from a time and a half penalty in that State, which created a nasty precedent. That matter
is unhealthy, but nevertheless, it has been done.
It is important that we understand what is being suggested here. We are talking about
an opportunity for employers to trade. At present, the trade union movement is protected
by the industrial awards that it negotiates with employers before the relevant industrial
commissions. That is where they should be resolved. I am confident the commission will
reject the claim
As I said earlier, shopping requirements have changed significantly. The growth of
married women in the work force represents probably the most significant change in
employment patterns over the past decade to two decades. Their number has more than
doubled from 763000 in 1966 to approximately 1·78 million, including 471 600 females
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here in Victoria. The statistics come from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, Nos 6202.2,
6202.0 and 6203.0 as of May 1987; they are the latest statistics available to me.
It is important to recognise that the growing preference of married women to work parttime is a major reason for the increasing number of part-time employees in the retail
industry. Although not full-time in the accepted sense, most are regular employees over
long periods of many years. I can attest to that; my wife is one of those. They are not
casual workers, they are permanent part-time workers and they find, employment situations
exhilarating and rewarding.

The combination of the factors I mentioned, high-lighted by the dramatically higher
proportion of married women in the Victorian work force-now 48 per cent of all married
women-has resulted in an increasing demand to shop outside normal business hours and
outside the present standard shopping hours.
Working women want more buying time; that is the reality. Working married women
and single workers of both sexes are disadvantaged by the existing restrictions on shopping
hours. Their concern has been borne out in a national survey carried out by the Bulletin
and published in that magazine on 30 September 1986. It states that 73 per cent of those
over fourteen years of age say retail shops should be open on Saturday afternoons.
No doubt, that is one of the things that has brought the government to understand the
need to extend trading hours. I also want to quote from the Herald of 6 August in a poll
conducted by Bill Ayres:
The survey was held last Saturday among 300 people in the metropolitan area.
Extended Saturday trading was most popular with the 25 to 34 age group.

What are they if they are not young family people? Are they not the people who will be
running this State, the group that we want to be nurturing? Are they not the young people
for whom we are building schools and the people we are looking after in terms of health
care? Are they not the parents who are creating and developing the middle and senior
management opportunities in this State? Eighty-four per cent of them were in favour of
extended hours!
An overwhelming 93 per cent of married couples with no children supported the idea, suggesting that
householders with two incomes believe they need more time to shop.

Of course they do, because they are working from 9 a.m. till 5 p.m. and, if they are shift
workers, they have an even greater problem. Extended shopping hours would give them
time to be together with their kids when making the purchases they want to make.
The well-known passion of Victorians for sporting and recreational activities is not a
significant influence. Less than one-third of Victorians watch or play sport on Saturday,
according to official statistics. For those who do not believe the figures, they are from the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. This leaves two-thirds of Victorians who can benefit from
Saturday afternoon shopping.
Discrimination penalises consumers. As Australians in a democratic society we cherish
equality of opportunity and freedom of choice, but abhor discrimination and retribution,
and that is what the laws of the past have done. Our laws do not prohibit people from
working Saturday afternoons in shops or, in fact, anywhere. Legislation that prohibits
people from shopping, therefore, appears stupid and is stupid.
It is for those reasons that the Opposition supports the extension of shop trading hours,
be it with some limitation. I have already mentioned the penalties and industrial agreements
that have been made in this country. Saturday afternoon trading will create more jobs. It
happened with the introduction of late night shopping. In the seven years from 1972 to
1979, after the introduction of Friday night shopping, the total Victorian retail employment,
excluding automated employment, jumped 21·9 per cent from 107 000 jobs to 131 000
jobs. In the Safeway chain there were, for example, 5246 new jobs of which 1844 were full
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time. I am convinced that an extension of shop trading hours on Saturday afternoon will
have a similar impact.
We have just learnt today that the number of unemployed in this State has increased
from 5·7 per cent to 5·8 per cent. That represents, in terms of young Victorians, 2000 more
unemployed people today than there were a month ago. Is it not important that legislation
be passed to give these kids an opportunity? Others may not think so, but I believe it is.
I am concerned as a father, as a parent and as a politician in this State that so many
people are unemployed. There are 120000 Victorians looking for a job. What is wrong
with giving them a chance by extending opportunities through this extension of shopping
hours?
One retail industry study going back several years indicated that the introduction of
Saturday afternoon shopping would add more than 10 000 paid hours a week to the retail
work force. This would include increased opportunities for regular employment. That is
important.
Before concluding my contribution to the debate, I should like to make a couple of brief
comments. The government has set itself a 6 per cent price peg. In his second-reading
speech, the Minister made a foolish commitment on behalf of the government to back a
union claim for wages before the Industrial Relations Commission when, as it is now
known, the claim is a national claim.
It was foolish for the Minister to particularise in this State. It was foolish because, on
the one hand, the government said that it wanted to peg price increases at 6 per cent and
keep prices down and, on the other hand, it wanted to juggle the books, as it were, to help
the trade union. Is it a cosy deal? We will know the answer only when the commission
determines the matter. There is a contradiction of terms; it is an anomaly which really
ought not to occur.
I conclude with a brief summary of the benefits, as I see them, of Saturday afternoon
shopping in Victoria. It will benefit consumers by providing increased opportunity to
shop, with a choice of competitive prices in a full range of goods. We would all say that is
okay. It will benefit manufacturers by stimulating retail trade sales and increasing total
consumption. It will benefit employees by providing increased employment and vital parttime job opportunities.
Saturday afternoon shop trading will also benefit the government by stimulating
employment and increasing expenditure in the retail area, which-as all thinking
honourable members will know-generates income for the government. It will benefit
retailers by increasing the proportion of personal incomes spent through additional retail
areas. Finally, it will benefit tourism by making Victoria more appealing to tourists-and
so it should be, as it is a great State of which we are all proud-and will give tourists more
opportunity of purchasing local products.
I could have said much more on this subject. I could have attacked previous Ministers
for their reluctance to move in this area. However, I congratulate the present Minister on
his involvement. I regret that he has not gone as far as he might, but at least he is moving
in the right direction.
The Liberal Party supports the Bill. It is concerned at the anomalies that are created by
the Bill, and it intends in the Committee stage to introduce amendments in some areas.
The Opposition wishes the Bill had gone further, but wishes it a speedy passage.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I shall express the view of the National Party on this
crucial and controversial measure for the future of Victoria. The National Party remains
firm on its policy of opposing Saturday afternoon and Sunday shop trading. It is the only
party that has remained firm on its policy on weekend shop trading hours in this State.
There has been a change by the government, an expedient change, as I shall mention in
a few minutes. The spokesman for the Opposition, the honourable member for Hawthorn,
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who claims to have an understanding of business, said that extended trading hours will
provide new impetus for business. That is a load of rubbish! The National Party does not
consider it a new impetus for business to have Saturday afternoon trading. There will not
be lower prices for commodities for the people of Victoria. As the honourable member for
Warrnambool says by interjection, the prices will be higher.
Honourable members should consider the price the government is paying for extended
trading hours. The Premier said in this House that the matter would be brought before the
Industrial Relations Commission and that the commission would decide. However, he
has already committed the government to a sweetheart arrangement with the union.
Mr Maher and his union, the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association,
have done it well. Mr Maher put the union's case to the government and said, "That is
our price. You take it". The government fell for the three-card trick and, as the honourable
member for Gippsland East says, it tapped the mat again. The Victorian Trades Hall
Council is dictating to the government again.
Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr JASPER-I shall refer to the Opposition in a moment. The government has tapped
the mat and is now jumping at the beck and call of the union. The government said that it
opposed extended shop trading and that the shop unions had opposed extended trading
hours for twenty years or more; yet, in recent weeks the union has come forward and said
to the Premier, "That is our price". The Premier tapped the mat, and the Bill is the result.
All that the honourable member for Hawthorn gave to this House was rhetoric that will
not be believed by Victorians. He said extended shop trading on Saturdays will provide
new impetus to business and there will be lower prices. That is a load of rubbish! What
has the honourable member done about talking to small business?
He is the spokesman for the Liberal Party on small business issues. I do not believe
small businesses will back him. If one goes out onto the street and asks small business
people what they want, one finds that they do not want a bar of what the Liberal Party is
doing.
The last State election proved my point. I am extremely disappointed that he is not in
the Chamber, but the honourable member for Niddrie is the person who has been carrying
the flag. I shall quote his remarks in a few moments. A couple of weeks ago he said that
there was no way that the government would extend shop trading hours to Saturday
afternoons and Sundays in Victoria because it would have a disastrous effect on small
business. He quickly quoted that that stance carried the Labor Party back into government
for its second term.
Labor Party members were elected to a limited number of seats in the metropolitan
area, supported by funds from particular unions of course, and won them from the Liberal
Party. Why did that occur? The honourable member for Hawthorn should be able to
answer, but he does not wish to.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr JASPER-He does not have the answer. The honourable member for Malvern,
who interjects, may not have many brains, but he would understand precisely why the
Labor Party won seats that were formerly Liberal Party seats. The reason was that the
Liberal Party gave away the small business people. It did not even respond to the small
business people within the electorate, whose votes are really the key to winning some of
those seats in metropolitan Melbourne.
I am disappointed that every member of this House is not present in the Chamber
tonight to debate this vital measure that is crucial to Victoria and its future.
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The government has introduced a Bill to extend shop trading hours on Saturday
afternoons. The Liberal Party has said its policy is to extend shop trading hours. It wants
open slather, but it has had no discussion with the small business organisations.
What is the price being paid for an extension of shop trading hours on Saturday
afternoons? The honourable member for Malvern does not understand too much, but he
should know. He should examine the arrangement. What is the arrangement that the
Premier has made?
Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr JASPER-I am surprised that the Acting Premier is chipping in for a change. That
is not like him; he usually listens. I must have struck a raw nerve. The government is
paying a price. The honourable member for Malvern would not understand that, either.
An early edition of the Herald quoted the Premier as saying that rebels would not
pressure the government into changing its stance on shop trading hours. The late edition
of the Herald a few hours later invited Victorians to "shop all day Saturday-it is now
legal".
Mr Leigb interjected.
Mr JASPER-Perhaps the honourable member for Malvern should go to Queensland
and find out what has occurred there. After a trial run of extended shop trading in
Queensland, the government of that State assessed the results and did not proceed with a
general extension of trading hours to Saturday afternoons and Sundays. Again, the
honourable member for Malvern would not bother doing any research or try to gain some
understanding of the matter.
What changed? Why did the government change its stance? I am sure it has been
thinking about this extension of shop trading hours for twelve months, wondering how to
get around the difficulties and how to meet the demands of some people.
The honourable member for Hawthorn said the extension of shop trading hours is what
the public wants. He said that, if one goes out into the streets and asks people whether
they want to be able to shop seven days a week at any time, they will all agree to that. The
honourable member also said that the extension of shop trading would result in full use of
the roads and facilities.
If one carries through that argument, one must ask why members of Parliament do not
sit in this Chamber all the time. Sometimes it seems that we sit here all night anyway, so
why not sit seven days a week and obtain full use of this ma~ificent facility? Why does
not Parliament sit all the time rather than worrying about clOSIng down? It is a marvellous
facility for debating, so honourable members may as well use it all the time.
Then the Premier went out to make sure there was a special arrangement because he
had to get past the unions for a start. The unions were totally opposed to Saturday
afternoon and Sunday trading. The National Party supported the unions in their stand.
Members of the National Party supported small business organisations and small
business people. They do not want an extension of shop trading hours. The ordinary
person in the street does not really want it either. If one asks people in the street what it
will be-will it be higher costs for articles, goods and services-and do they really want
that, the answer is that they do not want it.
I have spoken to small business people. Recently I spoke to a man in Yarrawonga and
said, "How are you handling it, Tony? What are you doing?" He said, "Mum and I work
harder".
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Hawthorn should go to Yarrawonga and
speak to small business people and then he might understand what they want. He has
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made a magnificent admission that he does not bother going to speak to small business
people.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr JASPER-I should like to think he had something worthwhile to say but his
comments are not worthy of response as they are not any argument at all.
What did the Premier of Victoria do? What caused him to change his mind, and what
caused the government to change its policy? The Premier is the one who has done the
deal, and not the Acting Premier. What has been the price?
Mr Leigb inteIjected.
Mr J ASPER-Yes, he has gone away and he is not bothering to face up to the music.
What did the Premier say? He is reported as having said:
... he expected the community to respond well to the change which followed a significant breakthrough in
negotiations between the government, the major retailers and the main retail industry union.

Big government, big unions, big business! Where does small business fit into this
arrangement?
An arrangement has been made by the Premier and he then has the audacity to come
into this House and say, "We are not providing a sweetheart deal; we are not providing an
extra $25 a week to people working in the shops; we are not going to provide an extra 3
per cent in superannuation; we are not going to agree straightaway to time and a half for
all day Saturday; it is going to the Industrial Relations Commission; the commission will
decide~~.

Mr Acting Speaker, I put it to you: if the Industrial Relations Commission and the
government came to you and said, "The big retailers, the unions, and the government
have agreed", what would you do? I do not ask you to answer that, but I suggest your
answer would be precisely the same as that of the National Party-you would say that if
there had been an arrangement made, a sweetheart deal, it cannot really be opposed. As
the honourable member for Gippsland East has said, the decision would be made on the
evidence presented.
I am disappointed that the Retail Traders Association of Victoria is supporting extended
shop trading hours. However, it is spending money to ensure opposition to the sweetheart
deal when it comes before the Industrial Relations Tribunal.
What has appeared in the media? It should be mentioned when considering the reasons
for the governmenfs changed policy that there has been great media pressure on the
government. The Herald has conducted a campaign to make sure the government changes
its policy. Slowly but surely over the past twelve months it has been tightening its grip on
the government.
The reports indicate that:
Coles-Myer welcomed the government's decision to extend shopping hours.

Of course they would! Then there is the critical part ofMr Quinn~s statement on behalf of
Coles-Myer:
But it warned that the cost of increased wages and penalty rates would be passed on to consumers.

They are the lower prices the honourable member for Hawthorn has mentioned! The
honourable member for Ivanhoe does have some understanding of this and I have heard
him speaking on the subject. I shall be interested to hear how many members of the
Liberal Party agree with the statements made and policy expounded by the honourable
member for Hawthorn and strongly supported by the Leader of the Opposition. The policy
did not win them government in the last election but they still go along with it. What does
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the honourable member for Ballarat North think about it? I am sure he is totally opposed
to it.
What does the Wangaratta Chamber of Commerce say? A spokesman is quoted as
saying:
Wangaratta does not require any additional shopping, there is no need or demand for it.

The President of the Wangaratta Chamber of Commerce is further quoted as saying:
It is just another case of small business being kicked in the guts, and it's about time Mr Cain got his act
together.

The article continues in the same vein. The manager of the Wangaratta branch of K Mart
is quoted as saying that:
... his company was "delighted" with the new legislation.
This will give people longer shopping hours and it will mean additional sales to Wangaratta.

I suggest it will not mean greater sales to Wangaratta at all. There might be greater sales to
K Mart, but it will not mean greater sales to the shopkeepers in Wangaratta. The people
of that city will not have more money to spend; in fact, they will have less money to spend.
After they have paid the higher prices for the articles they buy, they will find out that
extended trading hours do not pay. The article continues:
Mr Ryan said that the Victorian government had bowed to isolated pressure, and that it was a "tragedy" there
was no discussion on the issue.

That is what hurts the members of the National Party. The government stood up year
after year and made statements that it would not support extended trading hours, but what
do the articles say?
Extended shopping hours will suit only a greedy minority.

Big business again! In an article in the Australian dated 28 October 1987, this appears:
In a reversal of ALP policy, the Victorian branch of the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association
(SDAEA), overturned 20 years of opposition to all-day Saturday trading by winning critical government supPOrt
for a series of award gains.
It has secured a commitment from the government not to oppose its 4 per cent second-tier wage rise application,
which if awarded will give the union's members a further $10 a week.

The government has also agreed to support the union's claim for its members to be paid time-and-a-halffor all
Saturday work ... and a 3 per cent superannuation claim.

The article continues:
The Victorian secretary and national president of the SDAEA, Mr Jim Maher, said the agreement by his union
to allow the extension of shopping hours was contingent on the commission's granting the claim.

Honourable members are debating proposed legislation, but who will dictate the terms?
Who will decide in the end whether there are extended shop trading hours in the State of
Victoria?
Another article which appeared in the press is headed "Shop Hours 'too costly' ". That
is the sort of information we are getting. I refer to some of the people who oppose an
extension of shop trading hours. Bob Thomas, the owner of Bob Thomas Jewellers in
Mentone, is quoted as saying:
... the idea of extended shopping hours was ridiculous.
"There's no way I will be opening", Mr Thomas said.
"Mine is just a small shop, which I already run 51f2 days a week. When do they expect us to have time to
ourselves?"

Further in the article, this appears:
The Black Rock Pet Shop's owner, Mr VolfSvarcs, said: "As far as small shops like mine are concerned, it
means more work and less profit."
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The article quotes another small business owner:
Alan Beck, owner of Beck's Bedding in Preston, said he would be going to the football or the races on Saturday
afternoons.
"We have a little family business-I can't see us staying open on Saturdays", Mr Beck said.
"I think it will just be a goldmine for the major shopping centres."

That raises another issue. What made the government change its mind? Has the government
received some type of assistance from major retailers? Dare I suggest that some support
has been given to the government to encourage it to reconsider its position?
First of all we had two Saturday afternoons of extended trading last December. Legislation
earlier this year provided for a further four Saturday afternoons of extended shopping
hours and, now, we are dealing with a further extension. However, the union may not
agree. It does not matter what Parliament says; it does not matter if we agree or disagree,
because if the union does not agree, we will not have extended hours.
Mr John Harrower, the Executive Director, and Mr Bill Pickford, the President, of the
Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry made comments on the subject. Mr
Pickford stated:
Victoria cannot afford to gamble with shop trading hours. Members of Parliament with intelligence and
integrity, would oppose the ambitions of the few who would profit from extended hours at the expense of the
many.

He said that we should heed the lessons to be learned from Britain and Queensland where
responsible Parliamentarians rejected extended weekend trading hours. In the United
Kingdom responsible members of Parliament even crossed the floor and voted against the
government.
Those gentlemen from the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry represent a
responsible organisation that is totally opposed to the Bill. However, the proposed
legislation has not been accepted yet. We shall have to wait until it $oes to the commission
to see what the union says. If it does not get through the commiSSIon, we will not have a
bar of it anyway.
How much will extended trading hours cost? One estimate is that it will cost $500
million. A further comment from Mr Bill Pickford of the Victorian Chambers of Commerce
and Industry was:
It is ironic that while many workers are enjoying a shorter working week, retailers should be expected to work
longer hours. Would responsible Victorians want the retail industry further dominated by major chains able to
dictate prices, product change and labour?

I suggest that that is what we will get-higher prices, difficulties for small business, and
small business closures. That result will be detrimental to the State.
The expansion of the wealth of the economy was created by entrepreneurs and small
businessmen. However, they are leaving the scene and saying that it is not worth it if they
have to put up with extended trading hours and pressures from unions for higher wages.
Is quality of life still an issue? It seems that it is not an issue so far as the government is
concerned.
I am disappointed that the honourable member for Ballarat North and, for that matter,
the honourable member for Ballarat South, are not in the Chamber. A poll on trading
hours was recently conducted in Ballarat and the figures were provided to me a couple of
days ago. Some 234 people were in favour of extended trading hours and 1084 were against
such a move. Therefore, 5 to 1 people voted against extended trading hours in Ballarat. It
is disappointing that the government is doing an about-face.
I refer to comments made by the Premier back in 1982. He said:
Small business would go to the wall sacrificed to the greed ofthe supermarket chains.
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The Premier is further quoted as saying:
Small shopkeepers need to know that their livelihood will be protected in the long term from extended trading
hours.

That is how much the government thinks about that. I shall not quote all the speeches
made on the subject by Labor members of Parliament. However, it is interesting to see the
changes that have taken place. It is important to remember some of the members who
supported small business; the Liberal Party has not, that is for sure. Let us examine the
speeches made by Labor Party members-the so-called champions of small business.
On 15 September 1983 the honourable member for Niddrie, when Minister of Labour
and Industry, is reported in Hansard as having said:
The policy of the government was based on protection of the small business sector which is so important to
the Victorian economy. There are something like 40000 shopkeepers in Victoria, almost all small business
people. They provide employment for approximately 200 000 workers. This is about 12 per cent of the State's
total work force. These people have gone into business on the basis of the assurances of this and of previous
governments that they would not extend shopping hours. They have in many cases invested their life savings or
their life's work on the basis of government assurances. They have shaped their family, social and recreational
activities accordingly.

Apparently the honourable member for Niddrie has been rolled; he is a person who would
have some understanding of small business. He was visiting small shopkeepers in the
outer suburbs last week telling them that he is disappointed that he did not win the day.
He said that there were too many people in caucus who wanted to extend trading hours at
the beck and call of big retailers and the unions.
On 12 October 1983, when Minister of Labour and Industry, the honourable member
for Niddrie is reported in Hansard as having said, quoting Labor Party policy:
Labor recognises that proposals for Saturday afternoon and Sunday shopping are a threat to the survival of
small retail businesses.

What has made the honourable member for Niddrie change his mind?

Mr Hockley-He has not.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Niddrie has not changed his mind; he did
not have the numbers on this occasion.
Mr Wilkes interjected.
Mr JASPER-The Minister for Housing said that he has the numbers. I hope he has,
but he did not have the numbers in caucus because too many members wanted a change.
On 12 October 1983, the former Minister of Labour and Industry is further reported by
Hansard as having said:
The Liberal government's record of vacillation on this issue suggests that it will eventually capitulate to the
"BigS".

I suggest that the Labor government has capitulated to the "Big 5" and the unions. The
Minister continued:
Our policy is firm.

As the honourable member for Gippsland East interjects, the government policy is as firm
as a blancmange! I notice the whiz-kid has entered the Chamber; I hope the Treasurer will
listen to my remarks. He does not care about small business; the government will leave it
to big business and we will see higher prices and the State will wind down. The former
Minister of Labour and Industry stated:
Under the Australian Labor Party, there will be no extension of shopping hours in the life of the next
Parliament.

One can go on and on. On 12 October 1983 the Premier is reported in Hansard as having
said:
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I want to make it quite clear: we said before the last election that this government would not change shop
trading hours during the life of this Parliament; we intend to ensure that that undertaking is kept. Any organisation
or group of organisations that seeks to cut across that intention will be dealt with as best we can.

As late as 1987 members of the government were still saying that there was no way they
would extend shop tradin~ hours. Shops can trade for 133 hours a week, and the government
is proposing that that be Increased to 137 hours a week.
When debating the Shop Trading Bill in February this year, the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources, stated:
This part of the Bill also continues the general trading hours pattern that operates under the Labour and
Industry Act, which provides for other types of shops, unless exempt under the Act, to close at 1 p.m. on
Saturdays and all day on Sundays and the listed public holidays. I remind honourable members that this provides
for up to 133 hours of general retail trading each week.

On 26 March 1987, I stated in this House:
The honourable member for Niddrie would agree strongly with the comments I have made because I know his
attitude on shop trading hours and the restrictions for trading on Saturday afternoons and Sundays.

In the same debate, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources stated:
I make it clear to the honourable member for Murray Valley that the clause is neither the thin end of the wedge
nor the opening of the floodgates. I understand the point that he made during the second-reading debate and in
his contribution on this clause.
.....

The House was discussing'- Saturday afternoon trading hours prior to Christmas. The
Minister made that statement on 26 March this year, and yet he is now changing the
government's policy.
The classic speech is that made by the honourable member for Niddrie on 25 March
this year when debating the Shop Trading Bill. I place on record my congratulations for
the excellent speech the honourable member made. I recommend that any honourable
member who has not read that speech should do so, because it was well researched,
contained many facts and figures from around the world and strongly supported the
government's case at that time not to extend shop trading hours into Saturday afternoons
and Sundays.
The honourable member for Niddrie said:
So much for the fallacy that extended trading hours create employment!

The honourable member for Hawthorn should listen to this:
Extended hours put small businesses out of business and eventually the giants take over, establish their regional
shopping complexes and then move to a self-serve basis.

The Minister should take note of this statement by the honourable member for Niddrie:
It is a total fallacy for the honourable member for Hawthorn to suggest that the extension of shopping hours
increases and creates employment.

Later in that debate, the honourable member for Niddrie said:
Believe me, the policy of the Liberal Party would do just that. I am delighted that at least the National Party
has the intelligence to understand that interference with the present structure in this State would lead to a loss of
jobs. We must retain the retail industry as 14 per cent of the total work force in this State. Open slather would
mean the death of small businesses for the benefit of the giant complexes.

What has changed the Minister's mind since 25 February this year? He has been pressured
by the media, the large shopping complexes and by the giant retailers. The government
has capitulated to union demands regarding penalty rates. As the honourable member for
Niddrie said:
Customers then become merely numbers in a cash register rather than people ...
It is outrageous for honourable members opposite to be speaking about customers crying out for extended

trading hours. I have just quoted the proof of the pUdding.
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The figures the honourable member for Niddrie quoted at that time are included in
Hansard of25 February. The honourable member for Niddrie continued:
That is why I am so determined that while I am a member of this House and while the Labor government is in
power, we will not put in jeopardy either the consumer who will be paying through the nose or the small retailers
who will suffer because of the activities of the big chains. If the Liberal Party has sold out to the big chains and
the big newspapers, it should say so.

The Labor government has done precisely that.
I had some discussions with the honourable member for Niddrie, and I encouraged him
to be present in the Chamber during this debate. He should be reminded of the comments
he made in Parliament and the strength of his objection to the extension of shop trading
hours because of the devastating effect it will have on small business throughout Victoria.
He told me that he would probably have laryngitis and would not be able to speak during
the debate. That is a disappointment. I should like to see the honourable member in the
Chamber and I should like to hear his views on this important issue.
I could go on quoting from various publications and information provided to the
National Party. I recommend that honourable members read the speech made by the
honourable member for Niddrie on 25 February 1987, as reported in Hansard, because he
put the facts clearly. The honourable member backed up his speech with statistics from
Australia and overseas. He supported the government's policy at that time, which was not
to extend shop trading hours.
I repeat that the National Party is totally opposed to the extension oftradin$ hours into
Saturday afternoons and Sundays. It will not benefit the State. I remind the Liberal Party
that one of the keys to its policy is that, if there is to be extension of shop trading hours,
penalty rates must be removed. However, the government is proposing the payment of
penalty rates. The honourable member for Hawthorn did not refer to that issue, but that
should be his reason for opposing the Bill. The government has arranged a sweetheart deal
with the big retailers and the unions.

It appears that members of the government and the Liberal Party are not talking to the
people who know what is going on, who are involved in business and who will be
dramatically affected by the Bill.
The National Party will oppose the Bill on the basis of its stand in the past. The National
Party wants to know why the government has changed its mind. Has it been due to
pressure from the media, big business and the union? The union said it would oppose the
Bill unless the government gave it what it wanted, and that is what the government did.
If shop trading hours are extended on the basis of the announcement made by the
Premier-who is scuttling away from the country and is not prepared to debate the issueit will be to the detriment of Victoria. Other members of the National Party will refer to
matters that I have not been able to cover in the time available to me. I have grown up in
business; I understand business; I know what retailers want.
That is the policy the National Party will be expanding. I believe the voters will move
along the track indicated by the honourable member for Niddrie. In 1982 and in 1985 the
honourable member boasted that he won the election for the Labor Party because of his
policy against extended shop trading hours in Victoria. Now it is all turning back on him
and it will be to the detriment of the State.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I support the Bill. It has been interesting listening to the
comments of the lead speakers for the National and Liberal parties. The Bill is historic
and is the culmination of a long, contentious, bitter, acrimonious debate. It has been a
saga.
In this second-reading speech, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
said:
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Prior to the last State election the government gave two undertakings in relation to shop trading hours. Firstly,
a commitment was made to review the many anomalies that existed in relation to shop trading arrangements
under the Labour and Industry Act. Secondly, it was indicated that general retail trading hours would not be
altered unless there was a broad agreement of the interested parties ... The second aspect of the government's
pre-election policy-that dealing with general trading hours-is addressed in the Bill.

The government's position can and is justified by the changing community attitude to this
contentious issue.
When the government adopted its original stance, the majority of the public was opposed
to an extension in shop trading hours but that opinion has been cleverly turned around by
a campaign initiated, generated, orchestrated, and no doubt funded by-shall we call
them-the "Big 5". There is no doubt about that. It is now a fact of life.
Public opinion has been so cleverly changed that it has now reached the point where the
majority of Melburnians, not Victorians, are in favor of extended shop trading hours
whether that extension is for the better or worse. The government is merely responding to
community attitudes, which I agree have changed. Many aspects of that change are not
good.
I cannot agree with the honourable member for Hawthorn, who led the debate for the
Opposition. In many ways I agree with the honourable member for Murray Valley who
led the debate for the National Party. I cannot agree with the position of the Opposition
that an extension of shop trading hours will mean an extra 25 000 jobs. That is what the
Leader of the Opposition said some time ago. He also said that extended shop trading
hours will bring a reduction in prices. What baloney!
How could extended shop trading hours mean the provision of one extra job or a
reduction in prices? I admit that I failed arithmetic in eighth grade at St Ignatius, but, even
with my limited knowledge of arithmetic, I know normal working people have only a
certain amount of disposable income; they do not have biscuit tins full of loot hidden in
their backyards. That certain amount of dIsposable income will go into the pockets of the
larger groups and possibly it will be the end of the small corner shops.
That is what happened in the United States of America, but that is the track the public
wants to go down. The great dilemma in the debate over extended shop trading hours is
that people must realise that if they want the right to shop at any hour, they will have to
pay for it. As MrPenhalluriack said, "If someone wants to buy a screwdriver at 2 a.m., he
has to pay for it!".
The honourable member for Hawthorn quoted the results of recent polls. Face facts:
polls are polls and there are statistics and statistics and damned lies. One can always
present the answer one wants by using polls. Mr Morgan is possibly the master at that.
The honourable member for Hawthorn quoted the results of a poll taken from the 25 to
34 age group. The question asked was: do you want extended shopping hours? The result
was an overwhelming, "Yes". Possibly if those people had been asked, do you want
extended shopping hours and increased prices, the same people would have said
overwhelmingly, "No". The result of the poll depends on the question asked.
The person in the street wants to be able to shop late at night on Friday nights and so
on. Workin~ women want to be able to shop outside normal trading hours but they will
do so at an Increased price. I cannot remember one instance in Dandenong when I have
been lobbied by someone for an extension to shop trading hours. But I have been lobbied
against an extension to shop trading hours.
I am concerned about the small trader and not the big chains like the Keysborough
shopping centre. They would not lobby me personally. A owner of a small business said to
me, "Terry, does this mean that I will be working all hours?" Nevertheless, the public
wants to be able to shop at 10 p.m. for half a dozen eggs.
As the honourable member for Murray Valley said earlier, part of the campaign has'
been cleverly orchestrated by the Murdoch newspaper-let us be generous and call the
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Herald a newspaper! That newspaper has heavily campaigned for and encouraged the
Chapel Street traders to break the law because Mr Murdoch of the Herald and Weekly
Times Ltd is a very clever businessman. He understands that an extension to shop trading
hours will mean more business for his newspapers from the big conglomerates. That is
why he has encouraged traders to break the law, put pressure on the government, and
convinced the general public that the Cain government is letting people down because
they cannot shop when they wish to.
Mr Murdoch's campaign worked; now the general public believes they have been
disadvantaged because they cannot shop late with their families on Friday nights. One
may well ask where the push will end and whether the extension in shop trading hours will
mean the end of this saga, or that eventually down the track there will be a push for Sunday
trading. That is possible because the mouth is voracious; therefore, enough is never
enough.
Unfortunately, that is a fact of life. We are living in an age of self and instant gratification.
People want to be able to go to the corner shop at 11 p.m. to buy a tin of spaghetti and half
a dozen eggs. That carries a cost. So long as the general public knows the bill, which is,
serving its desires means an increase in costs, that is fine.
The measure represents the end of an era because I believe the small strip shopping
centres like those outside my electorate office and those of other honourable members,
will go to the wall. Logically and economically they will eventually disappear.
They will struggle on~ Many of them have gone to the wall because strip shops are not
the strip shops that people of my generation can remember-when one walked down
Bridge Road, Richmond, and the whole district shopped in Bridge Road or Swan Street.
Those days are gone; we live in changing times. This Bill will change the government-Honourable members-Hear, hear!
Mr NORRIS-Of course, I mean to say: the Bill will change public perceptions and
public attitudes. The government is to be complimented for being realistic. As ever, the
government is aware of public desires, mores and wants.
This is an historic Bill because honourable members are seeing an end to the retail areas
they grew up in. There is a change to the American style of retailing. If one goes to
America-and most honourable members would have been to America on their
Parliamentary trips-one would realise that small local shopping centres and strip shops
as we know them no longer exist there. One cannot go down to the corner shop and find a
greengrocer and a butcher shop; such shops no longer exist. There are only large shopping
centres.
In Victoria, this change has resulted from a very orchestrated campaign by such forces
as the big retailers and the Herald and Weekly Times Ltd. When the government adopted
its original attitude to shopping hours, it was right. Its attitude reflected the public's
opposition to extended trading hours. Over the years there has been a turnaround-which
was clearly outlined in the Minister's second-reading speech.
I support the Bill and I compliment the Minister. It has been a very acrimonious debate;
but the government has made a realistic decision. Workers in the industry have been
rightly protected; their welfare is uppermost in the minds of all members of the government.
That was a No. 1 priority and it has been taken care of.
I compliment the Minister on his approach to this thorny issue. The Bill reflects public
attitudes to extended trading hours and I am very happy to support it.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-Honourable members have heard three
dissertations on this complex issue of trading hours. The honourable member for Hawthorn
led the debate for the Opposition. He raised three important issues: red meat sales; penalty
rates; and weekend loadings.
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The National Party amazes me when it talks about shop trading hours. National Party
members represent almost all the areas in Victoria that have seven days a week trading,
yet they argue that there should not be additional trading hours in this State.
The honourable member for Murray Valley said that there are 40000 small shopkeepers
in the State. Most of those are milk bars which can open seven days a week. He spoke
about such businesses being able to operate 133 hours a week. I do not know of any of
those 40 000 small shops that would want to operate 133 hours per week.
The hours prescribed in the Act enable shopkeepers to remain open any time up to 1
p.m. on Saturday so long as they remain shut until midnight on Sunday. Most people
would expect that if they had to shut their business from 1 p.m. Saturdays until midnight
on Sunday they would be satisfied, but that is not the case.
Over many years, milk bars have added different lines to what they could sell. The
Safeway supermarket chain set up a shop selling only those extra lines. The exercise
showed that a supermarket could almost be wholly stocked with such lines and yet milk
bars selling those lines could be open any time seven days a week.
If I ran a business I would be in favour of shutting between 1 p.m. on Saturday and
midnight on Sunday. Except for the time I have spent in this place I have been involved
in seven days a week retail trading. When I was younger I worked in my parents' milk bar
and then I traded as a pharmacist for seventeen years on a seven days a week basis.
When I first came into this place the then responsible Minister, the honourable member
for Berwick, approached me and asked about Saturday trading. I said that I did not see
the need for pharmacists to open on Saturdays because prescriptions could be filled behind
closed doors. The then Minister told me that the Pharmacy Guild of Australia had asked
for Saturday trading; they were subsequently allowed to have extended trading.
The majority of shops in this State are able to open seven days a week but because of
good management practices they choose not to. It has been argued that a good many small
businesses in this State go broke because of extended hours. That is not the reason they go
broke.
Seven out of ten businesses fail because of poor management practices and the owners'
lack of experience in running a small business. Many people have the idea that running a
small business is easy. After mortgaging or selling their houses they buy milk bars and live
on the premises. Many expect to make their fortunes but, after twelve months, they fail.
The average length of time for the ownership of milk bars in Victoria is between six
months and twelve months.
There are some who work the system to their advantage, buying a business which has
failed and then building up the clientele by working hard. That is usually done by having
families run such businesses. Thousands of people in Victoria have approached Opposition
members and told them how easy it is to go broke in a small business. A great deal of
expertise is required to make a business a profitable one.
Since the crash of the stock market the turnover of many small businesses in my area
has fallen by 25 per cent in real terms. In such circumstances honourable members may
think that traders will want to open seven days a week to beat the opposition. But good
operators will not do that; because of their management skill they will know when to open.
My electorate borders the Mornington Peninsula. The peninsula has had seven days a
week trading for fourteen or fifteen years. Mornington has had seven days a week trading
for twelve weeks over Christmas each year. Although Flinders is a tourist area shopkeepers
in that area do not always open seven days a week. They are not stupid enough to want to
open in the middle of winter. Such traders do 80 or 90 per cent of their business in twelve
weeks. They hire staff for that twelve weeks and the rest of the time they trade on a
minimum hours basis. Such people have good management skills and are able to earn a
decent living. They should have the capacity to continue to do that.
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Over a number of years hundreds of different types of businesses have been allowed to
open for extended hours on weekends to give the public the services they now enjoy,
Those of us who have worked in the retail industry are well aware of what attracts
customers to a particular type of store. Customers know what they want and they wish to
be served quickly. Providing such a service is part of building up a business and building
up goodwill-which is part of what a trader sells when a business is sold.
I remember the honourable member for Niddrie saying that when he went to the
Mornington Peninsula on one occasion during the winter months he found something like
273 shops that were shut. The honourable member implied that extended trading hours
had not worked, but he did not understand that these traders had commonsense and were
good managers. They were not opening their businesses when people were not around.
They opened their businesses during the summer months when people were around. No
small business person wants staff standing around doing nothing.
Thursday and Friday night shopping has now become quite popular and has extended
to most traders. It has meant a change in the rostering of staff who work in those small
businesses. Most traders use their regular staff from Monday to Friday evening and
employ casual staff on Saturday morning because of the award structure. It allows the
permanent staff to start fresh on the Monday morning and is one of the reasons why the
number of part-time workers in this industry has increased significantly. Traders wishing
to open on the Saturday afternoon will merely use those casual staffwho are employed on
the Saturday morning.
The experiment of Saturday afternoon trading held last year was an outstanding success.
I know that the traders in the areas that I represent believed it to be an unqualified success.
The turnover of those businesses made it more than worthwhile to open on Saturday
afternoon. Pressure has been applied by the Chapel Street traders and traders in other
areas of Melbourne to extend the shop trading hours to include Saturday afternoons.
The proposed legislation will be successful. I would not expect that a jeweller in Mentone
would open on Saturday afternoon; he would be stupid to contemplate it. Traders in other
areas of Melbourne would fall into the same category. I know that traders operating on the
Mornington Peninsula and in Frankston would open their shops during this period.
Mount Eliza has a large shopping centre with large shops on either side of the municipal
boundary. Traders want the right to stay open so that they can make a living.
In 1980 and 1981 a campaign was conducted opposing extended trading hours, and
rightly so. The people who put that view then do not have the same view today. Attitudes
have changed. The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, in earlier legislation,
adopted a sensible approach when he said that persons, shops or groups of shops could
make application to their local council, through the Minister, to open their shops on a
day, a week or for an extended period. The local traders are the best people to jud~e that.
The decision is made by the local community. I know that will happen outslde the
metropolitan area.
The honourable member for Niddrie, for political reasons, supported the move against
extended trading hours and has been a strong advocate for that movement. The Opposition
has not changed its position. It is a free enterprise party and has always said that traders
should be able to open on Saturday afternoons and that no penalty rates should apply to
the staff during that period. The Opposition has not varied that decision. The Labor Party
said, in the first instance, that it would not have extended trading hours for the life of the
first Parliament. That means what it says, that the Labor government would change its
policy after its first term of office concluded, and so it did. One did not hear any person in
the retail trade say what a wonderful job the Labor government had done. Many retailers
applied to have extra items added to the schedule. That multiplied and the list grew and
grew. The same people complained to the Minister about Safeway stores and other large
stores doing the same thing so that it was worthwhile for them to have extended trading.
Retailers are just like everyone else. They want to increase their inventories so that they
can be more profitable.

Shop Trading (Amendment) Bill

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2391

The honourable member for Murray Valley mentioned what the honourable member
for Niddrie said when he was the then Minister of Labour and Industry. The Regulation
Review Unit Report on Shop Trading Anomalies and Penalties in Victoria, produced by
Mr Miller, the former honourable member for Prahran, referred to the then Minister of
Labour and Industry, the honourable member for Niddrie, on page 51:
As the then Minister of Labour and Industry, the Honourable J. Simpson said:
"Let me make it perfectly clear that the government is not against weekend trading. The Fifth Schedule of the
Act lists a range of exempt stores and the Act contains other exemptions which guarantee that consumers have
available, virtually whenever required, a wide range of goods which could be classed broadly as "convenience",
"emergency" or "recreational". Our small milk bars, mixed businesses, chemists, antique shops, nurseries and
the like will be able to continue to provide that service".

Honourable members know that almost half of the retail traders in Victoria have been
during exempt periods. That is not new to retailers. The honourable member for
Niddne admitted that to the review unit, but he has not admitted it in the House or
elsewhere.

tradin~

It is my view that traders should serve the public, whatever the time of day. In my
former profession if a person came to me with a doctor's prescription and wanted medicine
for a sick child, I made myself available. During my 30 years' experience in pharmacy I
cannot remember an occasion when I had to be open. That service could be provided in
the normal period from 9 a.m. on Monday to 1 o'clock on Saturday afternoon. Almost 90
per cent of the turnover was obtained dunng that period.
It is a complex issue, but my main interest is that retailers should have the capacity to
make up their own minds so they can decide when they can profitably serve their customers.
If an honourable member asked a small retailer what articles that he sold were being sold
in the supermarket, he may not be able to say, but he would be able to say at what cost a
particular item was being sold at his opposition small shop up the street. Traders will say
that the best positions are right next to the large stores so that the small business can trade
with them and not against them. A shopping centre needs to have a group of smaller shops
plus a larger shop that can draw people to the centre.
An issue that is debated in this House on many occasions r~lates to the leases of business
people, especially those operating in shopping centres. Those leases dictate when those
businesses must open, what advertising they must do and what rent they must pay.
This House debated, during the Residential Tenancies (Amendment) Bill, how these
business people could be protected, mainly from themselves. It is amazing how many
small business people will break their necks to rent shops in big centres. The little fellow
pays enormous rent and subsidises the big fellow. It is usual for rent to be 11 per cent of
turnover. The little fellow must pay increases in rent or be thrown out. These unfair
conditions have existed for many years.
Small businesses should have the right to decide whether they open or close on a
Saturday afternoon. They should not be compelled to open if they do not want to.
The other issue relates to the white meat industry. Producers of red meat in this State
believe they should have the same opportunity to sell red meat products as the white meat
producers.
I compliment the honourable member for Hawthorn on the way he presented the
Opposition's argument. I hope the National Party will be honest and state where it stands
on trading hours and its application in the tourist area.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warmambool)-I support the remarks of the honourable member
for Murray Valley, the lead speaker for the National Party in this debate. I was involved
in retailing and small business for many years prior to coming to this House.
I comm!!nt firstly on the amazing speech made by the honourable member for Dandenong
who has since left the House.
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Mr Leigh-An incredible speech.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-That describes his speech more appropriately. At the end of his
speech he contradicted everything he had said about small business by stating his support
for the Bill. He proved himself to be the main act in the circus, the clown. He spoke about
broad agreement and community attitudes and he even admitted that the government,
which had adopted a strong opposing view to extended trading hours, had buckled at the
knees and given way to the strange marriage of big business, big unions and big media
groups.
The government has for many years asserted that it supports the small businessman,
the worker, the battler and the underdog. With this Bill, the government has sold out the
small businessman, and it has the audacity to say the Bill was drafted after consultation
with interested parties.
Although debate on the BiIJ has been truncated, I hope I have sufficient time to
demonstrate to the House and to the Minister for Housing, who is at the table, that the
consultation carried out by the government was narrow-in fact, it was truncated just as
this debate will be.
The honourable member for Dandenong said it was fait accompli that small shops will
go. It was disgraceful of him to say that small shops will go because of the Bill introduced
by the government. I wonder whether the actors equity group with which he is involved
would be prepared to accept what the government is thrusting on small business. It would
mean that that group would have to work longer hours to make the same profit.
I refer now to the orchestrated media campaign by the "Big 5" and by those with vested
interests. Headlines in the media say it all: "Cain moves on shop hours"; "$50 000 fines
don't deter rebel trader"; "Defiant traders face big penalties" and so on. The Premier made
a statement about all this. He said, "We won't bow to this pressure". On 8 September
1987, just two months ago, Mr Cain is reported in the Age as saying:
... governments could not be seen to be bowing to the pressure the retailers were trying to exert.

That statement is an absolute nonsense. If the government has not bowed to pressure,
then what has happened? The government certainly has bowed to pressure; it has sold out
small business.
Much has been said tonight about a former Minister in this government, the honourable
member for Niddrie. He made a detailed and descriptive speech earlier this year about
small business and the additional costs associated with extended shopping hours. Some of
the statements he made are worth repeating. Following his return from a trip to the United
States of America as part of his Ministerial role to study the impact on American shops of
extended trading hours, he was interviewed by the Age on 13 February 1985. Five of his
words said it all: "Big fish eat little fish".
As part of my involvement in the support of small business, I was convenor of a seminar
in Warrnambool in 1982 or 1983 that adopted that same caption, "Big fish eat little fish".
That seminar discussed how big business impacts on small business. It is appropriate that
the House considers those five simple words.
On the issue of whether extended trading hours extends employment, the honourable
member for Niddrie was reported in the Age article as stating:
The only additional employment in big US supermarkets are very tall negro people dressed up in policemanlike uniforms with a truncheon on one hip and a .45 revolver on the other.

That has been the only impact on employment with extended shopping hours in the
United States of America.
We need to ask what price we will pay for extended trading hours. The projection is that
it will cost the retail sector approximately $500 million. We are not talking about peanuts,
we are talking about $500 million.
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The honourable member for Murray Valley detailed the sweetheart deal with the second
tier wage increase of $15 to $25 and the additional benefits that will accrue.
An Honourable Member-And no trade-off's.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-Are we prepared to say that that is something that can be left to
small business to worry about?
The honourable member for Dandenong said small business will go out of operation.
The honourable member for Niddrie said, HBig fish will eat little fish", because there is an
enormous advantage to those large chains that have the technology, but do not provide
the service provided by small business. They will man their outlets with juniors, pay them
the appropriate salaries, provide no service and pick up the extra business at the expense
of small business and at the expense of other jobs.
There is no gain. My experience has been that one does not pick up the extra it costs for
the additional hours worked. You might shift a small portion from one corner to another
but you do not pick up the additional costs. I have tried it; I have tried additional hours; I
have balanced the budget at the end of the month, and I was continually out of pocket.
There is an argument that extended trading hours will extend business, but the reality is
that it is not so. It will cost somebody more, and who is going to pay? Either the small
business sector or the consumer will pay. Payment of additional money will leave less
available for spending in the overall circuit. One returns to that same pool of money that
is expected to provide the incentives for business to continue.
The honourable member for Frankston South incorrectly made reference to all of the
National Party seats. Certainly Warrnambool has a tourist facility and I invite the
honourable member to come to Warrnambool to talk to the people in business and ask
them about their experience. Their experiences are not good. They have lost business to
the large chains, to the K Mart Ltd, supermarkets and those who have the ability through
technological advances to employ fewer people and not to provide a service.
Mr Crabb inteIjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Minister for Labour will have
the right to reply. I ask him to contain himself and not to have a heart attack between
times.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-The Minister is getting a little testy; I suppose we all are at this
stage. In Warrnambool the present Mayor, Toni McCormack, the first lady mayor in
Warrnambool's 123-year history, did not hesitate to be quoted under the headline "The
Mayor will not buy extended trading". She sees the implications and understands the
problems. She is in constant consultation with the community and is aware of the problems
that would be created. We have experienced those problems.
In the same article the President of the Central Business Association, Mr Rob McLennan,
was quoted as saying that the association was opposed to extended trading hours.
Warrnambool has a 17-week tourist facility. Extended hours have been a disaster and his
association is opposed to any extension.
Mr Weideman-Change it!
Mr J. F. McGRATH-What the honourable member says is nonsense. If he had his
way he would increase it to 24-hour trading seven days a week. That would not go down
too well! I invite honourable members to my electorate to consult with the local community.
Following publication of that article by the Warrnambool mayor, the local media
conducted a survey by telephone and personal interview in the streets. Approximately 78
per cent of the people surveyed opposed the extension of trading hours. However, the
government is foisting extra hours onto the community and it has the audacity to say that
it consulted with the community. What nonsense.
Session 1987-80
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Talk about the consultation that the government insists it has entertained! Talk to the
Retail Traders Association of Victoria, an orp.nisation that obviously represents a broad
section of the retail community. That assocIation has not been consulted; nor were the
Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry; yet the government insists that it has
gone into broad consultations.
Mr Crabb-They asked for it!
Mr J. F. McGRATH-But the government has not worried about consulting with the
broad community. It has sought to impose the measure on the community.
The National Party has maintained a consistent stand and will continue to retain that
stand. Many of these honourable members who will speak or who interject during the
debate have never experienced small business. Have those honourable members ever
experienced it? Have they ever tried to balance the budget? Many honourable members
will speak to the Bill; many on the other side will be present when the count is called, but
they do not really understand what the Bill is all about. They view it from one bias only,
namely, from a consumer point of view. Although we cannot ignore consumers, there
needs to be a longer term view.
I quote from an article in Inside Retailing of 2 November 1987, in which Mr Maher,
Secretary of the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association was reported as
saying:
How the deal is to be paid for is a simple matter for Mr Maher. "All the retailers have to do is pass it on," he
said. "The public will pay for it. There's nothing for nothing in this world".

Mr Maher was quoted as having said that all the retailers have to do is pass it on and he
said that there is "nothing for nothing". Retailers will pass on the additional costs; the
consumer will pay more. Is that what the government wants? Does it want the consumer
to pay more? Obviously the Minister for Labour does not want it because he introduced a
prices peg on a basket of items so that the consumer would be protected. Now the Minister
is saying, "Open up the hours and let the consumer pay". That does not add up.
Because of the time restrictions I am endeavouring to limit my speech so that as many
honourable members as possible on this side of the House can share in the debate, albeit
on different wave lengths.
It is important to recognise that the hours provided for shopping in Victoria amount to
133. Queensland has 54, South Australia 105, New South Wales 64 and Western Australia
58 hours. Victoria is well placed in relation to available shop trading hours.
The National Party will remain consistent in its stand because, unlike the Liberal Party,
it considers that deregulation without doing something about the high penalty rates and
costs involved in the delivery of the service would be absolute nonsense. To consider any
extension of trading hours without addressing the penalty rates problem, the seven per
cent and now the $25, would be disastrous. What is the cost?

No consideration was given to who would pay the cost and, more importantly, what the
cost would be. The National Party is not prepared to support that proposition. It is not
prepared to sell small business down the drain. Small business continues to employ a large
percentage of employees in this State. It provides a valuable personal service to the aged
and people whp do not want to shop in supermarkets because supermarkets do not offer
personal service and hands-on service.
I am proud to be a member of the National Party in opposing the extension of shop
trading hours. I have had a long and happy association with small business. This is a sad
day because I believe the measure will be to the overall detriment of small business.
Honourable members must ask themselves whether they are concerned about job
opportunities and the survival of small business or about a philosophy that locks them
into party dogma and whether the government had bowed to pressure from the
"Big 5"media campaign. Even ~hough the Premier said he would not bow to pressure he
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has buckled at the knees, and the result is the Bill, which is an absolute disgrace. I express
my strong opposition to it.
Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-The circumstances surrounding the Bill have involved a
classic corporatist situation. It is a cosy deal between big government and big unions, as
always, the little person will suffer. Small business people will suffer from the deal. The
extension of shop trading hours has been brought at a terrible price-the price of bankruptcy
for many small businesses. The deal includes an extra $25 a week plus penalty rates.
Mr Crabb-Talk to the Bill!
Mr HAYWARD-It is part of the deal. It is part of the price the people will pay for the
cosy deal the govemment-a dreadful government-has arranged between itself and trade
unions. The shops in Chapel Street and Toorak Road in my electorate have been opening
on Saturday afternoons for some time, as the Minister points out.
Mr Crabb inteIjected.
Mr HAYW ARD-I should like to be able to get a word in over this barrage of
interjections from the Minister.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Prahran
should take no notice of the interjections. I give the Minister a guarantee that he will
receive the next call from the government side.
Mr HAYWARD-He has sold out small business and has a conscience about it. That
is why he is putting on this dreadful act.
Mr Crabb interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The House must come to order and the leader of the
revolt against the normal conditions is the Minister.
Mr HAYWARD-I welcome the demand in Melbourne and in my electorate.
Mr Crabb-Especially in your electorate!
Mr HAYW ARD-Will I be given the opportunity of speaking this evening, or will this
conscience-striken Minister keep up the barrage of inteIjections?
There is a demand for Saturday afternoon trading in my electorate, which has been met
by shopkeepers opening on Saturday afternoons. I welcome the fact that they will now be
able to do this legally, even though this dreadful Minister has been threatening them, as
his Gestapo has done. One of the shop traders has told me that the dreadful deal the
Minister has made with the trade unions will be disastrous to his financial viability.
Shopkeepers will not be able to bear the additional costs.
What the Minister is doing to small business is an absolute disgrace. There has been a
downturn in retailing in Melbourne of approximately 25 per cent. That situation is likely
to continue or to worsen because of the impact of the world share market crash.
A representative of a medium-sized firm in my electorate has told me that the firm will
not be able to afford the added costs the government will impose on businesses through
this deal with the trade unions. A number of firms have claimed that the Bill will actually
cost jobs.
People should be free to open their shops when they want to do so. People should be
free to shop when they choose. It is not the function of the legislature to tell people when
to open their shops. If the Minister for Indusry, Technology and Resources had any
appreciation offreedom he would support that view. It is not the function of the legislature
to tell people when they should shop.
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Retailing is a service industry and if retailers want to hold their current share of
disposable income or gain a higher proportion of disposable income, they must provide
the service when people want it. We are approaching difficult times for business in Australia.
Shops no longer have the luxury of opening at the convenience of the shopkeeper. If the
shopkeeper wants a portion of that disposable income he must open his shop when people
want to shop.
Around the world people are increasingly wanting to shop at their leisure and to shop as
a family. They do not want to shop under the pressure of Saturday mornings. It is an
ordeal to shop in Chapel Street, Prahran, on a Saturday morning. It is difficult to park,
there are too many people, and there are too many pressures. Many women are now
working and want to be able to shop in their own time, not at the time the government
imposes on them.
I have had the opportunity of living in countries where it has been possible to shop in
one's own time at weekends. One can shop as a family, and my family enjoyed the
opportunity of shopping at our leisure on weekends. In contrast, it is an ordeal to shop as
a family on Saturday mornings. The trend throughout the world is for families to shop at
their leisure. That trend exists in Australia, and it is the responsibility of retailers to
respond to that trend.
It is not fair for small business to have to operate under the cosy deal between the
government and trade unions. In the service industries, at least, an arrangement must be
made whereby employees work a certain number of hours a week, whether it be on a
weekday, a Saturday or otherwise, at a set hourly rate, and if they work additional hours
they should be paid overtime. Penalty rates, which have been damaging to Australia, must
be removed from the service industnes.

I understand that it is difficult for trade unions to comprehend that concept but the
world is going in that direction and, just as they will have to face reality on other issues,
th~y must face the reality on this issue as well. The issue of shop trading hours has been
difficult because the legislature has intruded in an area where it should not have intruded
in the first place.
I know that shopkeepers value their Saturday afternoons whether they use them for
sporting purposes or family purposes. I know that proprietors of small businesses, in
particular, are concerned that they will now have to spend time on Saturday afternoons in
their shops because they do not always have the lUxury of being able to employ a supervisor
for that time.
I know that those in country areas have a particular problem because they are concerned
that this will be an inducement for people to travel to shops in larger provincial cities or
in Melbourne. However, the world cannot stand still!
If one is involved in a retail business one must serve the convenience of one's customers
and not one's own convenience. We are facing tough times in Australia. To this point we
have been living in a fool's paradise, fuelled by speculation.

There has been an inflow of speculative money from Japan and other countries because
they believed they could make gains on the stock market and in real estate. But, just as
speculative money has flowed in, it has flowed out again in the past few weeks, since the
crash of the financial market. This will result in tough times for Australia.
During question time this morning, the Treasurer spoke about investment in business
in Victoria and quoted statistics about business investment in Victoria. If the Treasurer
went to visit small businesses-I bet he has not visited a single small firm in recent times
and nor has the Minister-he would realise that there is inadequate investment being
made in small firms in manufacturing equipment, so new jobs are not being created.
The statistical investment that the Treasurer spoke about has mainly gone into
speculative real estate activity. A tougher time is ahead in Victoria. In particular there will
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be a downturn in employment. I hope we do not have a recession, and I am sure that we
will not have a depression, but I believe the prospects are poor because of the fall off in
investment in manufacturing equipment; there will be fewer jobs and less money to spend.
People will be more careful and discerning in the way they spend their money.
Increasingly, they will want to use their leisure time to shop, particularly for the high value
items of clothin~ and articles for their houses. In this environment Saturday afternoon
will be an ideal tIme for them to shop.
It is important to deregulate shopping hours. I support the Bill because it is a step in the
right direction. I specially support it because I am happy that firms in Chapel Street and
ToorakRoad, South Yarra, will be able to open their shops legally without being harassed
by Gestapo-type approaches by departmental officers.
This is a step in the right direction. It is important for retailers to understand that if they
want to prosper they must be prepared to open their shops on Saturday afternoon to
provide a service for the people when they want it.
In other words, in the future, if one is in a service industry, one will have to serve the
public at a time when the public wants that service. In a time of contracting economic
prospects, when there is strong competition for the disposable consumer dollar, the retail
service industry will no longer have the lUxury of deciding to open when it is convenient;
it must do so when the people want that service.
The Bill should be supported for that reason. I am disgusted by the way the government
has sold small business down the drain in the special deal it has made with the unions. It
will damage small business greatly.
The Bill will have a terrible price; it will result in bankruptcy for a number of small
retail businesses in Victoria.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-The National Party is strongly opposed to the proposed legislation
for a number of reasons. It believes the quality of life of people in the State will be ruined.
It will disadvantage family life rather than enhance it, despite suggestions made to the
contrary by the Opposition spokesman. There will also be disadvantages in the recreation
and sport areas.
The National Party is concerned about the point that was just made by the honourable
nlember for Prahran, that costs of approximately $500 million will be imposed on small
businesses as a result of the decision to extend retail trading hours. By supporting the
proposed legislation, the Liberal Party is supporting the action of the government in
bowing down to the union movement. The honourable member for Prahran cannot have
it both ways. He had the option of opposing the proposed legislation, but he did 110t do
that.
We, in Australia, are in a unique position because our trading hours extend from
midnight on Sunday night through until 1 p.m. on Saturday. That means there is ample
opportunity through those five and a half days for people to purchase the various goods
they require. In the experience of the National Party, the period up to 1 o'clock on
Saturday afternoon provides ample opportunity for people who work during the week to
purchase the items they want.
The unique advantage of the system is that on Saturday afternoons people can actively
participate in whatever form of sport or recreation they enjoy. In the summer months that
might involve tennis, cricket, swimming or some other water sport activity, such as
yachting. During the winter time activities might involve football, netball, or passively
watching those sports.
The government and the Liberal Party, by' supporting the Bill, will force many people
to work on Saturday afternoons; they wIll not have any choice. Small businesses,
particularly, will be forced to open because the large retailers and large supermarkets will
be open.
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The large businesses are anxious that the proposed legislation passes through Parliament
so that they can open on Saturday afternoon. Of course, on those occasions they generally
employ junior labour, so they are not disadvantaged to the same degree as the small
business operator.
The government and the Liberal Party, in their support of the proposed legislation, are
forcing the small business operators to work six days a week. The trend in lifestyle in our
community is for the number of working hours to be reduced but pressure is being applied
to small business operators to extend their hours.
It go~s beyond that because people will be locked into a situation where they have to
work on Saturday afternoons, and not only will that interfere with their opportunity to
participate in various sporting and recreational activities but also it will interfere with the
ability of families to go away for a weekend.
Currently, with shops closing at 1 p.m. on Saturdays, families can go away on Saturday
afternoon to spend the weekend in the country or at the seaside to pursue various
recreational activities or to visit family or friends.
The extension of retail trading hours will raise difficulties. The honourable member for
Hawthorn argued that the extension of shop trading hours would improve family life.
That is absolute nonsense. The Bill is an attack on family life and on the quality of life of
all Victorians. It is based purely and simply on a selfish philosophy of encouraging the
retail sector.
The logic behind the Liberal Party's policy of extending retail trading hours was put to
me by a member of the Young Liberals some time ago. The Liberal Party is committed to
extending trading hours to Saturday afternoon and all day Sunday. The logic of that policy
was explained by the Liberal Party candidate for an Upper House seat at the last State
election; he said that it is important to increase the velocity of money. The theory was that
we should not retain our money in savings accounts over the weekend and that it should
continue to flow; that money should not be kept idle for four hours on Saturday afternoon
or for eight hours on Sunday; that if the velocity of money is increased, the economy is
improved. That was the logic behind the Liberal Party's shop trading hours policy.
The reality is that an enormous credit debt has already been built up through the credit
card system. Many people are already in financial difficulties, and will never be able to pay
off their debts. With the extension of shop trading hours, supported by the Labor and
Liberal parties, that position will be aggravated and consumers will be encouraged to
spend their money on various items. If people are given an extra 4 hours in which to spend
more of their money, according to the government and the Opposition, more consumer
goods will be sold, and job opportunities will be boosted. The National Party rejects that
argument. People can spend only limited funds on consumer items.
An alternative that could be adopted in Victoria is the model found in many European
towns and across the United Kingdom where shops are open on Saturday but closed on
another day during the week. In many villages in Europe and the United Kingdom shops
are closed on a Tuesday, a Wednesday or some other day. If the government put that
proposition to Parliament, and there was still only five days trading, the National Party
may take a different tack.
Dr Coghill-It is not compulsory.
Mr HANN-The honourable member for Werribee is aware that the proposed legislation
will apply to large retail outlets in the Melbourne metropolitan area, and to country
municipalities only if applications are made through local councils. The government and
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources are aware that, if shops are open in
Melbourne on a Saturday afternoon, people will be encouraged to travel from larger
provincial towns.
Mr Fordham interjected.
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Mr HANN-No, that does not happen at present because there is no competition from
larger cities such as Bendigo or Melbourne; their shops are not permitted to open. The
Minister interjects that Echuca has the opportunity because it is a tourist precinct, but its
shops do not open on Saturday and Sunday. That proves that people are not seeking the
opportunities that the government continually claims they are seeking.
If shops are open on Saturday afternoon in the metropolitan area, people will be
encouraged to travel to Melbourne for the day to do their shopping. If that occurs, larger
provincial centres such as Bendigo, Ballarat and Shepparton will be forced to open their
doors, and that will have a domino effect. It will encourage towns and cities beyond, such
as Echuca and even smaller towns, to open their shops on Saturday afternoon. Small
business operators will effectively be forced to either compete by opening their shops on
Saturday or go out of business.
It appears that the government and the Opposition are totally committed to large retail
operators and supermarket chains; they do not have any concern for small business
interests-one-man or two-man businesses that comprise the majority of retail outlets in
Victoria.
Small business operators are the backbone of this country. These people work very long
hours and are an important component of the business and commercial sector in this
State. They demonstrate their efficiency in many areas and employ significant numbers of
people. These people have courage, initiative and enterprise.
The Bill will place an enormous cost impost of$500 million on the community because
of the sweetheart deal entered into between the government and retail sector unions. It is
beyond me to understand how the Liberal Party could support that decision. In the past
the Liberal Party supported small business.
Mr Perrin-We still do.
Mr HANN-The Liberal Party could not possibly claim that, while supporting this
measure. I have already explained the Liberal Party philosophy that was put to me by the
Youn~ Liberal member. Its policy is to increase the velocity of money. That man stood as
the Llberal Party candidate for an Upper House seat at the last State election. The
philosophy appears to be, "Do not let people save their money; keep it going around".
Mr Pescott interjected.
Mr HANN-The honourable member for Bennettswood wants to know what is the
policy of the National Party. The National Party supports family life and encoura~es
people to spend time with their families and to participate in recreational or sportlng
activities on the weekend. That policy is in the best interest of the health and quality of
life of families and individuals. I should have thought the honourable member would also
support that. The National Party opposes the Bill and believes it should be rejected.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr HANN-The honourable member for Polwarth wants to know about red meat.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! The Deputy Leader of the National
Party has sufficient experience to know that he should ignore interjections.
Mr HANN-I wish to make the point to the honourable member that I
understand-The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Polwarth is being
disorderly and is out of his place.
Mr HANN-The National Party acknowledges that there should not be anomalies in
any legislation. If the Liberal Party proceeds with its proposed amendment to this Bill, it
will be supported by the National Party for the benefit of the whole community. The
honourable member should keep in mind that the National Party is opposed generally to
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the concept of extending trading hours. The reality is that the National Party does not
believe in the anomaly.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! Is the Deputy Leader of the National Party
deliberately ignoring the Chair.
Mr HANN-No, Mr Actin~ Speaker, I am addressing my remarks to you, but for the
benefit of the House I am making some further comments.
Finally, I understand that the Liberal Party will move an amendment dealing with
leasing arrangements in large shopping complexes. If the Bill is to be passed, it is only
proper that small business operators in those complexes should not be forced to open on
Saturday afternoons. The honourable member for Gippsland South has pointed to the
difficulty in Sale with its shopping complex. That is an unreasonable position and the
National Party will certainly support the amendment.
The National Party opposes the principle of extending trading hours but it does not
support anomalies. It will also support the proposed amendment on the leasing
arrangements in large shopping centres.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I do not wish to go into great detail as the honourable member
for Hawthorn has said most of what I would like to say as a member of the Opposition.
Indeed, he probably said it better than I could. He is more articulate than I am.
I support extended shop trading hours and I have always supported Liberal Party
policies, and will continue to do so.
I launch a plea to an honourable member of the government. I am concerned, and I
suspect that the honourable member's constituents are concerned, about his promises. I
refer to the honourable member for Bentleigh and the comments that have been reported
recently in the Moorabbin Standard. An article dated 11 November 1987 by Mike Smith
headed "Saturday trade 'will cost government' " states:
The State Government's about-face on Saturday afternoon trading has seriously threatened the Labor Party's
hold on the seat of Bentleigh.

It then goes on to say:
Two local chambers of commerce said most traders would vote against the party at the next State election
because of an extension in Saturday trading hours to 5 p.m.
Many traders supported Bentleigh MLA Mr Gordon Hockley at the 1985 election only because of the
government's then opposition to the extra hours they said.
Mr Hockley holds Bentleigh by only 62 votes, the smallest margin in Victoria.
He will retire from politics when the election is called. The new Labor candidate for the seat will be decided
early next month.
Mr Hockley was on leave last week and unavailable for comment.

The article also refers to the Leader of the Opposition. The article further states:
Bentleigh Progressive Traders' Association president Mr David Berkeley said the ALP would have lost
Bentleigh anyway.

A local trader who knows the area summed it up very well. My plea to the honourable
member for Bentleigh is to not take the course he has set out to take. As a member of the
Opposition, I do not wish to see him honour his promises to his community. I do not wish
to see him take his life-not at all. As honourable members, we all respect each other and
respect human life. I am sure the honourable member for Bentleigh is serious about his
purpose.
On 19 August 1987 in the Moorabbin Standard, Mike Smith in his article states:
Bentleigh is a marginal seat and if we lost the support of the small business then we'll go down the gurgler. But
it's a moral thing as well. These people (the local traders) are all family people.
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He felt this and he believed it, this man I have known for a long time, and, indeed, the
honourable member for Heatherton as well at the time opposed the Liberal Party stand in
1982. They opposed it because they felt genuine about it.
I can understand that and the people of Bentleigh believe their member is an honourable
man. If he is an honourable man he has two courses open to him. In his own words, only
one course was open to him: death. I do not choose it for him, but he has another
opportunity. Ifhe wishes to see his concept introduced he should resign and cause Bentleigh
to go to the poll. We will have a test, a mini referendum in Bentleigh, the seat that was
won by only 62 votes. We will find that the concepts of long John Cain, the Premier, who
has left us, are right. We will find out whether the National Party's concepts are right or
we will have the next Liberal member for Bentleigh.
The honourable member for Bentleigh has two choices, either death or resignation, ifhe
is an honourable man. I wish him God speed tonight because if he believes everything he
has said in the article to his community he has to take some action. The honourable
member is retiring at the next election, therefore, this is an early opportunity for him.
An article in the Moorabbin Standard on 9 September 1987 headed, "Barker sets her
sights on Bentleigh" states:
The present MLA for Bentleigh, Mr Gordon Hocldey, backed this belieflast week when he said: "I know she's
going to get pre-selected".

She might be preselected but we also know she will lose the election. Perhaps she would
like an early opportunity of testing those concepts!
As we all know, in his attempt to seek a new life for himself, the honourable member
has already moved to Lot 18, Riverside Drive, Warburton East, 3799, telephone number
059 66 2538. I give that information so that any constituent who wishes to contact him at
weekends can do so. Clearly the honourable member has a chance to take a course of
action. For all the years I have known him-since 1981-this is his chance to take a stand
against a government that is so totally unprincipled that it cannot make up its mind where
it will go until it has read the Gallup polls.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr LEIGH-The honourable members who are interjecting are interjecting against one
of their own members who is opposed to the position of the Labor Party. Clearly, it is time
for someone to take a stand.
To take up the honourable member for Murray Valley's inteIjection, ifhe had listened
earlier he would have understood the policies of the Liberal Party.
It is time for action; let us have a by-election now. The Premier can return early from
his trip, the honourable member for Bentleigh can go to Warburton East and Mrs Barker
can lose the next election. I am sure the Liberal Party can arrange for the preselection of
Bentleigh. The Liberal Party will win the seat of Bentleigh and the government knows it.
The government is going down the gurgler because it has lost the support of small business.

The honourable member for Bentleigh is not the only one who has taken this stand. We
all know about the honourable member for Niddrie, who is not in the House and will not
be in the House throughout the entire debate on this Bill. He is known as "shop trading
Jack" because he does not want shop trading. We have a Premier who has deserted us
tonight to travel overseas when Parliament is sitting. He has criticised others in the past
for being away when Parliament is sitting, so we have another double standard.
The government has double standards on shop trading; in fact, it is a government of
double standards. The honourable member for Bentleigh should rethink his position as
the local member and rethink what he stands for because he has only two courses: death
or resignation. It is as simple as that.
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I look forward to the early date of the Bentleigh by-election and I look forward to
hearing the maiden speech of the next honourable member for Bentleigh in the coming
months.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party's decision
has been made clear by the honourable members for Murray Valley and Warrnambool,
and the Deputy Leader of the National Party. I commend them for their contributions.
As honourable members acknowledge, the National Party's stand on this matter has not
altered over the years. It is a difficult question because, no doubt, particularly in
metropolitan Melbourne, public opinion is changing, and the media have a fair bit to do
with that. People will pay more, there is no doubt about that. Those who have to work the
additional hours will regret it, but that is how the world is changing.
I should like to make two comments about the Bill: firstly, government members have
done an incredible backflip in recent months. They have made definite undertakings over
dead bodies and other things on which they would not change their view and now they
have changed their view. They should have gone to the polls on this changed policy. To
go to the polls on one policy and then halfway through change to another policy is too
ridiculous for words.
Two former Ministers including the honourable member for Niddrie, who, of course, is
out of the Chamber-he put in a cowardly performance-have campaigned to retain the
five and a half day shopping week. The two former Ministers have been ringing small
businesses around Melbourne saying that they fought the battle hard but lost it and they
are terribly sorry.
That is not good enough. They got into office on a major platform of no Saturday
afternoon and Sunday shop trading. It must be an embarrassment to some government
members to have to put up with this situation now that they have taken polls and found
that people in Melbourne are wanting Saturday afternoon shopping. One can wonder what
questions the government asked to bring about that result. Nevertheless, they say the
result is that the people of Melbourne want Saturday afternoon shopping. Principle has
not played much part in the decision that has been reached.
I turn now to the I jberal Party view. The Leader of the Liberal Party has been consistent
with one exception: he has said time and again that the Liberal Party wants shop trading
seven days a week, 24 hours a day-or at least, leading members of his party have said
it-but he has also said:
However, first we must sort out the overtime situation. We will not have a change of hours until we sort out
what we will pay the unions. We will not have overtime and penalties.

Liberal Party members have pulled the flag down now: they have their Saturday afternoon
shopping but they are paying a terrible price, and yet they stand up one after another and
say that it is a disgraceful state of affairs.
The government has tapped the mat on the unions and so has the Liberal Party. The
Labor Party is bringing in legislation despite the devastating penalty rates that will be
introduced with it, and the Liberal Party is backing that and now it even has Mr Quinn of
Coles Myer Ltd saying that it is a dreadful state of affairs. He had been battling for years
for shopping on seven days a week. I have had discussions with him, and, no doubt, so
have members of the Liberal Party, over the years.
These businesses want the extended trading hours but they are devastated about what
they will have to pay. No doubt the result will be that fifteen and sixteen-year-old children
will be used to a great extent. There must be embarrassment on both sides of the House
because neither side has stuck to the definite statements it made over recent years. The
government and the Opposition must find it embarrassing. Whether the National Party
be right or wrong, it believes in what it says and it has been consistent.
In the provincial cities of Shepparton and Mooroopna, in excess of 90 per cent of the
shopkeepers do not want Saturday afternoon shopping. I know it is difficult in Melbourne
but that is the view of my constituents. We do not have this tourist business up in
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Shepparton, so that excuse cannot be use,d. Our shops shut Saturday afternoon and
Sunday, and the people want it that way and that is how I will vote.
.
I have been consistent ever since I have been here, but there has been a flip done by the
government and a turnaround by the Liberal Party.
We have to sort out the wages situation about which the Liberal Party was so concerned.
It has not been sorted out and the Liberal Party is caving in to the unions as badly as the
government is.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Bill will be supported by the Liberal Party because it
contains one of its fundamental traits-freedom of choice, which is fundamental to
liberalism in this State. It concerns the freedom of choice of business people to open their
shops when they wish to open them and it concerns the freedom of choice of customers to
shop when it is in their best interests to do so.
I support the comments made by the honourable member for Hawthorn. The main
reason for the Liberal Party supporting the Bill is the economic benefits that will flow from
increasing the shop trading hours in this State. I have no doubt that it will lead to more
jobs; that was demonstrated when shop trading hours were freed up, for example, for
Friday night shopping. It created more jobs in the retail sector.
The fact is that people will increase their expenditure if they are given the opportunity
of shopping in more leisurely hours. With the share market slump of the past month,
business people in the retail sector will be lookihg for every opportunity of expanding
retail sales.
The small shopkeepers understand that discretionary expenditure will help them. If
shoppers are walking through a shopping centre on a Saturday afternoon and they see a
good special, they will buy; they will take advantage of the opening of shops on Saturday
afternoon.
There is another fundamental reason why shop trading should be extended to Saturday
afternoon, and that is for tourism. Victoria needs more tourists. It has been receiving only
a small proportion of the number of tourists coming from overseas, particularly the
Japanese and the Americans. Recently, one sees in the paper that people have been
criticising the fact that Japanese tourists are leaving Australia with money in their pockets.
Why is that? The reason is that they have never been given the opportunity of spending
their money because the opportunities for shop trading did not exist. The increased sales
will come from tourists visiting this State either from overseas or interstate. They will
bring money; they usually have money in their pockets and want to spend it, but they
must be given the opportunity of doing so on Saturday afternoons.
Much has been said this evening about the small business community. I have been
around and have spoken with many small business traders in the electorate that I represent
whose businesses are located in the strip shopping centres and also in large retail centres.
They tell me that one of the biggest killers is the fixed overhead costs. The problem is that
the rent has to be paid, whether their businesses are open for 1 hour or 100 hours a week.
If they are given the opportunity of making additional sales and spreading those costs,
on a marginal costing basis, they would be better off. They are good businessmen. They
understand marginal costing. They understand that if they cover their variable costs they
can pick up their fixed costs much more easily.
Small business people are asking simply to be able to compete on a equal footing with
other traders, and I support giving them the opportunity of doing so. There is no doubt
there is a concentration of retail ownership in this State. However, this Bill is not the
means of solving that problem. That is a Federal matter and must be picked up in the
trade practices legislation. Concentration of ownership in the retail area cannot be solved
by a State government.
The small business traders say there are disadvantages in their lack of buying power;
that big groups, such as Coles Myer Ltd, can outbuy them in terms of supplies. Some of
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the fundamental changes that will take place in the small business area when the Bill is
proclaimed will counter the larger retailers. To an extent, that has already occurred.
A group of small mixed businesses in the City of Croydon have formed a cooperative
and are now buying on a collective basis to obtain discounts to be able to compete with
the larger retailers. There will be franchising; buying cooperatives will be established, and
the smaller businesses will take up the opportunities of collective buying to obtain discounts.
Small business operators believe they should not be discriminated against, as compared
with other retailers with whom they compete. Discrimination exists in many areas: for
instance, retail liquor merchants are not allowed to compete with hotels during the same
trading hours. That is the sort of discrimination small businesses are concerned about.
I am happy to support the foreshadowed amendments of the honourable member for
Hawthorn. The first will extend red meat trading hours to 5 p.m. in line with all other
shop trading hours. That is fundamental.
My wife has relatives in the Benalla area who have beef farms, and I know that the
farmers want extended trading hours. Beef and sheep farmers want an extension of red
meat trading hours because red meat consumption has been declining in this State and
they want an increased opportunity for sales. Surely they are small businessmen like
everybody else. Why should they not be given the opportunity of extended shop trading
hours for red meat that is afforded by the amendments to be moved by the Liberal Party?
The second amendment to be moved by the honourable member for Hawthorn is
critical, particularly for people who, like me, reside in urban electorates. The Opposition
believes small traders who operate in large retail shopping centres should have the
opportunity of opening or closing if they wish without being forced via their lease
agreements. Small business operators in large shopping complexes such as Doncaster
Shoppingtown and The Pines Shopping Centre in East Doncaster simply want the
opportunity of opening and closing when they wish without being bound to do so by the
shopping centre.
The major point that seems to have slipped everyone's mind is that the consumers want
an extension of Saturday shop trading. The Gallup polls prove that, and the more recent
ones show there is no doubt about that.
When one examines the situation one notes the demand comes from one sector of the
community in particular: the women. Women want an extension of shop trading because,
as consumers, they want a chance to shop with their families. Working women particularly
want to be able to shop at leisure so that they can make intelligent choices instead of
having to run around and buy the red meat or the refrigerator before 1 p.m. on Saturdays.
Another reason for my supporting the Bill is that the City of Doncaster and Templestowe
has recently had a festival called the Wurundjeri Festival. Many small business operators
at a number of regional shopping centres in Doncaster wished to participate in the festival.
However, they were discriminated against because their application to open on two
Saturdays recently was met with a big "No" from the Minister. Many communities, ethnic
groups and cultural groups that had made arrangements to take part in the festival at small
regional shopping centres were denied that opportunity. The Bill will overcome that
problem in future.
The basic area of free trading surely has to be in hardware. Retailers have been treated
like criminals in this State and have been placed in prison. I believe it is criminals who
should be in gaol; not small businessmen. That is why I support the notion of hardware
merchants bein~ able to open during the same time as other small businesses; they will
welcome the abIlity to open on Saturday afternoons, and I am sure they will want to go
further.
One of the major benefits of shopping on Saturday afternoons will be realised during
the Christmas period when families should be getting together and buying Christmas
presents for other members of the family. I certainly enjoy going out with my family to do
the Christmas shopping on the Saturday afternoon just prior to Christmas.
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In conclusion, I make the point that this will go wrong because of the deal that has been
done by the government. It is not the Bill that is wrong but the deal that has been done
between the unions and the government for the extra $25, an additional 4 per cent and the
3 per cent superannuation contribution. That is a situation that cannot be changed by this
Parliament. It must be sorted out in the conciliation and arbitration tribunals of the State
and the Commonwealth. It can not be solved in this Parliament. To say that this measure
will cause increased cost is ridiculous: it will not. It is the deal done by the government
and the arbitration support that will come from the Labor government for that deal that
will all go wrong.
I support the Bill but it is not perfect. The Liberal Party believes the amendments it
shall propose will improve the Bill. The Bill provides benefits to families, to consumers,
and to the women of Victoria, particularly the women in urban areas who will be able to
shop when they really want to shop. Saturday afternoon is when most women and families
in Victoria will take the opportunity to shop. That is what the people of Victoria want.
I hope the Bill will be proclaimed quickly. Honourable members will be aware that the
previous Bill on shop trading has yet to be proclaimed. The situation is that Parliament
has passed legislation and it sits on a Minister's desk-he never gets around to putting it
into operation. I hope the Bill is proclaimed at an early date.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Bill is very small but will have a large and
significant effect on retail trading and on the way of hfe of Victorians by extending shop
trading hours from five and a half days a week to a full six days a week.
Many speakers-particularly the lead speaker for the National Party, the honourable
member for Murray Valley, and the Leader of the National Party himself-have been
critical of the government's relationship with the unions and the ambit claim that was put
up to allow for a $25 a week increase, time and a half for Saturday afternoon work, and a
3 per cent superannuation payment. That is why the government has consented to allow
Saturday afternoon shop trading in this State.
In changing its own policy, the government should be condemned by business people
and all other people in the State of Victoria. It has been easily manipulated by the union
movement; it is the perfect set-up of a sweetheart deal. A party in government should not
have that privilege-to be easily manipulated without consideration for small business
people who make up much of the population and contribute to the economic development
of the State.
In Victoria, Saturday afternoon has for a long time been seen as the traditional afternoon
for sporting activities. Victoria has had a high standard among its sportsmen and women
and in its sporting expertise. The Bill will make inroads into the exercise of Victoria's
traditional sporting prowess.
Because of the payment of time and a half and penalty rates to people who staffshopping
centres, the big supermarkets and the big companies will always take the lowest denominator
of wage earner. They are our young people between fifteen and twenty years of age. They
are the people who should, of course, be seen on the sporting fields on Saturday afternooncertainly they must be allowed a choice as to what they do with their lives; there is no
question about that.
Supermarket o\\ners or managers will say to young people, "You work on Saturday
afternoon or you do not get those additional hours you have been able to work in the
evening after finishing your studies, or in those part-time jobs that have been available to
you during the weekend and on weekdays. You will not be able to have that opportunity
to work if you are not prepared to work on Saturday afternoon". There will be an obvious
disadvantage on the sports fields and in the level of sports achievement in Victoria.
The Deputy Leader of the National Party spoke about the threat to family life, the
family unit, and family business. Small business in the retail area throughout the State of
Victoria is very much like the farming community-it is a family operation. With the
imposition of higher wages and penalty rates, the immediate family will have to man the
shop on Saturday afternoon. As small business retailers, they will not be able to afford to
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pay high penalty rates. Before any consideration was $iven to the extension of shop trading
hours, the government should have come to terms With the penalty rates paid in Victoria.
I listened with interest to the argument put by the honourable member for Bulleen. He
spoke about how shop proprietors would be able to spread their income or their rent over
longer trading hours. If a business takes $2000 a week, surely it is better that that $2000 is
taken in five and a half days than over six days. There is an advantage in taking that
amount oyer a shorter working week. The argument put by the honourable member for
Bulleen was hard to understand in its relation to the storekeeper wanting to have his
business open for longer hours and, therefore, trying to spread the amount of rent and
overheads incurred in his business operation over a longer period of time.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr W. D. McGRATH-Admittedly, the rent cannot be altered. However, the power
and wages bills and all those sorts of costs do increase. The argument is based on the
proprietor taking $2000 a week. Members of the community have only a set amount of
money to spend in the retail industry. Extended shop trading hours will not encourage
people to spend more money if they have not got it.
In the population centre of my electorate, the Horsham Chamber of Commerce has
opposed an extension to shop trading hours, bearing in mind the requirements that must
be met by country communities. One must also bear in mind that Horsham has been
declared a tourist area and so business people can, in some instances, extend their shop
trading hours. That opportunity has been available and has been in operation only in
recent times simply because the bigger businesses such as the K Mart, the Woolworths
and the Coles stores have forced the small business people to open at the same time as
they do so that the small business people can maintain their custom and their competitive
position. It is certainly of no great assistance to small retailing businesses. Indeed, the
Horsham Chamber of Commerce has indicated that its members do not support the
extension of shop trading hours.
The subject has been well covered by members of the National Party. Our policy is to
continue to oppose the extension of shop trading hours in the State of Victoria. We have
honoured that commitment to the constituencies we represent. It is a great pity that we
come into Parliament tonight and find that the small retail business owners-who were
starting to think that the Labor government was of assistance to them-have been given
no consideration by the government. Those small retail businesses have in many cases
been an important component of the State's economy, making the economy as strong and
viable as it is within Victoria's communities. The Bill is a nail in the coffin of small
business. The Bill represents a position in favour of big union and big business. It is
saddening to see a Bill such as this being introduced by a Labor government in Victoria.
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-One must bring the debate back to tile fundamental
issue: the extension of shop trading hours and the emotion involved. The issue reflects a
change in community attitudes towards shopping. All parties would have supported the
Bill if certain action had been taken in its preparation and implementation. The public is
looking for greater flexibility in shopping hours and, through the provisions of the Bill,
that will be achieved. No doubt big business was pushing for the introduction of the Bill,
and there is no doubt that big business will be happy about it.
Small business has come to accept the change in community attitudes towards shop
trading hours. Small business does not appreciate politicians telling it what it is all about
when the small business experience of most politicians is next to nothing. It is amazing
that some honourable members can speak about the professionalism of running small
businesses when they have never been involved in that activity.
The sell-out with respect to penalty rates that small businesses will have to pay was the
final aspect that divided many people in the community and various parts of the business
sector. We will rue the day we supported such penalty rates. Once again the trade union
movement will be watching applications go before the commission. How it must be
grinning at what this will cost the State!
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The Prime Minister, the Federal Treasurer and the Federal Minister for Industrial
Relations, Mr Willis, all emphasise that Australians can no longer afford the wages and
conditions they give themselves. Penalty rates will have to be accepted on top of normal
wages at a time when the Federal government itself is requesting that Australians suffer a
general reduction in their living standards.
I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources how he can introduce a Bill
that will impose such enormous costs on the small business sector. How can the tourist
industry be expanded? The rest of the world is saying, "Australians are f:till endeavouring
to pay themselves money that they are not earning". The Bill reflects that attitude.
Last Tuesday the Leader of the Opposition stated the Liberal Party's general position
on shop trading hours; namely, that the party welcomes the belated move by the government
to extend retail trading hours.
At the same time the Leader of the Opposition asked the Premier a fundamental
question. He asked why the government has imposed substantial additional costs on small
business by failing to dere~ulate penalty rates. The Premier refused to answer the question
and, in turn, abused the LIberal Party. Nevertheless, the question still stands: why has the
government failed to address penalty rates? I can tell honourable members the reason.
All honourable members appreciate the advantages to large retailers of longer trading
hours. The Chairman ofColes-Myer Ltd, Mr Quinn, said that the pay increases demanded
by the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employers Association is more than the community
can afford. He said that any additional costs will inevitably be passed on to consumers.
The Chairman of the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry, Mr Bill Pickford,
said that the annual wages bill will be $500 million. That figure can be debated, but I
believe it is justified. However, honourable members are supporting this sort of increase.
In Hansard of27 October 1987 the Premier is reported as having said that his government
is imposing no costs in this area. At the same time the Premier told the Leader of the
Opposition that the premise of his question was plainly wrong. I can assume only that the
Premier is dodging the question for three reasons: firstly, he is embarrassed at the blatant
about-face by his government on this issue in the name of political expediency; secondly,
the Premier simply does not understand the flow-on effect which operates in businessthe flow-on will not just affect business because every union involved in Saturday afternoon
trading will be carefully watching the Bill; and, thirdly, the Premier is simply ill informed.
The Premier claims the government achieved a breakthrough in government talks with
the retail industry in line with its 1985 election policy of no change to trading hours
without industry agreement. How was this so-called breakthrough achieved? Mr Jim
Maher of the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association said, "The government
asked us quite blatantly what our price was and we told it". The government went cap in
hand to the unions saying, "We are the duly elected government and we would like the
people of Victoria to have Saturday afternoon trading-can we do it and what is the
price?" We will know what the price is when the matter goes before the commission. Mark
my words, the matter will be approved by the commission.
It was decided that someone would have to ne~otiate with the union. There is only one
industrial whiz-kid in the government, and that IS the Minister for Labour. One has only
to examine his record with respect to industrial agreements to realise that it was little
wonder that he surrendered the full works again. The record of the Minister for Labour
was the same in negotiations with the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the State
Transport Authority and in every other negotiation he has undertaken with the trade
union movement. Despite this, the Premier announced this week that the government
had made a major breakthrough with the trade union movement. All I can say is: what is
the cost?
Opinion polls show that 66 per cent of the community want Saturday afternoon trading.
The government has reversed its policy, but have those 66 per cent of people in the
community been told of the price they will have to pay as a result? I am sure not one of
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them has been told. After twenty years of opposition to extended trading hours, the union
has suddenly found itself in the position of agreeing to the proposal. Why would the union
not want extended trading hours when one takes into account the windfall it has achieved?
Mr Maher must think he is the greatest negotiator this State has ever seen. His members
must be laughing. The government sold out to the trade union movement and said that it
could have whatever it wanted.
I make it clear that the next Liberal government will adopt a different approach. I place
on record that strong negotiations will take place. The unions may achieve things, but at
the same time, they will have to give. The community cannot go on providing hand<?u~s
any longer. Somehow we will have to face up to that fact. I assure the House that all It IS
doing by placing the application before the commission is putting off the inevitable day
when we will have to say, "No more".
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-What a disgrace it is that the Labor government
that purports to represent the working man has introduced a Bill that will severely affect
the working man! The Bill is of concern to those people who have worked hard to achieve
happy family lives because they will be affected by the Bill. Families that traditionally
spent weekends together will no longer be able to do so. Some mothers and fathers will
have to work on the weekends and their children will be left at home. That will create
further problems, which will be the result of the greed and hunger of big businesses in
Victoria. Traditional small business people will be left in a hole.
In many country towns, family businesses have been able to close on the weekends.
Under this Bill, the families involved in businesses will have to work jolly hard to survive.
The Bill is a disaster for small business, and I ask the government and the Liberal Party to
reconsider their stance on the issue.
I am concerned about the young people who will be forced by big supermarkets into
working on weekends; they will be threatened with loss of their jobs if they do not work
on the weekends. Many sporting clubs will disappear because they rely on the younger
generation to come up through their ranks. The racing fraternity relies heavily on workingclass people attending meetings. Those people will now have to work on Saturday afternoons
and will not have the opportunity they desire of attending race meetings. Because of that,
racing in the State will suffer.
The National Party is opposed to extended shop trading hours, and it has been consistent
in the stand it has taken. I am disappointed that the Bill has been introduced. I am totally
opposed to it and I shall now give other honourable members the opportunity of putting
forward their views.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The Bill clearly demonstrates the major difference
between Victoria's three political parties. On the one hand, underpinning the proposed
legislation that is long overdue in the State is the sordid deal made between the government
and the trade unions; brothers in the Labor movement prepared to sacrifice the interests
of the Victorian economy and the Victorian community to reach a sordid deal with a quid
pro quo for the union movement, even though the government is doing no more than
what is in the public interest.
On the other hand, there is the sad story of the National Party with its implicit belief
that Parliamentarians know what is good for people better than the people themselves.
Recently I went with my wife on a Saturday afternoon to Chapel Street in South Yarra
and that was an interesting experience. I do not condone people breaking the law, but
thousands of people were shopping in Chapel Street. Shopkeepers had signs in their
windows advocating extended shoppings hours. The National Party and members of the
government who oppose the extension of shopping hours would deny those people the
freedom to shop when they choose.
It is interesting but sad that honourable members have heard a great deal from the
National Party about the interests of shopkeepers. We have not heard one word about the
denial of freedom of choice of the thousands of people who were in Chapel Street on
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Saturday afternoon and the 80 per cent of Victorians who, in public opinion polls, register
support for extended trading hours.
The great Liberal Party, with a long history of supporting freedom and free enterprise,
has consistently adopted and supported the view that people are fit to run and capable of
running their own lives. Unlike the National Party, the Liberal Party has faith in small
business people being able to run their businesses, assess the market and make decisions
about what is best for the operation of their businesses. The Liberal Party repudiates the
view that Parliament alone has the wisdom to determine when shops should open. The
customers who frequent the businesses, the people who work in the businesses and the
people who operate the businesses are the best people to judge what are the appropriate
hours for shops to open.
The honourable member for Bulleen discussed in considerable detail the economic
advantages that will flow to the people of Victoria from the Bill. The Liberal Party does
not support the sordid deal the Labor Party has made with the trade unions. However, it
is not in a position to vote against that deal. If it were, everyone in Victoria knows it would
vote against the deal.
The deal involves support by the government before the Industrial Relations Commission
of union claims. I call on the members of the commission to stand true to their oath and
the Act under which they operate to protect the public interest. I call on them to refuse to
ratify the agreement between the government and the trade union movement; I call on
them to honour the principles of the national wage case, which have been adopted by the
commission. The agreement clearly breaches those principles.
If members of the Industrial Relations Commission rubber-stamp the deal, they will
show that the commission is not worthy of a place in the sun and that the legislation under
which it operates means nothing. If the members of the commission ratify the agreement,
they will show that they are prepared to put the public interest to one side, put the national
wage case principles to one side, put the interests of Victorians to one side and put the
interest of workers to one side. This deal will restrict employment opportunities. Ifmembers
of the commission ratify the deal, they will show that they are prepared to sweep aside
their statutory duty and succumb to the political pressure of the government and the
union movement.
I have respect for the President of the Industrial Relations Commission, Mr Marshall,
the commissioners, Mr Garlick and Mr Eggerton, and the commissioners and conciliators
of the commission. I am sure they will heed the call to assess the deal on its merits and not
accept it simply because it is a deal between the two arms of the Labor movement. I
believe they will consider the agreement in terms of its industrial relations significance
and its impact on the public interest. I believe they will refuse to ratify it.
The fact that the Liberal Party supports the Bill and the extension of trading hours on
Saturday afternoons will then put the government and the union movement to the test.
The shopkeepers who want the freedom to trade and Victorians who want the freedom
to shop at times that suit them will be given that freedom because the Liberal Party has
supported free enterprise and freedom without supporting the sordid deal done between
the two arms of the union movement.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-Being a representative of an area that borders New
South Wales, I see the extension of shop trading hours, as contained in the Bill, long
overdue for communities in Wodonga and surrounding districts. Adopting a pragmatic
approach, I point out that the reason the extension is overdue is that large retail centres in
and around Albury have had extended shop trading hours on Saturday afternoons for two
years and there is an ever increasing drift of shoppers from W odonga and surrounding
districts to Albury. This is causing damage to the retail industry in the communities that I
represent.
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The proposed legislation gives shoppers and shopkeepers equal opportunity and freedom
of choice. It will end the erosion of their opportunity to shop and trade in their own
community. On that basis, I support the Bill.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-This evening's
debate has been long and it has reflected the significant interest in the issue shown by
members of Parliament and members of the community at large. The Opposition has
decided to support the Bill and I welcome its support and its frequent comments of
commendation. The National Party has decided to oppose the Bill.
As the honourable member for Brighton said, the Bill has brou$.ht out the different
philosophies of the three parties now represented in this place. The LIberal Party is totally
committed to deregulation. In effect, it supports seven days a week, 24-hour trading. A
number of members of the Liberal Party have stated that that is their stance and the
party's policy. The Leader of the Opposition has been on the record as supporting that
general principle for a number of years. He has adhered to that view for some time.
The National Party has maintained the situation of the past; it has refused to recognise
that we live in a changing society and a changing world. I shall deal with that aspect in a
few minutes.
The Labor Party recognises that the great tradition of Victoria and the other States has
been to use a regulatory mechanism in matters dealing with hours and award rates. The
Bill is in keeping with that tradition in this State. In passing, I remind honourable members
that the Liberal Party's attitude and philosophy was certainly not evidenced in the 27
years that it was in office in this State. It had the opportunity of bringing in a Bill such as
this, but it did not do so. They are the different philosophical approaches of the three
parties.
The government has not shirked from lending its support to the claim of the union
which represents the employees and which is seeking appropriate recognition of a
fundamental change in the conditions of employment. Honourable members are living in
cuckoo land if they believe appropriate remuneration should not be determined by the
arbitral bodies of the State and country in matters of this sort.
The union is right to take the case to the Victorian Industrial Relations Commission,
and the government, as indicated by the Premier and the Minister for Labour, will be
supporting that decision. The final decision will rest with the commission. Honourable
members who are aware of the award conditions under which employees work in the
industry would know they work under one of the poorest awards within the wider
community. Honourable members who know shop employees would also be well aware
that by no stretch of the imagination could they be seen as being a drain on the Victorian
or Australian economy. The government does not shirk from its support for the
union case.
The honourable member for Murray Valley asked: what has changed? The first aspect
that has changed is the attitude of many traders and this is reflected in the attitude adopted
by the Retail Traders Association of Victoria, which is the major respondent to the State
award. Obviously the association will reflect the attitude of its membership.
Mr J asper-It is big business!
Mr FORDHAM-It is nonsense to suggest that the Retail Traders Association of
Victoria has just a membership of big business and the honourable member for Murray
Valley ought to know better.
Similarly, a number of major retail chains and smaller retail concerns have made their
views clear to members of Parliament, including the honourable member for Prahran who
loudly indicated the view of his electorate. I am not suggesting that all retailers hold the
same view; to the contrary. The Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry, which
represents a broad spectrum of traders in this industry, has maintained its position.
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The second aspect that has changed is the conditions under which the union is working
in this important industry. The honourable member for Murray Valley said that the award
conditions under which they work and the new circumstances under which rostering and
remuneration are set mean they are well paid. I would be very surprised if that were the
case after such an analysis.
The third aspect that has changed-rightly or wrongly-is the attitude of the community
and lifestyles generally. The Deputy Leader of the National Party philosphically referred
to this aspect in his contribution to the debate. Whether honourable members like it or
not, the reality is that lifestyles have changed; and community attitudes to shopping, sport,
and weekend activities have changed significantly. Honourable members may not like the
changes and, frankly, I hold some serious reservations about the direction in which our
society is heading.
I believe a move of the sort embodied in the Bill has the overwhelming support of the
community. The support is reflected in opinion polls and in the discussions held with
people generally. I predict that within twelve months honourable members on all sides of
the House will reflect back on this day and wonder what in the world the fuss was all
about. They will probably wonder how Saturday afternoon trading became such an issue.
My final comment reflects the attitude that the Labor government has adopted on this
issue. In 1982, the Labor Party made a commitment to Victorians that during the lifetime
of the coming government no change would be made and no change was made. In 1985,
the Labor Party made two commitments: to address the anomalies during the lifetime of
the Parliament and to make no general change to shop trading hours unless there was
broad agreement in support of change throughout the industry. The government addressed
the anomalies and similarly broad agreement of the sort I have outlined has been reached
on the extension of shop trading hours.
I am not suggesting that the agreement is unanimous, but the commitments and
obligations of the government were honoured; it made a judgment. I believe the Bill is an
important initiative. I welcome the support of the Liberal Party and I look forward to the
implementation of the Bill as quickly as possible.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
73
Noes
8
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrBrown
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrabb
MrCrozier
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
MrGude
Mr Harrowfleld
MrHayward

65
NOES
MrEvans
(Gipps/and East)

MrHann
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Steggall

Tellers:
Mr Jasper
MrMcNamara
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AYES

NOES

MrHeffeman
MrsHill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHocldey
MrJohn
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKennett
MrKirkwood
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Maclellan
MrMathews
MrMicallef
MrPescott
MrPlowman
MrPope
MrRamsay
MrsRay
Mr Remington
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Ms Sibree
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

MrSmith
(Polwarth)

MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams
Mrs Wilson
Tellers

MrNorris
MrPerrin
PAIRS
MrCain
MrWilkes

I

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 and 2 were agreed to.

MrWallace
MrWhiting
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Clause 3
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I move:
l. Clause 3, line 9, after "3." insert "(1)".

The amendment is consequential and I shall address the reasons for it when moving a
subsequent amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I move:
2. Clause 3, after line 17 insert'(2) In section 7 (I) ofthe Shop Trading Act 1987, for paragraph (b) substitute"(b) on Saturdays(i) in the case of butcher's shops situated within the municipalities mentioned in Schedule Five to the
Public Service Act 1974, between the hours of 5 p.m. and midnight; and
(ii) in the case of butcher's shops situated outside these municipalities, between the hours of 1 p.m. and
midnight; and".'

The Opposition takes the view that changes to trading hours produce anomalies that I
know the government would prefer did not exist. There has been an attempt over a period
by this government and the previous government to reduce and minimise anomalies in
the existing legislation.
The amendment will allay the principal concern of the Opposition because it will allow
the community to purchase red meat on a Saturday, along with other products. It is absurd
in this day and age that people can purchase white meat and processed meat such as
chicken, fish, and sausages and so on until 5 o'clock on a Saturday afternoon whereas the
producers of red meat are denied the opportunity of selling their product in the stores of
the State during the same period.
.
I quote briefly from a news release from the Victorian Farmers Federation of 29 October:
Bill Bodman, VFF pastural group president said today that once again the meat industry was the victim of
illogical discrimination.
"Many consumers will be forced to buy alternatives, because meat is just not available when they do their
shopping", Mr Bodman said.
"The Victorian government's determination to again extend this anomaly is of national concern to the meat
and livestock industry.
We just cannot compete if retailers are forced to lock meat up when other products are freely available for
sale". Mr Bodman said.
Supermarkets indicate that up to 60 per cent offresh poultry sales occur when it is illegal to sell fresh meat.

The penultimate paragraph of the news release states:
"Now we are to take a step back into the past, when meat is forced off the shelves when everything else is
available for sale", Mr Bodman said.

The Opposition takes the view that shop trading hours should be extended; that it ought
to be open for everybody to trade equally; that retailers should choose whether they trade
or not; and that families or individuals have the right to decide to purchase products in
their own time. It is for those reasons and the principle of freedom of choice that the
amendment has been moved.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The government
does not support the amendment. The government has introduced the only significant
chan~e in butcher shop hours since 1920. They were the amendments recently introduced
proVIding for trading until 6 p.m. on Monday to Thursday, until 9 p.m. on Friday evenings
and until 1 p.m. on Saturday afternoons. That legislation was difficult and traumatic and
created considerable controversy, but the government worked through that process.
Honourable members should be aware that the hours that have been arranged for red
meat sales are to the forefront in shop trading hours throughout Australia. Notionally, in
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Tasmania at tae moment people can purchase red meat on Saturday afternoons, but I do
not think the opportunity is widely accepted. I am advised that in New South Wales, often
seen as the herald of shop trading hours, red meat sales are not permissible in that period;
similarly in other States.

It is not as though Victoria is attempting to catch up with the pattern that has occurred
elsewhere. The point I make is that right across Australia separate awards and trading
arrangements dealing with butcher shops exist. That has been part of the cultural history
and tradition of those industries. Parliament would be very foolish, for the sake of neatness,
to take the step of bringing butcher shops into line with other retail outlets.
My staff checked today with representatives from the Meat and Allied Trades Federation
of Australia, an organisation known to all honourable members, and with the Australasian
Meat Industry Employees Union. Both organisations indicated their strong opposition to
this proposal.
I understand the sentiment put forward by the honourable member for Hawthorn. I am
prepared to give an assurance that I shall personally take the initiative to liaise with the
federation, the union, the Victorian Farmers Federation, and with each of the party
spokesmen in an endeavour to pursue the matter further between now and the next
sessional period of Parliament, to ascertain whether common ground can be reached.
The whole thrust of the Bill is to introduce amendments where there is broad agreement
and commitment by people in the industry, but that is not the case with the amendment.
I understand the sentiment expressed by the honourable member for Hawthorn and I ask
him to seriously consider holding this matter over. It is a genuine offer on my part and I
hope it is treated as such.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I have taken specific note of the comments made by the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources and those of the honourable member
for Hawthorn. The National Party is totally opposed to the extension of trading hours into
Saturday afternoon or into Sunday. The National Party is disappointed to hear the speeches
made by members on both sides of the House. I indicate again that the National Party is
totally opposed to the extension of trading hours.
The amendment would extend the trading hours of butcher shops. The National Party
has been traditionally opposed to the extension of trading hours for the sale of red meat
because it believes that the small butcher shop is an important and integral part of the
small business scene throughout Victoria and provides a specific service to the people of
Victoria.
I noted the comments of the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources who
indicated that there have been changes to the hours of operation of butcher shops and the
sale of red meat throughout Victoria. In fact, those changes have not even been given a
chance to come into e1fect at this stage. I believe that is the way it should go: there should
be time to see how the new hours operate. The new hours may be quite suitable to the
.
people of Victoria.
I believe a large proportion of people who purchase red meat are happy with the present
situation; they are happy to go to the small butcher who can provide them with a specific
service. Of course, someone who wishes to buy red meat quickly can go to a supermarket.
The National Party recognises the anomaly to which the honourable member for
Hawthorn referred, of white meat and other types of meat being available for sale when
the sale of red meat was restricted.
The National Party has received strong representations from the Victorian Farmers
Federation, which believes the extension of red meat trading hours should coincide with
the hours of operation of supermarkets and should extend to Saturday afternoons. The
federation says this would provide the opportunity for large amounts of red meat to be
sold. In fact, the statistics on extended operations in other States, such as New South
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Wales in particular, show that there is not necessarily an increase in the sale of red meat
during extended trading hours.
The National Party has had extensive discussion on this aspect and I again indicate to
the Committee my personal opposition to the extension of red meat trading hours beyond
the hours approved by Parliament that have not yet been put into operation. The NatIonal
Party believes honourable members should consider approving hours of operation similar
to those of normal shops, which will now trade on Saturday afternoons, but I believe the
Committee should accept the Minister's suggestion that the new hours of operation, which
have not yet been put into effect, should be investigated to see whether some compromise
can be reached.
The Minister has put clearly the position of the government. I am prepared to accept
that position, and I hope the Committee will do likewise.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warmambool)-I feel a little like a scavenger who comes into a
situation where nearly all has been lost, and seeks to try to address and make something
of what is left. Certainly the shop trading hours case has been lost tonight, because both
the government and the Liberal Party are voting for an extension.
That creates a serious anomaly in regard to red meat trading hours. The Minister and
the government have already undertaken an extensive survey of trading hour anomalies
and a serious anomaly exists in this instance.
My own family shops within the normal business hours and purchases meat from the
family butcher because he provides service, quality and personal advice which are far
better than those provided at big supermarkets, where the personal touch is lost.
Nevertheless, the National Party must also consider the plight of the rural community,
particularly the hard times that farmers face, and the need to increase red meat
consumption, despite the deficiencies and disadvantages that butchers will face as a result
of the Bill.
I support the honourable member for Murray Valley who suggested that there be close
examination and consideration of the Minister's suggestion that trading hours for butchers
be closely monitored so as to gain an understanding of the implications and the benefits
for the whole industry.
However, I feel locked into a situation where, having lost the war, I am trying to pick
up the remnants. I do not wish to play a part in leaving behind serious anomalies that will
discriminate against one segment of the community. The farming community and beef
growers are currently under enormous pressure and need consideration. I shall be interested
in the outcome of the Minister's suggestion.
The amendment was negatived.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I move:
3. Clause 3, at the end of the clause insert'( ) After section 7 (3) of the Shop Trading Act 1987 insert"(4) The occupier ofa shop or butcher's shop is not in breach of any provision ofa lease or agreement relating
to the shop by reason only that the occupier does not keep the shop open between the hours of 1 p.m. and 5 p.m.
on a Saturday as permitted under this section." '.

The concern of the Liberal Party in this respect-and I trust the other two parties are able
to see the merit of the amendment-is that many small shopkeepers involved in major
shopping complexes are bound by the terms of their leases to remain open for as long as
the major trading partner in that centre stays open. This could mean that many small
shopkeepers who prefer not to remain open on Saturday afternoons will be forced to do so
against their wishes.
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The concern of the Opposition on all matters, as well as on trading hours, is to ensure
the rights of individuals to choose freely. In this case, it believes small business operators
should be able to choose whether to keep their shops open until 5 p.m. on Saturdays. The
Opposition believes the same provision applies equally in terms of the freedom of choice
for a family or individual to shop. If people do not wish to go to the shops on Saturday
afternoons, they do not have to do so.
Honourable members have heard during the debate much hyperbole, particularly from
the National Party, about the denial of rights of people to go out and do the things they
may want to do on Saturday afternoons. The position is that those people will have the
opportunity of doing the things they choose to do. The Bill does not in any way compel
anyone to do otherwise. Indeed, the amendment I have moved will further enhance that
freedom of choice, and I commend it to the Committee.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The government
accepts the thrust of the amendment. Indeed, that principle has already been taken up in
legislation passed in the Chamber recently, the Retail Tenancies Act 1986. That Act
contains commercial arbitration provisions, which I believe are capable of providing a
fair resolution to disputes that may arise between landlords and tenants in those
circumstances. However, in the spirit of the debate, I am prepared to accept the amendment,
with one small change to it.
The fact that the Opposition is moving this amendment demonstrates the sensitivity
and difficulty associated with this area and the impact on small business that decisions
relating to shop trading can have.
Obviously, if one were a total deregulator, one would not support government regulation
of this kind. One would maintain that it was a matter to be resolved between the various
groups-between the large and the small; between the small and the small, or between the
large and the large-in the marketplace. However, the tradition in this State is for the
government to have a balanced role in proper regulation. I believe provisions of this sort
still have a place in the 1980s and beyond.
I suggest that the reference to "butcher's shop" be deleted from the amendment because
it is now redundant in view of the previous amendment being negatived. In those
circumstances, the government will support the amendment.
By leave, the amendment was withdrawn.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I move:
3. Oause 3, at the end of the clause insert'( ) After section 7(3) of the Shop Trading Act 1987 insert"(4) The occupier of a shop is not in breach of any provision of a lease or agreement relating to the shop by
reason only that the occupier does not keep the shop open between the hours of 1 p.m. and 5 p.m. on a Saturday
as permitted under this section." '.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The National Party is opposed to shops being open on
a Saturday afternoon and will, therefore, support the amendment. We accept the
explanation provided by the Minister and recognise that it does provide protection for the
small businessman or shopkeeper who may be placed under extreme pressure from large
retailers or proprietors of shopping centres, wherever they may be situated throughout
Victoria.

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-When the Minister referred to our request to remove the
words "or butcher's shop", he mentioned the fact that even the Liberal Party supported
the regulation and recognised the difficulties.
I restate the clear position of the Opposition. We do not differentiate between lar~e or
small, black or white or anything else. The Liberal Party's position is a clear, prinCIpled
one. We believe every human being has the fundamental right of free choice. It is in that
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spirit, and that spirit alone, that the amendment was moved-not on the question of large
or small or any other principle.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (AMENDMENT) 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.

LOTTERIES GAMING AND BETTING (AMENDMENT) 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
Police services for Flinders-Werribee building inspectors-Totalizator Agency Board
annual report-Melbourne Cup late entries-Shires of Diamond Valley and Eltham tip
sites-Modewarre preschool-WorkCare press release-Victorian Home Interest
Association
Mr FORDHAM (Acting Premier)-I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow, at half-past ten o'clock.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr FORDHAM (Acting Premier)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I refer the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to a
matter relating to the provision of police services in the Shire ofFlinders. The background
to my comments is that the police in the Shire of Flinders currently face a real crisis. Seven
out of thirteen constables allocated to that regional headquarters are currently on longterm illness leave for strokes, back injury or mental breakdown and one is away for twelve
months on pregnancy leave. There are also three constables on recreational leave. This
leaves a working staff of six constables to try to provide a service for 16 to 18 hours a day.
That in turn is leading to further breakdown.
A second crisis is faced in that it has been announced today that the normal provision
over summer of police to provide a 24-hour service during the period when 100 000 or
150 000 extra holiday makers come to the area will now be cut from providing for the
whole summer to providing for only the three-week period beginning from Christmas
week.
That will mean that from midnight each night after that three-week period no police
service will be provided in the southern Port Phillip Bay region. As many as 150 000 extra
people could come to the area, many of whom are young people, and that could provide a
formula for enormous difficulty. It will be necessary for the area to be serviced from the
Mornington police headquarters, which is also sorely stressed at that time.
I also understood that the Rosebud police regional headquarters would be placed-on
the Minister's own words to me-on the No. 1 listing for expansion of staff at the earliest
possible moment. I understand that has now been reduced to the second position on the
list.
Police services are probably the most sensitive indicators of the administrative ability
of the government. I am serious when I say that the Shire ofFlinders has reached the stage
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where evidence strongly points to collapse in the State of Victoria in the provision of basic
administrative services.
If on an annual basis something under a half or even a third of a million dollars for
police services cannot be provided from a Budget in excess of $11 billion for the State,
something is seriously wrong. It is not because of a shortage of money; this government
has been spending at twice the inflation rate since it came to office. As was pointed out by
the honourable member for Brighton today, the government's losses are at least $7-4
billion. That can be divided into $3-8 billion as money already lost and $3-5 billion that
will have to be met in the future. The $3-8 billion alone amounts to $43 million for each
of the 88 electorates in Victoria.
If the government had provided efficient administration of its responsibilities in this
State, $43 million more could have been provided to each electorate in Victoria to meet
the needs of that area. In the electorate ofDromana, that $43 million would have provided
all of the claims for hospitals, nursing homes, roads, children's services, libraries, theatres,
beachside preservation, safe harbour breakwater and personnel. In fact, that list would not
have reached the $43 million that could have been provided. This is the best indicator I
can see for administrative failure by the government.

It is absolutely disastrous and unacceptable for me to have to rise here and say that over
summer there will not be adequate law and order services because the government cannot
find one-third of a million dollars a year to meet those needs.
Will the Minister provide the normal summer services of extra police officers, and will
he examine the current situation in which over 50 per cent of the police constables in the
area are not available and no provision has been made to provide extra officers? This
situation cannot continue. Will the Minister answer my questions clearly and not put me
off again?
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Local
Government. It concerns a serious allegation-I put it no higher than an allegationreported in the Werribee Banner dated Wednesday, 11 November 1987. The heading on
page five reads, "Corruption alleged on home sites". The article is accompanied by a
photograph of the city engineer looking worried. It commences:
A Werribee South woman has made allegations of bribery and corruption among building inspectors working
in Werribee.
The woman, who asked not to be identified because she feared recriminations, said some building inspectors
were making up to $80 a day from tradesmen by illegally charging workers for trade advice and approving substandard building works.

So the article goes on.
I have obtained a copy of the handwritten letter which was submitted to the editor of
the Werribee Banner. It has been provided on the basis that the author's name and address
will not be identified even to the extent they are in the article. The letter makes a series of
points:
1. Ifa tradesman needed advice from an inspector of that trade (assuming he is the expert) he had to slip him
some money for that advice (hardly a progressive attitude).
2. If a job done by a tradesman fell short of requirements, a few dollars to the inspector would solve the
problem and the job would be done.
3. An inspector ofa trade could make $60-$80 per day, cash money (on top of his wage) in this manner.

The letter goes on.
I am concerned, firstly, that the newspaper should have given currency to a complaint
that is non-specific and effectively smears every building inspector working in the Werribee
area. I have no evidence as to whether the allegations have any substance.

Adjournment

12 November 1987

ASSEMBLY

2419

I ask the Minister for Local Government to have the matter examined so that he can
clear the names of honest, hard-working, sincere, and dedicated building inspectors.
Conversely, if the Minister for Local Government is able to obtain evidence of corruption
or fraud among those building inspectors, I ask that he seek to have them properly
prosecuted. As I have said, I have no reason to believe the allegations made are true.
As for the particular engineer whose photograph appears in the article with an
uncharacteristically worried expression on his face, I should say that he is an extremely
highly regarded individual, both as to his professional competence and as to his personal
character. I have no reason to doubt that ifhe suspected that any person in his charge were
guilty of improper or corrupt practices or even acting in an unprofessional way, that he
would take appropriate action in such circumstances against any officers in the City of
Werribee who come under his responsibility.
I ask the Minister for Local Government to take the appropriate action to clear the
names of the building inspectors who are performing their work honestly, with integrity,
and without any shadow of accusation against them. In the event that the Minister for
Local Government does uncover any evidence of malpractice, I ask that it be dealt with
according to the proper process.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Sport and Recreation. It concerns an error I have detected and have had confirmed in
discussion with the General Manager of the Totalizator Agency Board. That error is
contained in the 1987 annual report of the Totalizator Agency Board. It is an expensive
and glossy production and was tabled in the House just a few sitting days ago.
The error occurs on page 21, under the heading "Statistical information". It concerns
the turnover of the TAB on harness racing. I am led to believe the figures for 1987 are
correct but that the figures for 1986 are wrong in that the turnover for the metropolitan
area for harness racing was $56·7 million and the turnover for the country was $91·1
million. Those figures are incorrect in that metropolitan racing is all conducted by the
Harness Racing Board. It holds twelve meetings outside the metropolitan area, in the
country at Cranbourne and Kilmore and, therefore, the race meetings conducted in the
country by the board should have been considered as country figures in 1986, but they
were not.
I have checked the 1986 report of the TAB. The figures are wrong there; they line up the
same way. There should be $5·2 million deducted from the metropolitan turnover and
that $5·2 million turnover should be added to the country turnover.
If one looks at the percentage variations of increase or decrease in the 1986-87 figures,
one sees they are obviously totally wrong. If one takes $5·2 million out of one figure and
adds it to the other, the percentage increases or decreases are correct.
This is a material misstatement in the annual report and an absolute error of fact. The
report is the bible relied upon by the racing industry for the facts contained in it. If it were
a private enterprise, this would be a breach of the Companies Code. In private enterprise,
the directors of a company are responsible for what appears in the annual report-they
are accountable for that report and, of course, for the accuracy of it. If it is inaccurate, they
are subject to prosecution and, of course, a penalty of some magnitude.
Fortunately for the Totalizator Agency Board, this is not private enterprise. However,
the Companies Code would have required a duty to notify the error and the details of it.
It behoves the Minister for Sport and Recreation to instruct the TAB to make a public
statement admitting that the report is wrong even to the point of advising those who
normally receive the report or inserting an advertisement in the daily newspapers.
There is no doubt that the report is misleading. That information was confirmed when
I spoke to a senior official of the TAB. I do not criticise the TAB for making a mistake but,
now that that mistake has been identified, it should be rectified immediately.
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Mr CULPIN (Broadmeadows)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Sport and
Recreation to an article in the Herald of 30 October, under the heading "Bookies in line
for a Cup sweep":
Trainer Colin Hayes and prominent owner Lloyd Williams are both contemplating a move that could lead to
the greatest windfall doubles bookmakers operating on the Caulfield and Melbourne cups have had.
Hayes said today he would seriously consider starting Royal Centurion in the Melbourne Cup if he won
tomorrow's Victoria Derby and Williams is thinking along the same lines with Crush.
Under a rule introduced this year, the winner ofthe Victoria Derby can take his place in the Melbourne Cup if
connections pay a $30 000 late entry fee.
Neither Royal Centurion nor Crush were entered for the Melbourne Cup and consequently have never
appeared on any doubles sheets. If either horse was to win the Derby and Melbourne Cup, doubles bookmakers
would have a clean sweep. Not a bet had been written ending with either horse.
Doubles bookmakers, John H. Griffiths and Jack Cole, already not unhappy with the result of the Caulfield
Cup, confirmed that a Melbourne Cup win by either Royal Centurion or Crush would be a perfect result.
But both stressed that their charts carried the warning that the VRC could now include the Derby winner in
the Melbourne Cup...

Obviously, no bets could be written on either horse because they were not on the charts.
About twenty years ago I saw the sheets that bookmakers issue. Those who participate in
that form of gambling obviously were looking for particular horses. Under the new rule,
for $30 000 the horse that wins the Derby can be entered in the Melbourne Cup. It could
well be that a particular punter who has a horse on the chart has that horse run second to
a horse that was never on the chart. He would be very concerned. No-one in the House
would disagree that the situation ought to be examined.
The article continues:
... if anybody wished to double with the unknown Derby winner, a special quote would have been made.

Obviously, that would be in very fine print. I am sure no punter would have seen that
because the article states that no extra bets have been written on those horses.
I am sure the Minister for Sport and Recreation will examine the problem. Something
has to be done because it would be terrible for a particular horse to win the Melbourne
Cup when the bookmakers have been submitting sheets that do not have the horses listed
for a particular race. Punters could have large bets in those feature races and, if a particular
horse were to win the Melbourne Cup, the $30 000 assistance after the Derby had been
won would ensure a clean sweep, as the article suggests.
It is a matter that the diligent Minister for Sport and Recreation should be examining; I
am ~ure it will not be as simple as it obviously was this year.

Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-I direct the Minister for Planning and Environment,
through the Minister for the Arts, to a matter concerning the shires of Diamond Valley
and Eltham. Each has made a planning application for a tip site; they have been before the
Minister for some time.
People living in both shires surrounding the controversial tip sites request that the
Minister make an urgent decision. The delay is having a substantial effect on their general
approach to where they may live within that area. The Minister has had that information
for some time. I understand that the Secretary for Planning and Environment, Mr David
Yencken, is examining the matter and expects to bring it before the Minister for Planning
and Environment in due course. I ask that the matter be expedited, and a decision made.
At the ~ame time I place on record the matter of comments made in a question asked
by me referring to Mr David Yencken's involvement in the company E. L. Yencken and
Co. Pty Ltd was wrong. I point out that Mr Yencken was a director of that company until
1980 but resigned from it on his appointment to the Ministry. I hope my question has not
caused him any embarrassment or inconvenience.
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Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I direct the attention of the Minister for the Arts to
the Modewarre preschool in my electorate. The Shire of Barrabool has directed the
Minister's attention to the ongoing needs of the community, in particular the subsidies
received for kindergartens.
The parents have expressed considerable concern at the reduction in the number of days
when the children can attend that preschool. Being a rural community, there are many
new residences and subdivisions. Approximately 35 new homes have been built in the
Modewarre area, and 40 new subdivisions have been established. A new preschool being
built at Mooriac is some distance from the Modewarre preschool.
I have forwarded correspondence to the Minister in recent weeks and I quote from a
letter received from Sally Fitts of Blackgate Road, Freshwater Creek:
I wish to register my strong protest at the proposed sessional funding cutbacks at Modewarre preschool. It is
my understanding that every child is entitled to one year of preschool education in the year preceding primary
school. Under the proposed session allocation for 1988, children will only be able to attend two or three sessions
a week while we remain in our present building.

There have been many letters in recent weeks expressing the genuine needs of the parents.
They have been forwarded to the Minister. Publicity has been attracted and on 4 November
the Geelong Advertiser highlighted the parents' concern for the Modewarre kindergarten.
I urge the Minister for the Arts to bring the matter to the attention of the Minister for
Community Services, for her early consideration and support to the kindergarten.

Mr GUDE (Hawthom)-The matter I raise is for the attention of the Treasurer and, in
his absence, the Minister for the Arts. It relates to a press release published by Mr Markley,
the Managing Director of the Accident Compensation Commission. In that press release
of 10 November, Mr Markley said that hundreds of millions of dollars paid by employers
in good faith would lead Victoria to bolster international insurance operations if WorkCare
amendments were opposed.
That is a totally fallacious and dishonest statement from which the Liberal Party
dissociates itself. The Treasurer would be embarrassed to hear such a stupid statement
being made, obviously designed to inflame, but done at a very foolish time when people
are trying to obtain a more sensible situation in Victoria and when the Treasurer has
agreed to the establishment of a joint Upper and Lower House committee to review the
particular matters in question.
Section 129 (3) of the Accident Compensation Act as it now stands gives the commission
full power to reclaim any moneys that are due and payable and outstanding. It is a pity
that Mr Markley has presided over only three applications in two and a half years, and to
date has not achieved any restitution whatsoever. In the press release Mr Markley states
that, in effect, it would be a case of Victorian employers paying time.
The Managing Director of the Accident Compensation Commission is what I would
regard as WorkCare's liablility. Mr Markley has deliberately misled the public in an
attempt to cover up the mismanagement of his own administration at WorkCare. It has
resulted in a $3 billion blow-out of WorkCare, as of this date. I can only assume that the
latest move is a last-ditch attempt by Mr Markley to keep the Grim Reaper out. His job is
on the line. It is clear that Mr Markley fears the outcome of the inquiry will further
highlight the incompetence of the commission that he heads. That is why he is so desperate
to steer attention away from himself.
I enjoin the Treasurer to ensure that close attention is paid to press releases published
by officers in his charge; indeed, he may be wise and prudent from this date forward to
censor any further press releases that Mr Markley publishes, particularly if he wishes to
achieve the sort of responsible compensation system that Victoria deserves.
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Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, and, in his absence, I ask the Minister for the Arts to pass it on to him. During the
debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting on 28 October I asked the Minister
for Consumer Affairs to investigate an organisation known as the Victorian Home Interest
Association, which has been described to me as nothing more than an Australian Labor
Party front.
I asked the Minister to investigate moneys that may well have been $iven to this
organisation, the services it provides to the community and its members, In particular,
and to explain what action he proposed to take.
The Minister is usually diligent in pursuing people in defence of consumers, but he was
not prepared to do anything on this occasion. He spent some time consulting with the
honourable member for Wantirna about what action she wanted him to take. He then
stood up and refused to take action. Subsequent to an article that appeared in newspapers
in the electorate of the honourable member for Wantirna this week, I had contact with a
member of the association.
Mr Micallef-Name him!
Mr LEIGH-It is not necessary to name the person. I am dead certain the person is
right. The reason is that a person visiting Parliament House tonight knew the person
concerned. When I spoke to that person they said they had detailed knowledge of it. The
person visiting Parliament House tonight had an association with the other individual. I
shall be happy to table the document to which I am referring. The gentleman concerned
telephoned my office and said that the Victorian Home Interest Association was a Labor
Party front. He said it was an idea of Ralph Blewitt, Gary Reeves, Jim Lynch of the
Timber Workers Union, and another person. They were all members of the
Bayswater-Wantirna branch of the ALP at the time.
In 1981 the Leader of the Opposition attended the inaugural meeting where he debated
home interest loans with the honourable member for Wantirna who, at that time, was not
a member of Parliament. Tonight I asked the Leader of the Opposition about the meeting
and he said he thOUght it was stacked. He said he had had a great time beating down the
rabid socialists. The Leader of the Opposition said that he had gained a great deal of
practice by the exercise.
The person involved said that he did not want to become further involved. My secretary
said that more information would be required. The man concerned said that he was fair
dinkum and that he would be embarrassed if he had to identify himself because he was
"one of them".
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member for Malvern explain the
responsibility of the Minister for Consumer Affairs in respect of this matter?
Mr LEIGH-Membership money is paid to this organisation. The members could be
described as consumers as they are obtaining a service. I seek the Minister'S involvement
as the Minister responsible for Consumer Affairs.
Mr SPEAKER-Order! I am prepared to hear the honourable member if he continues
to associate the matter with Ministerial responsibility.
Mr LEIGH-The office of the honourable member for Wantirna is the main address of
the organisation. Her telephone number is included. That is the only way one can make
contact with the association. Last week, as honourable members would remember, the
honourable member for Wantirna described the association as having hundreds of
members. She was not prepared to table a list of the members. However, if the organisation
has hundreds of members, hundreds of dollars must be involved.
I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs to perform the duty that the people of this State
ask of him and investigate my complaint about a fictitious organisation set up to assist a
political party and the honourable member for Wantirna. It is no more than that.
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If the Minister is serious about the issue, he knows that is the case as well as I do. The
Minister is hiding behind the skirts of the honourable member for Wantirna. Despite the
fact that they are in the same faction, the Minister must take action. If the Minister has
care and compassion for consumers it is time he acted. He runs down anybody else about
whom he does not care, but when it is a mate it seems to be different. I demand that the
Minister for the Arts ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs to take action.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The honourable member for Ivanhoe directed
the subject of tip sites to the attention of the Minister for Planning and Environment in
another place. The honourable member for Barwon South referred the matter of preschool
centre subsidies to the Minister for Community Services in another place. The honourable
member for Brighton referred to a press statement about WorkCare and asked for action
by the Treasurer, and the honourable member for Malvern asked that the Victorian Home
Interest Association be brought to the attention of the Minister for Consumer Affairs.
I shall refer all those matters to the respective Ministers for their attention, as I will the
subject of police services in the Shire of Flinders, which was raised by the honourable
member for Dromana, to the attention of the Chief Commissioner of Police.
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The honourable member for
Gisborne referred to the annual report of the Totalizator Agency Board and the fact that
the Harness Racing Board allocation of finance, with respect to meetings held outside
Melbourne, was placed in the wrong column in the report. I think it was placed with the
amounts for the metropolitan area and it should have been placed with the amounts for
country areas. I believe it was a mistake. The Totalizator A$ency Board is aware of the
amount and it does not affect it so far as the overall allocation IS concerned. It is a misprint
rather than a misuse of funds. I presume the board would have notified the respective
clubs around Victoria that the amount in the report was in the wrong column. I assure the
honourable member that the money was used in the right way.
The honourable member for Broadmeadows referred to doubles on the Caulfield and
Melbourne cups. Unlike other years when all horses are entered in July, this year the
horses did not have to be entered-so far as the three-year-olds were concerned. If a horse
won the Derby, for a late entry fee, it could start in the Melbourne Cup.
That is something different in that doubles could be advertised without every horse
being listed. The doubles chart does state that if a horse starts in the Melbourne Cup, from
the Derby, and it is not listed in the original entries, there is a special price for that horse,
without the name being registered. However, I shall examine the situation with officers of
the department and advise the honourable member whether the matter can be rectified to
make it clear to the punters who bet on doubles.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Govemment)-The honourable member for
Werribee referred to a report published in the Werribee Banner which made certain
allegations about inspections in the building industry which have been the responsibility
of the city en~neer. I understand the engineer and the responsible officers are concerned
at the allegatIOns made and have previously made requests for further information. If
there is anything the department can do to assist the officers of the City of Werribee to
resolve the matter, I shall investigate the possibility of doing so.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 1.19 a.m. (Thursday).

