Questions without Notice

8 March 1988

ASSEMBLY

299

Tuesday, 8 March 1988
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SEC ADVERTISING
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Can the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources confirm that the $73000 State Electricity Commission advertising campaign
for the Kew by-election, through which advertisements are now appearing in Kew electorate
newspapers, was vetted by himself, his staff, and the Government Media Unit?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The State
Electricity Commission has, on its own initIative, raised with me concerns about what it
regarded as the misinformation peddled over recent months about the
Brunswick-Richmond transmission line. The SEC is aware-as are a number of Liberal
Party members-of the importance of and need for this line. The decision to build the
line follows the report of the Natural Resources and Environment Committee of Parliament
some years ago.
The Chief General Manager of the State Electricity Commission informed me that he
considered that, following the advice of the Parliamentary committee, the government
had determined its view on the issue and that, therefore, little purpose was served in
reviewing the decision by way of public debate. However, others took a different view and
a number of community groups have attempted to reopen the issue.
It is a matter of some interest-and perhaps not surprising-that the Liberal Party has
taken a flip on the issue and decided on a different stance about the transmission line
following the announcement of the Kew by-election. Ifanyone can be accused of politicking,
in the sense as taken up by the honourable member for Berwick, it is the Liberal Party.
I am not aware of officers of my department vetting the advertisements referred to by
the honourable member for BerwIck, although those advertisements were directed to my
attention a few weeks ago. I agree that it was desirable, in circumstances unrelated to the
Kew by-election, for the general public to be made aware of the facts of the matter.
It is unreasonable to suggest that the advertising campaign has been carried out entirely
in the Kew area. In fact, advertising has occurred in daily newspapers in Melbourne and
in the suburban newspapers of the areas to be traversed by the transmission line.
The SEC and the government have a responsibility to explain to the communityarising from the concerns raised by a number of groups-the reasons for the line proceeding
and the background in terms of the processes followed by the Parliamentary committee
and an environment effects statement. I support the stance taken by the commission.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT LAND
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Minister for Property
and Services to the sell-off of government land in Victoria, often of large areas, proposed
·by the government. Will the Minister inform the House whether house properties around
the State currently occupied by members of the Victoria Police will be included in such
sales?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The government is continuing the
good management of its resources and properties. The Leader of the National Party would
be aware that for the past 100 years governments in Victoria have owned properties
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although, in some cases, they did not know why they owned them or for what purpose
they were to be used. The present government wishes to ensure that its resources--

Mr Ross-Edwards-What about police houses?
Mr SPYKER-I am coming to that. The Leader of the National Party is a slow learner.
I assure the House that the government looks very closely at all government assets and
examines how they are to be used for the benefit of the people of Victoria. It is a question
of how resources and assets are to be managed properly-whether it is teacher housing or
police housing or housing for other public servants. If public servants are required to
occupy those houses, the properties will be retained by the various departments. Houses
that are not required will be put up for sale.

SHARE MARKET CRASH
Mr ROWE (Essendon)-Has the Treasurer investigated the impact of the share market
crash on Victorian government finances? If he has, will he explain the outcome to the
House?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank the honourable member for Essendon for his question.
He follows these matters in detail; and, unlike members of the Opposition, he has a good
understanding of them.
I am pleased that I did not act on the advice of the honourable member for Brighton in
respect of share market transactions. On the weekend before the crash in the share market,
the honourable member for Brighton was urging that authorities should be given the
power to buy shares and equities. If the government had taken that advice, it would have
had egg all over its face. I hope the honourable member for Brighton did not follow his
own advice. If he did, he would certainly be in a financial mess!
I have been monitoring the impact of the share market crash on Victorian finances and
the Victorian economy. I am pleased to say that evidence shows that private investment
has been increasing at a faster rate in Victoria than in the rest of the Australian ecomomy.
The outlook of the business community in Victoria is extremely optimistic.
I am pleased to report to the House that, despite the large drop in the all ordinaries
index that occurred towards the end of last year, there is a great deal of confidence in the
Victorian economy; and there is evidence of a willingness by the private sector to invest
in this State. That will mean more jobs for Victoria and it will ensure that we protect our
position as the State with the lowest unemployment rate.
Not only have firms already operating in Victoria shown a willingness to invest in this
State, but also many organisations who were unwilling to invest under the Liberal
government have returned to Victoria. In particular, I name the AMP Society Life
Insurance. For years that organisation was afraid to invest in Victoria; now it is involved
in a $300 million investment in an office complex in the central business district. That is
a clear reflection of the confidence that that group has in the Victorian economy and in
the policies of this government.
The second matter raised by the honourable member for Essendon was about the
finances of the State. As honourable members are aware, the monthly estimates of finances
in Victoria show that the amount of stamp duty collected from share market transactions
is slightly ahead of the Budget. Although I expect that there will be a fall in that figure in
terms of the average size of the monthly collections, I am advised by the Department of
Management and Budget, which has investigated the matter, that the figures are likely to
be in line with Budget estimates overall.
There is no evidence to show that the share market crash has had a negative impact on
the Victorian economy. As a matter of fact, everyone apart from the honourable member
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for Brighton speaks about the State economy in glowing terms. I expect that stamp duty
from share market transactions will be in line with Budget projections.

HODDLE STREET SHOOTINGS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Can the Attorney-General advise the
House why the inquest into the tragic Hoddle Street deaths of 9 August 1987 has been
further postponed until 18 April of this year, which is nine month~ after the event? That
is in stark contrast to the Hungerford inquest in the United Kingdom, which was held
only days after the event. Is the Attorney-General aware that the delay adds considerably
to the trauma of the families of the victims?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-The Leader of the Opposition would be
aware that it is important that committal proceedings in connection with the events in
Hoddle Street take place before an inquest. The inquest will follow immediately after the
committal proceedings. Committal proceedings will take place on 18 April of this year;
and the inquest will follow as soon as the committal proceedings are completed.

MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Premier aware that one of his senior Ministers, the
Minister for Transport, has resorted to using a rubber stamp on Ministerial correspondence
rather than affixing his personal signature? Is this practice endorsed by the Premier, and
does it mean that the government will simply use rubber stamps in its policy deliberations
in future?
The SPEAKER-Order! I have some difficulty with the question. I do not believe the
latter part of the question is in order. I ask the Premier to respond.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I should have thought the Deputy Leader of the National Party
would be well aware of what the Minister for Transport is saying, no matter whether it
comes under a rubber stamp or not. The honourable member is so bereft of questions to
ask about things that matter that he talks about rubber stamps! The honourable member
can do so but I will not waste my time with the question. If the honourable member wishes
to take up the matter with the Minister, he can do so.
The question is indicative of the lack of concern members of the Opposition and the
National Party have for subjects that matter. In case the opposition parties do not knowthe Leader of the Opposition does not know-Victoria will face an election in the next
fourteen or fifteen months. It is about time they started telling us about their policies
because nobody knows what they are. Members of the National Party and the Opposition
are obsessed about some issues and have no policies on the rest. They ask me questions
about rubber stamps!
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, once again I direct to
your attention Standing Order No. 127. I put it to you, Sir, that the Premier is again
debating the question and should be brought back to order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I submit that I am not
debating the question; I am pointing out the absurdity of the man, who holds himself out
to be the Deputy Leader of the National Party, asking a question about rubber stamps.
That is what I am saying and I believe I am perfectly entitled to point out the relative
importance of the question the honourable member is asking me to what is happening in
the electorate. He has no knowledge or concern about that!
The SPEAKER-Order! I was also listening carefully to the way the Premier was
answering the question. Although he appeared to be embarking on a debate about the
subject, I do not uphold the point of order.
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Mr CAIN-If the honourable member for Rodney is unhappy about the form and
content of the correspondence of the Minister for Transport, he can take up the matter
with the Minister, not me. He should not waste my time with the question.

"WOMEN AND SMALL BUSINESS"
Mrs RAY (Box Hill)-Will the Premier outline the steps to be taken by the government
following the release today of the report, "Women and Small Business"?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I thank the honourable member for Box Hill for her question,
which is relevant. Members of the Opposition may not know that it is relevant; there is
not a woman member of either the Opposition or the National Party in this place.
Honourable members opposite are probably unaware that today is International Women's
Day. It is an occasion that is being marked by a number of events that the government
belIeves are of some consequence to women in the State.
This morning I launched the report, "Women and Small Business". Honourable members
will recall that some time a~o the government launched an equally successful project about
women in the home. That Issue is also of concern to members on the government side of
the House but seemingly does not concern members of the opposition parties.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Every time I am asked a question about matters that concern women,
members of the Opposition laugh. They have done so again today. They treat women's
issues as matters of mirth. It is no joke that half the community, in some instances, is
missing out on equal access to a whole range of opportunities in business. If that is what
happens and women are not afforded a fair go, the whole community is the poorer as a
consequence.
Some time back I asked the Victorian Women's Consultative Council, an advisory
group, to undertake a study of women in small business. As I stated earlier, the report has
been made available today, and a number of proposals indicate what steps the government
can take to encourage women to enter into and remain in the business sector.
One interesting aspect of the report was that Australian research indicates that businesses
owned by women are the fastest growing sector of new businesses, and that women can
take encouragement from the fact that, having got over the initial hurdle, women who
enter business are more likely to succeed than other participants in business. That is most
encouraging.
The report aims to encourage women to enter growth industries, especially those with
export potential. The release of the report will raise the profile of women In the small
business sector, and I repeat that, unlike honourable members opposite, the government
takes this matter seriously.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will advise on the implementation
of a number of proposals that have been suggested, particularly through the Small Business
Development Corporation.
I make it very clear to the House that, despite the lack of response and enthusiasm from
honourable members opposite for the role of women in this community, in the home, in
business and in other activities, the government will continue to press for every assistance
to be given to women across the range of community activities and, in this case, particularly
in their role in and entry into small business.

ADMINISTRATION OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-Can the Attorney-General explain to the House why his
administration is so bad that a constituent of mine, Mr David Marriner, was taken from
his home at 5.30 a.m. and thrown into prison, even though the Chief Justice of Victoria
said that there was no evidence of contempt of court?
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Will the Minister make a statement to the House on the steps that he will take to ensure
that this bizarre situation does not occur again?
Mr Cain-It is a matter for the courts-you should know better.
The SPEAKER-Order! Before I call the Attorney-General I seek his advice about
whether the matter has been resolved before the courts.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-So far as I am aware, the matter was dealt
with in the courts in the past few days.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, to assist the Chair, the
matter is not now sub judice. I was simply asking the Minister what action he was going
to take with his administration to ensure that this sort of incident did not occur again.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member is
asking the Attorney-General to make some comments about a decision made and
pronounced by the courts. That is a matter for the judiciary and not Parliament.
The honourable member for Polwarth and his colleagues opposite do not seem to
understand the separation of powers, as do his colleagues in the other place; it is a matter
not for Parliament but for the courts as to what decision they make and how they implement
that decision.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am troubled by the question in the way in which it has been
put. I do not intend to call the Attorney-General until I review the matter, and I shall
decide at some other stage whether the Attorney-General should be called to answer the
question.

ATTENDANCES AT MAJOR SPORTING EVENTS
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-Has the Minister for Sport and Recreation seen reports
that interstate sporting officials are concerned about falling attendances at major sporting
events, and will the Minister inform the House of any relevance these reports may have
to sport in Victoria?
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I read the report about officials in
other States being concerned about falling crowds at major sporting events, particularly
horseracing events. Our main aim in the Department of Sport and Recreation is to have
people playing sport, not watching it; therefore, it is not a bad trend if more are playing
rather than watching.
Sporting events in Victoria have not necessarily lost their spectator appeal. We recently
had a record golf crowd, at the Australian Tennis Open approximately 250000 people
compared with 140 000 last year. There have been big crowds at our test matches, and the
grand final last year. Last year's Melbourne Cup carnival attracted a record crowd, indicating
that, if an event is on and the spectators can see something worthwhile, they may go along
to the event as in years gone by.
So far as overall attendances are concerned, last Saturday night in South Australia the
football officials were not as concerned about getting the crowds as they have been for
interstate matches in other years.
In Victoria average attendances have fallen at the individual football games and
marginally at minor race meetings. More people are watching football on television and,
therefore, more people are watching the game than ever before in the history of VFL
football.
The Victorian Football League has decided to sell the television sponsorship rights for
football, and the league receives the money for the television rights. Therefore, people are
watching the games, whether it be at the grounds or from their homes.
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It is the same with horseracing. I do not know what the figures are for the State but the
aggregate would not be much less than it was four or five years ago. We still have large
crowds coming through the gates at our major racing events. Next Monday the Australian
Cup will be run and we shall see the New Zealand dynamo Bonecrusher go up against the
world beater Vo Rogue. That event will bring in thousands of people.
At the greyhound meeting last night the honourable member for Gisborne backed one
winner, the Premier backed five winners, and I did not back a winner. I understand the
Premier presented a trophy to Vo Rogue last Saturday. Two years ago the Premier made a
presentation to Bonecrusher after its clash with Our Waverley Star in the Cox Plate-he
is in both camps, if either one wins he will be in the right camp.
Overall, crowds are not down greatly at sporting events. However, we all would agree
that people are better off playing sport than watching it.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT LAND
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-Can the Minister for Property and Services advise the
House whether the government is conducting a fire sale of Crown land in an attempt to
reach its Budget target of $200 million in asset sales revenue this financial year or $300
million, as now claimed by the Minister? If so, how can it possibly reach this target in the
next few months when only $29·2 million was raised from this source in the first half of
the financial year, as disclosed in the statement of financial transactions of the Consolidated
Fund, December 1987?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The honourable member for
Brighton is aware of government policy and the target for this financial year is $200
million. The government is on target to achieve that. The target next financial year is again
$200 million. The government must ensure that it uses the assets that the Victorian people
have bestowed upon it and that those assets are used effectively.
Does the honourable member suggest that the government should run a monastery, or
a pub, or have land lying around unused for hundreds of years? No, the government
certainly does not hold that view. We must ensure that, with an ever increasing population,
roads, sewerage and schools can be provided in outlying suburbs.
The previous government had an appalling record. There were properties all around the
place that were not being used for anything. Some properties had been there for 100 years.
This government will continue to use the properties it has in the most effective way for
the Victorian people.

SPORTING SHOOTERS ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA (VIC.)
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I refer the Attorney-General to the legal action being
taken by the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) against the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. Will the Attorney-General give an unequivocal assurance
that no taxpayers' funds will be used in defending the Minister against this defamation
case?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-It seems to me that the honourable member
for Murray Valley is putting an absurd proposition to the House. The matter has not been
raised with me at this stage, and the particular nature of the action and the rights of the
Minister involved have not been examined. I refuse to make any comment at this stage.

ENTREPRENEUIDALVENTURESOFLOCALGOVERNMENT
Mr KIRKWOOD (Preston)-Will the Minister for Local Government advise the House
of the steps the Local Government Department will take to assist municipal councils using
the new powers they have to enter into entrepreneurial ventures?
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Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention
to the fact that the next Bill to be debated, according to the Notice Paper, is the Local
Government Bill (No. 2), which specifically mentions the entrepreneurial functions of
councils. Because of the rule of anticipation, I believe the question should be overruled.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, it is unreasonable to suggest that, simply because a matter is in the Bill,
the question should be overruled. The relevant Standing Orders preclude reference to
proposed legislation, but the honourable member would be aware that 20 or 30 items are
listed on the Notice Paper. Does that preclude any question relating to any subjects
associated with those items? Obviously, in his reply, the Minister cannot refer to the Bill,
but he can refer to the substantive issue which is being addressed, other than what is in
the Bill itself.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to uphold the point of order. As I heard the
question, it sought information regarding the subject. That does not prevent me from
ruling out of order an attempt to debate the matter and, if that were the case, I should do
so. My predecessors have upheld the rule that it is in order to seek information, and I shall
uphold that ruling during questions without notice.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The entrepreneurial powers of
local government were the subject of legislation in 1986 and the honourable member for
Narracan, like most honourable members on that side of the House, voted for the
legislation.
The powers conferred in that legislation enabled municipalities to enter into
entrepreneurial arrangements in a manner which was previously not available to them.
The question is related to whether the government would bailout councils that made
some judgments about the type of entrepreneurial activities in which they were involved.
Guidelines are being developed by the department to assist councils that are developing
proposals on the basis of that legislation. I further advise the House that the Federal
government has provided a grant to enable the guidelines developed in Victoria to be used
in other States. This is an indication of the innovative nature of the approach to legislation
by the present government in this Parliament. It has provided an opportunity for local
government to develop concepts for activities with the private and public sectors in a
manner that was previously not available.
The number of projects currently being processed in the department will cost in the
order of $1 billion. The Malvern project, approval for which was given by the Treasurer
and me as the prerequisite for its proceeding last year, is typical of the projects that are
being developed under this legislation.
The ultimate responsibility rests with the councils; councils make the judgments and
decisions and, in turn, they are responsible to the communities which they serve.

CONTINENTAL AIRLINES INC.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-Is the Minister for Police and Emergency Services aware
that the former Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr Mick Miller, protested to the Minister's
predecessor, now the Minister for Community Services, about the government's
interference in the Continental Airlines Inc. case? If so, will he advise the House what
action was taken on that complaint?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-Like the honourable member
for Mornington, I also read the Herald before I came into the Chamber today, so I know
as much as he knows about this issue. A document of the age of twelve months or more
was released under freedom of information legislation, but it was a comment, not a protest.
I do not believe it was critical of the Minister in the way suggested by the honourable
member.
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FEMALE CONSUMERS
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-I address my question to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs and ask: in the light of a recent Trade Practices Commission report into consumer
awareness, what action is his Ministry taking to improve services for women as consumers,
particularly young women?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-It is timely to consider these kinds of
issues on International Women's Day. Indeed, today at a seminar in Melbourne specific
attention is being paid to the problems faced by consumers, particularly female consumers.
From work recently carried out by the Trade Practices Commission, we know that the
most vulnerable group of consumers are young women. They are vulnerable, firstly,
because they have less knowledge about their rights as consumers than do young men,
and, secondly, because they lack assertiveness in dealing with problems which arise.
Mr Whiting interjected.
Mr ROPER-Although the National Party is totally uninterested in issues relating
either to consumer affairs or to women's rights, that certainly is not the case elsewhere. I
should be happy to make available to members of the corner party-if they are interested
in reading it-material provided by the Commonwealth government which clearly says,
"If we are to target groups for particular education projects, we must relate particularly to
young women and to recently arrived migrants".
The government is considering a variety of approaches to increase the level of knowledge
and information available to young women, through both the traditional education
arrangements and the development of programs particularly tailored to radio broadcasts
which young women listen to and take notice of, because it is clear that traditional
messages are not getting through.
People feel defenceless at the discovery that goods they have purchased are not adequate
or are not up to standard. So~e salespersons prey upon consumers for sales, particularly
the young and less educated people. We must target our programs, firstly, to increase the
level of education of young women and, secondly, to ensure that programs are available,
particularly through radio broadcasts, to tell people of their rights and how to exercise
them properly.

SEC ADVERTISING
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Will the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources advise the House whether it is a common or regular practice for the State
Electricity Commission to submit drafts of its advertisements to him for his approval and
consideration, or whether this is done only when there is a by-election in Kew?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I meet on a
weekly basis with the Chief General Manager of the SEC to discuss matters of mutual
interest and involvement. At those weekly meetings, Mr Smith or I inevitably raise issues
we believe should be discussed. From time to time there would certainly be comment on
major initiatives or involvements of the SEC.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-It is an indication of the desperation felt in the Liberal Party at the
appalling response it is receiving in Kew, particularly in view of the obvious outrage of
the people of Kew on the gun issue, that members of the Liberal Party are attempting to
divert public attention away from what is clearly the major issue being considered in
Kew-the gun laws-to somehow or other blaming the SEC.
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It is interesting that the Liberal Party candidate has come to the view that the necessary
funds must be found to put the powerline underground. That was not the Liberal Party
position prior to the Kew by-election being called.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Mr Speaker, I raise a very gentle point of order. I asked
about advertisements of the SEC and consultation with the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources-not about gun policies, or, indeed, anything else. It seems
that the MInister is debating some subject other than the question.
The SPEAKER-Order! I thank the honourable member for Berwick for his gentle
point of order. I shall uphold the point of order and ask the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to come back to the question.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The question
related to the Kew by-election. I refute the implied cnticism of the SEC, which has no
substance. Earlier today I outlined the circumstances relating to the advertising initiative.
I reiterate that I wholeheartedly support that initiative. It was developed within the SEC
because of what was seen as a public duty, given the earlier government decision to
proceed with the transmission line. I repeat that the SEC has my support on that very
important initiative.

TAFE OFF-CAMPUS NETWORK FUNDS
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-Will the Minister Assisting the Minister for Education
with responsibility for Post-Secondary Education advise the House whether it is a fact that
the State Training Board is proposing cuts in excess of $1 million, or 20 per cent of the
1988 operating bud~et for the recurrent fundin~ of the Victorian TAFE off-campus network?
Does that amount Include the $720 000 that IS available for the employment of tutors for
the 12 000 people who undertake off-campus study through that network?
Mr CATHIE (Minister Assisting the Minister for Education)-I am delighted to receive
a question from the National Party, as it does not happen very often.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CATHIE-I should be delighted to receive a question on education from members
of the Liberal Party. At least members of the National Party ask a question on education
every six months!
At present, there is no matter of greater significance in Australia than the development
of vocational education and training. In this State we have developed advanced programs
which are providing needed opportunities-access programs for those who want to come
back into the work force and to upgrade their skills. Programs are designed to develop the
entire skill basis of the Victorian population.
There will be no cutback in services available through the off-campus network ofTAPE.
Discussions are currently being conducted with the different colleges to determine how
that desired result can best be achieved.

NATIONAL BALLET CENTRE
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Will the Minister for the Arts advise on progress being made
in development of the National Ballet Centre, and the effect of its completion on the arts
in Victoria?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for the Arts)-I advise that recently I attended the official joint
opening of the National Ballet Centre by the Prime Minister and the Premier of Victoria.
It is a $22 million centre that provides another link in the development of the government's
Victorian arts city complex.
Mr Williams-Nothing for the workers there!
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Mr CATHIE-That is a strange comment from the honourable member for Doncaster.
The government provides free to the people of Victoria a considerable number of arts
programs at the Sidney Myer Music Bowl. When the State Opera of Victoria performed in
the Sidney Myer Music Bowl, approximately 20 000 to 30 000 Victorians attended that
concert. It would be of benefit to the honourable member for Doncaster to come to one of
those concerts; I invite him to do so.
The development of the arts city complex began with a committee set up in 1985 by the
then Minister for Planning and Environment, the Honourable Evan Walker, and the then
Minister for the Arts, the Honourable Race Mathews. The aim is to maximise the location
of and access to the area around the Victorian Arts Centre.
The complex comprises the Victorian Arts Centre, the Victorian Arts Centre Concert
Hall and theatres, the Performing Arts Museum, exhibition spaces and restaurants, the
National Gallery of Victoria, the Victorian College of the Arts, the Sidney Myer Music
Bowl and now the National Ballet Centre.
The National Ballet Centre brings together not only the Australian Ballet School but
also the Australian Ballet company. It provides office space for the Victorian Ministry for
the Arts and for commercial development; car parking facilities are also provided. It was
funded as part of Australia's bicentennial celebrations program.
The building is of significance; a recent visitor, the director of presentations at the
Metropolitan Opera in New York, Joan Herman, said:
I am amazed; I have never seen facilities like it and I have been to ballet facilities around the world.

As with the National Tennis Centre example, Melbourne has demonstrated that it is
certainly developing not only as a national centre for sports but also as a national centre
for the arts. The continuing development of the Victorian arts city complex not only will
provide greater entertainment services for Victorians but also will confirm Melbourne as
the artistic and cultural capital of Australia.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT LAND
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I ask the Minister for Property and Services to advise
what plans the government has to reach its $200 million asset sales target in the next three
months, given that the government is approximately $150 million behind that target.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The government's program is on
target. The government assures the people of Victoria that the capital works programs,
from which they benefit, will continue.

MELBOURNE MUSIC SHOW
Mr CUNNING HAM (Derrimut)-I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources to outline the government's participation in the recent Melbourne Music Show
and its importance to the music industry in Victoria.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The Melbourne
Music Show was a very important initiative-one that I hope has been acknowledged and
supported by members on both sides of the House.
The Melbourne Music Show established a very important national identity as the most
significant Australian contemporary music event of 1988. It is vital that Melbourne
maintains the initiative it has created within that growing and important industry in
Australia. The government is to be congratulated on the success of that initiative.
Honourable members will be aware of the talented forces within this country. For the
first time in its short history, they have been brought together to take part in a full spectrum
of entertainment and opportunity. Over the nine days of the music show, more than
80 000 people attended, including some 10 000 children from 143 schools across Victoria.
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The workshops provided at the show played an important role. Some 175 workshops
were provided for the school children and a further 100 were provided for the community.
The workshops were led by leaders in the music industry. Their willingness to give of their
time and effort is to be applauded. It demonstrates the importance of industry within the
community and its willingness to work within the community.
Some 364 separate and diverse bands and artists performed over the nine days of the
festival. A significant range of sponsors were involved, from both the government sectorincluding the State Bank, the Victorian Council of the Arts and Health Department
Victoria through its ~~Rage without Alcohol" campaign-and the private sector. Honourable
members will be aware that the venue for the music show was alcohol-free for the duration.
Other supporters of the music show included Actors and Announcers Equity Association
of Australia, the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation,
Mushroom Records Pty Ltd and Metropolis Studios. A tremendous willingness to get
together and support thiS important industry was displayed.
The additional support of the media was much appreciated. Some eleven Melbourne
and four interstate radio stations broadcast events associated with the show. In addition,
Channel GTV9 and Channel HSV7 broadcast live many hours nationally as well as some
hours locally of the entertainment from the showgrounds. I thank the media for their
willingness to support the music industry in that significant way.
The preparation of the music show involved the Victorian Rock Foundation dealing
with local government, the Police Force and relevant planning authorities, and I thank all
those associated with the initiative. I am confident that the foundation laid by the 1988
music show should and can be built on in the future. The music industry is growing and it
employs many people. It is important to many people, particularly young people. The
government should be commended for the tremendous effort put Into the extremely
successful 1988 Melbourne Music Show.

PETITION
The Clerk-I have received the following petition for presentation to Parliament:

Firearms
To THE SPEAKER OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY:
We, the undersigned members of the Anglican Church of Australia in the Diocese of Melboume, in support of
representations made to the Premier by the Archbishop, the Most Reverend Doctor David Penman, in the matter
of gun control legislation proposed by the government of the State of Victoria, do petition as follows:
1. That Parliament proceed with due haste to enact such legislation as will reduce the number of guns in the
households of this State to the greatest practicable degree.
2. That this legislation restrict the ownership of firearms to those who have a legitimate purpose for their use,
who would in each case be trained and hold a licence.
3. That the legislation place a ban on semiautomatic weapons and military style weapons as being dangerous
out of proportion to their legitimate use.
As your petitioners, do humbly pray.

By Mrs Toner (77 signatures)
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS
Mr CAIN (Premier)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of Administrative Arrangements Orders Nos 55, 56, and 57 of
1987.

The motion was agreed to.
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Mr CAIN (Premier) presented the orders in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the orders 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:
Adult Parole Board-Report for the year 1986-87-Ordered to be printed.
Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Geelong and District Water Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Liquor Control Commission-Report for the year 1986-87-Ordered to be printed.
Planning and Environment Ministry-Report for the year 1986-87.
Police Regulation Act 1958Determination Nos 491 to 492 of the Police Service Board.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Credit (Administration) Act 1984-No. 51.
Dairy Industry Act 1984-No. 42.
Evidence Act 1958-No. 48.
Finance Brokers Act 1969-No. 50.
Historic Buildings Act 1981-No. 41.
Motor Car Traders Act-No. 49.
Poultry Processing Act 1968-No. 43.
Road Safety Act 1986-No. 56.
Stock Diseases Act 1968-No. 44.
Stock Foods Act 1958-No. 45.
Stock Medicines Act 1958-No. 46.
Tattersall Consultations Act 1958-No. 55.
Transport Accident Act 1986-No. 53.
Vegetation and Vine Diseases Act 1958-No. 47.

LAND (RAILWAY LAND) BILL
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-By leave, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Land Act 1958 concerning the rights of certain lessees of
railway land and for other purposes.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Leave is refused.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Accordingly, I desire to give notice that tomorrow I
shall move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Land Act 1958 concerning the rights of certain lessees of
railway land and for other purposes.

MELBOURNE UNIVERSITY
The SPEAKER-Order! I have received the following communication from the Minister
Assisting the Minister for Education:
Dear Sir,
I refer to your letter of 8 October 1987 in which you advised that the Legislative Assembly had resolved to
recommend to the Governor in Council the appointment of Prudence Anne Sibree and Theodore Sidiropoulos
to the Council of the University of Melbourne for a four year term commencing on 17 December 1987. Both
members were subsequently appointed to the university council.
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Recently, I have been advised that Prudence Anne Leggoe has resigned as a member of the Parliament and
consequently her position on the Council of the University has become vacant.
I would be pleased if you could arrange for the members of the Legislative Assembly to recommend one of
their number to replace Ms Leggoe for the balance of the term of office.
lan Cathie
Minister Assisting the Minister for Education with responsibility for PostSecondary Education

Mr FORD HAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That Mr Stockdale be recommended to the Governor in Council for appointment to the Council of the
University of Melbourne.

The motion was agreed to.

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-There has been
notification from a number of the parties about vacancies on Parliamentary committees.
By leave, I move:
That Mr E. R. Smith be appointed as a member of the Social Development Committee.

The motion was agreed to.

PUBLIC BODIES REVIEW COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That Mrs Toner be discharged from attendance on the Public Bodies Review Committee and that Mr
Sidiropoulos be appointed in her stead.

The motion was agreed to.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That Mr Sheehan be discharged from attendance on the Economic and Budget Review Committee and that
Mr Andrianopoulos be appointed in his stead.

The motion was agreed to.

SUPPLY (1988-89, No. 1) BILL
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 Supply (1988-89, No. 1) Bill.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer), pursuant to Standing Order No. 169, moved for leave to bring
in a Bill to make interim provision for the appropriation of moneys out of the Consolidated
Fund for recurrent services and for certain works and purposes for the financial year
1988-89.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced that he had received messages from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that appropriations be made from the Consolidated Fund for
the purposes of the following Bills:
Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
State Bank Bill

PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE
Complaint: Member for Coburg
The SPEAKER-I desire to inform the House that, in conformity with the practice
adopted on 19 April 1978, the Leader of the Opposition lodged with me today written
notification of a complaint against the honourable member for Coburg.
I have considered the complaint, and I am of the opinion that its consideration by the
House warrants precedence over other business. Accordingly, I shall read the letter of
complaint to the House:
Dear Mr Speaker,
I wish to raise with you a matter of privilege.
In the course of my work as a member of Parliament, I received a letter from a Mr J. Greer, of 179 Bell Street,
Coburg. In good faith, I addressed a response to Mr Greer at that same address on 15 February 1988.
My letter to Mr Greer was subsequently returned to me by Mr Peter Gavin, the State member for Coburg, on
4 March 1988.
It appears from press accounts that my letter was not received by Mr J. Greer. Instead, it was apparently
opened by Mr Gavin and copies of my letter were then made and widely circulated before my letter was returned
to me by Mr Gavin.
It is clear my letter was tampered with by a person other than the addressee and copied and circulated by a
person other than the addressee.
It is clear that my mail, as a member of this Parliament, was interfered with and I believe such action
constitutes a breach of privilege.

I ask you to consider this matter as I believe this issue should be referred to the Privileges Committee.
Yours sincerely,

J eft" Kennett

I have considered the matter and I believe there to be a prima facie case of a breach of
privilege. I call on the Leader of the Opposition to substantiate the proceedings.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I move:
That the complaint made by the Leader of the Opposition, on 8 March 1988, be referred to the Privileges
Committee for examination and report.

The SPEAKER-Order! The motion requires a seconder.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I second the motion.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer to what I consider to be a serious
matter for any member of Parliament, and that is when an honourable member's mail
appears to be tampered with by another member of Parliament.
On 15 February this year I wrote, in good faith, to a Mr J. Greer in response to a letter I
received from him and I wrote it to the address noted on his letter-that is, 179 Bell Street,
Coburg.
On 3 March I read a report on the front page of the Herald newspaper, which quoted
from my letter. I was subsequently informed that, the previous night, my letter had been
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given to a journalist by the honourable member for Coburg, Mr Gavin. Further, during
the course of the day, 3 March, members of the Government Media Unit were widely
distributing my letter to members of the Press Gallery. Further, later in the day, news
reports indicated that the letter had been passed on to the honourable member for Coburg
by the resident of 179 Bell Street, Coburg. Further, in a news conference on that same day
the Premier referred to my letter and copies of my letter were distributed to members of
the media by the Government Media Unit.
The resident of 179 Bell Street, was not Mr J. Greer, but a Mr Gino Iannazzo who is the
President of the North Brunswick branch of the Australian Labor Party. Mr Iannazzo
claims he passed the letter on to the honourable member for Coburg unopened.
Mr Gavin at first denied that he had opened the letter, but later conceded that Mr
Iannazzo's statement, "may have been more accurate". The following day, 4 March, Mr
Gavin returned the original of my letter to my office and said, in doing so, that he had
received advice from the Coburg Post Office that he should do so.
Today a Mr James Greer is reported to have claimed that he was the Mr Greer to whom
the letter was addressed. It is clear from the facts that my letter was tampered with. Some
person, apparently the honourable member for Coburg, Mr Gavin, opened my letter
addressed to some other person, made copies of the contents and distributed that letter to
other people. This constitutes interference with mail sent by me as a Parliamentarian and
breaches my privileges as a member of Parliament in serving my constituents.
Section 90 of the Postal Services Act 1975 states:
A person shall not, by a false pretence or false statement, obtain delivery of a postal article sent by post, by
courier service or by electronic mail service, being an article that is not addressed to that person.

This offence is punishable by five years' imprisonment. It is a matter of privilege and it
affects the rights of every Parliamentarian in serving his or her constituents.
Two issues of privilege are at stake: firstly, the opening of a letter by a Parliamentarian
who is a person other than the addressee; and, secondly, the deliberate copying, duplication
and distribution of my letter by the honourable member for Coburg, Mr Gavin, and
members of the Premier's staff.
Mr Harrowfield-How many did you send out?
An honourable member-Did you send out 2000?
Mr Crabb interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! The House will come to order.
Mr KENNETT-Well may the Minister for Police and Emergency Services continue
to show the arrogance of the government, but this is a serious matter and I suggest that he
start acting like a Minister. This is a matter of privilege which is extended to every member
of Parliament regardless of the side of the House on which they are seated.
Given that you, Mr Speaker, have ruled to allow this matter to be raised, it suggests, on
your word, that a prima facie case does exist. Those honourable members who are concerned
with the traditions of of Parliament and the privileges of Parliamentarians per se should
now ensure that the matter is properly resolved in the only forum that is available under
our system, and that is the Privileges Committee.
I commend the motion to the House and I trust that the House will act in the interests
of the privileges which are extended to all members of Parliament and which are claimed
equally by all members of Parliament in the discharge of their duties.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-I wish to respond to the allegations that have been made by the
Leader of the Opposition. Firstly, I shall go through some of the processes by which the
letter came to me and explain what I have done with it. I shall also read the letter.
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The letter was given to me by Mr Iannazzo at a meeting held at my office on 23
February-which I believe was a Tuesday-attended by many party members. I am
unaware of whether the envelope had been opened when the letter was handed to me.
However, it was clear to the person who gave it to me-as he has already stated, as
reported in the newspapers-that it was in a Legislative Assembly envelope and it did not
in any way mention the Leader of the Opposition. I read the letter at about 10 p.m., long
after the meeting in my office, and I was unaware whether the letter had come to me or
from one of my Parliamentary colleagues or where it came from. Naturally, I opened the
letter-or read the letter.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GAVIN-Yesterday a constituent came to me and asked me to open a letter. I
always open letters that anyone gives me.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the House to come to order. It is impossible for the
honourable member for Coburg, who is under some attack on a matter of privilege, to
make a logical case ifhe is barraged either by laughter or by continuous interjections. I ask
the House to respect his rights and to come to order.

Mr GAVIN-Naturally, later that evening, at home, I read the letter which I found to
be astonishing. It was a matter of public importance and I intended to raise it in Parliament
during debate on the Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) this week. I thought it my duty
and responsibility as a member of Parliament to raise the letter in the House. I wish to
read the letter into the Parliamentary record.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Coburg believes it is in the interests
of his defence to this allegation to read the letter. I rule that he is in order but I shall not
allow a long recitation of correspondence to be read into the record. That should be dealt
with in another arena.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member
has purported to identify the document from which he is reading. The Leader of the
Opposition said that the original of the letter had been returned to him. I ask the honourable
member to state whether he is reading from the original letter or from a copy and, if so, to
explain who made that copy.
The SPEAKER-Order! It is in order for the honourable member for Brighton to seek
the authentication of the document to be quoted from by the honourable member for
Coburg.

Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-This is a copy of the letter. I am not certain whether it is one of
the copies I made, but I made a number of copies of this letter. It is addressed to Mr J.
Greer, 179 Bell Street, Coburg, 3058, and it reads:
Dear Mr Greer,
Thank you for your letter regarding Labor's proposed gun legislation.
Until we see the actual legislation in March, the Liberal Party have no firm details on which to establish a final
assessment.
However, like you, I am sure we are concerned about the increase in violence and crime in our community
and will support legislation that reduces the risk of crime utilising a firearm. Such legislation must be practical
and enforceable, and uphold the basic rights of citizens in a democracy.
Labor will now have to clearly explain:
(1) how any legislation they introduce will be enforced;
(2) commit themselves to the payment of compensation;
(3) ensure that their legislation does not create Victoria as the State with the greatest black market in firearms.
The Liberal Party therefore in supporting the broad thrust of the community's concern about violence ...
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That does not read too well.
. . . now awaits eagerly the government's legislation.
I remind you that any simplistic approach that recommends rejection of the legislation before the legislation is
sighted, and the defeat of responsibly framed legislation that addresses the points above could see Labor go to an
election on the sole and emotive issue of guns which may very well see Labor returned to office.

That is one point on which I believe the letter is in the public interest because it was
inconsistent with the comments being made by the Leader of the Opposition in other
places. The letter continues:
If that were to occur, Mr Cain will immediately move to totally disarm the whole community including
shooting club members and farmers without compensation.
The Liberal Party's position is therefore the only long-term responsible position being articulated by the three
political parties in Victoria.
1. We're concerned to reduce the incidence of violence and crime, and

2. We seek to protect the rights of citizens in a democracy to own assets.
Ask yourself where you want to be after the next State election. Without firearms or with them, but under
stringent controls.
Your request that Cain's legislation (unsighted) be rejected falls right into Cain's electoral trap. He can hold
government in the metropolitan area alone if he fights an election solely on guns and if we reject sensible
legislation.

Again I make the point that that paragraph is in the public interest.
Mr Whiting interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Mildura that it is out of
order to interject. The honourable member for Coburg is quoting from a document. He is
not debating the matter before the House.
Mr GAVIN-The letter continues:
The Liberal Party can win the forthcoming State election in our own right, and as a result the activities oflaw
abiding citizens will be protected.
Again, I thank you for your letter and enclose a copy of the Liberal Party's statement on firearms.
Regards.
Yours sincerely,
JeffKennett

I assume that the signature is that of the Leader of the Opposition. Attached to the letter
are two pages of Liberal Party policy dated 16 December 1987. I presume that you do not
need me to read those two pages, Mr Speaker.
The writer of the letter was embarrassed by its contents. That is why I intended to
circulate it during debate on the Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) later this week.
I want to discuss what Mr Greer has said to me. I met him yesterday at my office. He
came to see me at 3 o'clock and I had a witness to that meeting. He showed me his
shooter's licence. The letter I have just read had an incorrect address on it. The letter was
addressed to Coburg and Mr Greer lives in Bell Street, West Preston. I asked Mr Greer
whether he had written to the Leader of the Opposition and he said that he had not and
that he had not seen the letter. He was unable to give me any indication of who may have
written to the Leader of the Opposition.
The shooter's licence that Mr Greer had with him had the wrong address on it. Clearly,
someone has had access to a list of licensed shooters and has used that list to send letters
to the Leader of the Opposition. Either that or someone has nominated Mr Greer without
his knowledge and has used the wrong address when writing to the Leader of the Opposition.
An honourable member-Which is the wrong address?
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The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Coburg has established his point
about the address. He should not continue along his present line because that may lead to
him debating the matter. I ask him to come back to an explanation of the matter.

Mr GAVIN-I emphasise that I have nothin~ to hide. Two thousand letters of this type
have been circulated. I did not breach any privIlege because it was not of my doing that a
letter was written to the Leader of the Opposition, although it has been alleged that I
participated in some dirty trick. That is wrong; I have nothing to hide. In fact, the Leader
of the Opposition should apologise to me for his comments reported in the press.
Someone has breached the confidentiality of the shooters' list or breached confidentiality
of another kind. I have done neither of those things. I am willing to have the matter go
before an inquiry because I have nothing to hide. I did not release this matter to the press.
My intention, as I said, was to raise the matter in the House as is my duty to Parliament.
However, I circulated copies of that letter to some of my colleagues.
The motion was agreed to.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL (No. 2), LOCAL GOVERNMENT
(CONSEQUENTIAL PROVISIONS) BILL, AND CONSTITUTION
(LOCAL GOVERNMENT) BILL
The debates (adjourned from October 29 and April 29, 1987) on the motions of Mr
Simmonds (Minister for Local Government) for the second readings of these Bills were
resumed.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The House is debating three related local government
Bills: the Local Government Bill (No. 2), the Local Government (Consequential Provisions)
Bill, and the Constitution (Local Government) Bill. The original Local Government Bill
was introduced in April 1987. It was severely criticised by many sections of the
community-both councils and councillors; interest groups; ratepayer groups; the Law
Institute of Victoria, and the Municipal Association of Victoria. It was right and proper
that the original Bill was so criticised because the measure was ill-conceived, contained a
tremendous number of mistakes and would have offended not only local government but
also the community. The Minister for Local Government would have had to introduce an
horrific number of amendments to correct the anomalies contained in the original Bill.
The expectation in Parliament was that the Bill would be debated during the spring
sessional period. That expectation was not fulfilled because the Minister, due to pressure
brought to bear on him by a whole host of outside agencies, decided to introduce a new
Bill in November last year and to withdraw the original Bill rather than to amend the Bill
which, by that time, had become extremely tattered as a result of changes made to it.
When debating local government Bills, honourable members should put one group of
people to the fore. The prime purpose of local government Bills and the Local Government
Act ought to be to further the interests of ratepayers or citizens in the community. Nothing
else should interfere with that. Of primary concern is that the citizens are looked after at
the lowest common level and that councils are recognised as functionaries of the citizens.
Any local government Bill that is introduced should reflect that philosophy.
Honourable members would be familiar with the Local Government Act 1958. It has
been around for a long time and has been amended many times. Many sections date back
a long time. It is difficult for Parliament to introduce any reform to local government by
amending that Act. That requires a great deal of sensitivity and understanding by all
honourable members. The Local Government Act contains approximately 1000 sections,
not including the schedules. It is a huge tome that covers a whole range oflocal government
activities both present and past.
Many sections are old and inappropriate. To illustrate that point I refer honourable
members to a section of the present Act of which the Minister for Local Government
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would be aware, that is, section 672, which deals with traction engines and the following
sections on page 453 of the Act. The Minister for Local Government would be aware of
his responsibility for traction engines under the current legislation. I chuckled to myself
when I discovered that as the guardian of local government, as it were, the Minister is
responsible for many things.
.
While the Minister was visiting country municipalities he would have been aware of his
responsibility for traction engines. Section 676 (1) reads:
It shall not be lawful for any person to drive a traction engine on any street road or highway(a) with badly packed stuffing-boxes or leaky safety-valves;

I do not know what stuffing-boxes are but the Minister, with his background experience in
this area, would know what they are. In his meanderings throughout the municipalities I
am sure that not one badly packed stuffing-box escaped his attention!
Some sections apply to draymen plying their trade, the use of nosebags containing chaff
for horses, and a whole host of old and inappropriate subjects that do not apply to this day
and age.

It will be difficult to debate this large measure. As I said, goodwill will be required from
all honourable members. The debate will require quiet and serene consideration of the
proposed reforms. Through his activities during the past few years, the Minister for Local
Government has made local government very suspicious of any move he makes. Local
government and the community look for reasons behind every move made by the Minister
and every reform contained in his amendments.
Local government and the community have lost confidence in the Minister. Throughout
the countryside local councils and communities are concerned about the ramifications of
the Bill, whereas in more serene and calm circumstances it would have been accepted at
face value. Questions are now being asked, and the people are seeking to find hidden
meanings in the words of the Bill because they no longer trust the Minister.
Well may they distrust the Minister, because over the past few years the government
and the Minister have indulged in a considerable number of political activities that local
government and the community could do without. We have seen a move by the government
to bring about forced amalgamations of councils. I am sure the government did not realise
what was involved when it embarked on that course. It did not realise the reaction it
would get from local government. To a man, all councils, both in the city and in the
country, rebelled against that proposal to the extent that the government realised that it
had erred in trying to force amalgamations on municipalities and on the citizens. It was
not on!
The Opposition claims, with some validity, that if changes to boundaries in municipalities
are to take place, they should be conducted with goodwill and the support of the community.
Any attempt to go any other way is doomed to failure. When the government went down
the road of forced amalgamations it ran into trouble and the Minister had to be rescued
by the Premier. An elaborate structure that had been set up by the government to bring
about those amalgamations and the policies associated with it had to be abandoned. The
Minister and the government lost face as a consequence.

It was a victory not only to local councils but also to the ordinary communities they
serve, because the councils would not, at any price, have a Minister forcing amalgamations
of municipalities against the wishes of the local communities.
At the time of the amalgamation issue, the Opposition's position was clear and it has
not changed: any change to any municipal boundary must be made with the goodwill and
the support of the local people. If there are compelling reasons for amalgamating councils
or changing municipal boundaries or for parts of municipalities being amalgamated with
others, an issues paper setting out the arguments for and against such a proposition should
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be provided so that the facts can be made abundantly clear to the people affected, who
should then decide whether they want the amalgamation or change.
The inhabitants of municipalities are not so stupid as to be unable to appreciate the
advantages and disadvantages of a proposal. On that point the Opposition is firm. In some
cases there may be good reasons for amalgamation. If those reasons are so compelling,
they should be put forward in an issues paper similar to the paper that is published on a
Commonwealth referendum question. It should put the arguments for and against, and if
the case were made out I am sure the question would be carried. If not, it would be the
right of the individuals within the municipalities to reject any suggestion of compulsion;
the councils should then be allowed to go their separate ways.
It is difficult to debate these Bills in a calm and serene manner because there has been
political interference by the government. The Minister has issued edicts to a number of
councils about what they should or should not do; whether they should be subdivided or
un subdivided. A number of municipalities are not divided into wards or ridings and the
elected councillors have a responsibility for the whole of the municipal area and are not
confined to one ward or riding.
I am not prepared to debate whether that is a good thing or a bad thin~; individual
municipalities vary as to area and what may be appropriate in one municIpality is not
appropriate in another. The councils and the people who live in those municIpalities
should be the final arbiters of whether they want their municipalities subdivided.
It is difficult to debate Bills of this nature in a calm and simple manner. I draw to the
attention of the House the Minister's action regarding the City of Altona. I am disappointed
that the Minister has left the Chamber and is not prepared to listen to what I have to say.
Since its inception the City of Altona, formerly the Shire of Altona, has been an
unsubdivided municipality. The councillors are drawn from across the municipality and
they represent the whole of the municipality. They do not confine their interests to any
particular ward or riding. They see themselves as councillors for the whole of the municipal
district. This has continued to be so since the Shire of Altona achieved the status ofa city.
Over the past few months the Minister has attempted in a clumsy way to interfere with
the inner workings of the City of Altona even though there was a Bill before Parliament,
to such an extent that the City of Altona wrote to me on 30 December 1987 in these terms:
Dear Mr Delzoppo
Proposed subdivision of Altona into wards
The council seeks your support in stopping the proposal of the Minister for Local Government, the Honourable
Jim Simmonds, MP, to subdivide the City of Altona into wards.
Only two days before Christmas, the council received a letter from the Local Government Commission
advising it of the proposal ofthe Minister to subdivide the City of Altona into three wards.

That was two days before Christmas. Council staff were on holidays and the council was
in a holiday mode. Many of the councillors were on holidays, but the Minister had the
temerity to deliver this proposal on Christmas Eve. Is it any wonder that local government
and the citizens of Altona are suspicious of the motives of the Minister?
If the Minister wanted to stir the situation to its fullest extent, that was the best way of
going about it, knowing that the council was relatively defenceless for a considerable tIme
over the holiday period. The Minister was taking obvious advantage of the council in
delivering his ultimatum at that time.
The letter to me continues:
The Minister intends to split the municipality into wards at his own dictate and without the council or its
residents and ratepayers having any say in the matter, in time for the August 1988 council election.

Note those sentiments:
The Minister intends to split the municipality into wards at his own dictate and without the council-
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who have some say in the matter:
... or its residents and ratepayers-

who, I believe, should have the final say. The letter continues:
... having any say in the matter, in time for the August 1988 council election.

The letter then states:
The City of Altona, while the only unsubdivided municipality in the metropolitan area, is one of twenty-eight
unsubdivided municipalities throughout Victoria. However, it appears that the City of Altona is the only
unsubdivided council to be given this ultimatum.

I have evidence suggesting that similarly unsubdivided municipalities have also received
instructions similar to those received by the City of Altona. The Altona City Council is
not stupid because the next paragraph states:
This politically motivated and underhanded action by the Minister, at a time when the council is known to be
in recess and many residents are likely to be absent from the municipality, defies the rules of natural justice and
the very principles of our democratic society.

That sums up fairly well what I have been conveying to the House. Through his political
activity, the Minister alerted local government to the extent of goodwill necessary for a
Bill of this nature to be received, and perhaps to be accepted in good faith and given a try.
But, how can that concept work when this sort of activity is under way? It is difficult for
that to succeed when there is an absence of natural justice and when the citizens of a
municipality are ignored. The letter continues:
The council has been virtually told, that unless it decides on how it wishes the municipality to be subdivided,
the Minister himself, through the Local Government Commission, will determine the boundaries of the three
wards.

There it is-the gun at the head. The council must divide the municipality into subdivisions.
It must divide the municipality into three wards. The Minister has given no compelling
reasons why the subdivision ought to take place. The only reasons I can provide are
similar to the attributed motives and conclusions reached by the City of Altona. The letter
continues:
Under the existing Local Government Act, the council is powerless to stop this dictatorial action, as the
Minister can proceed without any public hearing being conducted to ascertain the extent of public opposition to
his proposal.

That is the sad part about this case. The decision should be made by the citizens of Altona
but they have been denied any input. The Minister is using a power that I believe was
never envisaged. He has gone blatantly along this path and he has ignored the democratic
principles of which he so often boasts. The letter continues:
This is contrary to the government's social justice strategy, and the Minister's own words in introducing new
legislation for local government. The Minister stated that "the key feature of the new Local Government Act will
be 'choice' for municipal councils and their communities".

How can Parliament accept the Minister's statement that the key feature of this proposed
legislation is choice? The letter continues:
What "choice" does the Minister intend to give the Altona community by riding roughshod over Altona's
desire to remain unsubdivided?

The whole exercise has been a disgrace. The Minister has been foolish because he knew
proposed legislation was before Parliament. He had no excuse. The Local Government
Bill (No. 2) was introduced in place of the original Bill that was on the Notice Paper. For
twelve months the Minister has known that the Local Government Act would be amended
and that, for the Bill to be passed, the reforms would require the goodwill and cooperation
not only of Parliament but also of councils and communities.
Any goodwill that existed has been severely shaken by the actions of the Minister. Local
government has been seeking reform of the Local Government Act for some time. I have
already pointed out that many inappropriate provisions in the Bill need overhauling and
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amending. How can that process take place if the Minister, through his own foolish
actions, has changed the climate so that all trust and respect for him have gone out the
window?
The letter from the City of Altona to me, under the subheading "Why should Altona
remain un subdivided?" states:
The present system of voting under an unsubdivided municipality is the purest form of democracy because
councillors are elected by the whole municipality, giving voters a direct say in the election of all nine councillors.
Under the Minister's proposal, voters will only have a say in the election of their ward representatives-that
is, only three of the nine councillors, unless they own property in more than one ward.
No longer will it be one vote, one value in Altona.

I direct to the attention of the House those words, "One vote, one value", because this has
long been the catchcry of the Minister. He has said, "One vote, one value; we must apply
it equally all over the State". That dictum has caused a si~ificant number of problems for
councils, especially those in rural areas. Although thls simplified dictum is easy to
understand and one could be forgiven for seeing it as being equitable and fair, there are
problems with it in country Victoria. Because of the size of wards or ridings it is difficult
to represent a group of people who are scattered around a ward or a riding, especially when
council representatives have to travel long distances to see their constituents. The letter
further states:
If the city is subdivided into wards, it would mean that some voters, instead of having one vote, would have
mUltiple votes-one vote for the ward in which he or she resides, plus one vote for every ward in which he or she
owns or jointly owns property.

Under a ward system, there is always the probability of inequities in the distribution of voters among wards.
This is currently a major problem with many subdivided municipalities where ward boundaries have remained
unchanged for years. The result is similar to that of gerrymanders in that votes in one subdivision are worth
many times more than in another.

That paragraph could have been written by the Minister himself because he has uttered it
often throughout the length and breadth of Victoria. The letter continues:
Councillors elected under the present system represent the whole electoral district-and not just sectional
interests within the municipality.
Anyone who supports the principles of a democratic society would be greatly disturbed by the Minister's
proposed dictatorial approach on this issue. Accordingly, the council seeks your support in requesting the
Minister to withdraw his proposal to subdivide the City of Altona into wards. However, should he still proceed,
it should not be without the voters of the City of Altona having a say in the matter ...

What could be fairer than that the voters of the City of Altona should have some say in
the way they are represented by councillors in the municipality? In my view it is appropriate
that the grassroots of democracy should have such a say.

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I seek your guidance because of the substantial contribution about Altona by the
honourable member for Narracan. I do not want to inhibit debate, but I point out that a
court action initiated by the City of Altona in which judgment has not been handed down
is current. In the circumstances there may be some difficulties in making other than more
general reference to the issues.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The Bills deal with the subdivision of municipalities,
and the rights of voters in those municipalities. To a certain degree it deals with boundaries
of municipalities and is concerned with all activities of local government because of the
repealing of the Local Government Act 1958. I should have licence to canvass any issue
dealing with various clauses of the Bills.
The Bills deal with functions and objects of municipalities and give the Minister for
Local Government certain powers to direct municipalities. If all issues before the House
are to be canvassed, I should have leave to continue to refer to Altona or any other
municipality.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I agree with the honourable member
for Narracan that it is generally accepted in second-reading debates that there is a rather
wide licence, but it is not a blanket licence and does not allow for the laws of sub judice.
At the same time, I acknowledge that in presenting a case on behalf of the OppositIon the
honourable member for Narracan should be allowed to stress certain areas where there is
a blanket range of electorates in the municipal field.
Although the honourable member has made his comments on Altona, I would like him
to respect the fact that litigation may be pending and to stress other areas where the same
conditions may apply.
Mr DELZOPPO-Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for your guidance. If the House
could bear with me, I wish to make one other point: the subject I wish to raise concerns
the one vote, one value feature in the Bills. A section of the Local Government Act
specifies that there should be only a certain difference in the number of voters between
one particular ward or riding and another.
I wrote to the Minister for Local Government expressing alarm at the action taken and
pointing out that, although the letter from Altona had arrived on Christmas Eve, by 22
January a petition containing 5500 signatures had been raised by the citizens of Altona
expressing opposition to the municipality being subdivided. I concluded my letter by
stating:
If you are serious about encouraging autonomy amongst Local Government Councils you will abandon your
present course of action or, at least, refer the proposal to a division (section 24E subsection 2 of the Local
Government Act).

The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! I hope the honourable member is now going to
finish with Altona; he is stretching it a little far. I would rather the honourable member
stress the same point by using one of the municipalities not subject to any litigation at an
early stage.
Mr DELZOPPO-My final point is that, under the terms laid down by the Minister
for Local Government for the subdivision of Altona into three wards, the number of
voters in each ward varies as follows: in one ward the figure is 19 per cent higher than in
another; in another ward it is 21 per cent higher than another; and a third ward has 41 per
cent fewer voters than the average of the three wards.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Govemment}-On a point of order, Mr Deputy
Speaker: is the honourable member for Narracan saying that the message he was referring
to was the one provided by the City of Altona in response to the request?
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-I understand that the Minister for Local Government,
through the Local Government Commission, has indicated certain boundaries for the City
of Altona; the number of voters in each ward has been calculated from the Australian
Bureau of Statistics figures. The one vote, one value concept that the Minister regards as
gospel is not being adhered to by him in the course he has taken in respect of Altona.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, can the
honourable member for Narracan provide the document of the Australian Bureau of
Statistics from which the statistics have been provided?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! I presume the honourable member for Narracan is
quoting from a document.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-I am quoting from a document from the City of Altona.
I take it that when the town clerk states that figures quoted are Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures, that is correct.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! I take it that the document from which the
honourable member is quoting will be made available.
Mr DELZOPPO-I am happy about that. May I again mention Altona?
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! Be fair about it!

Mr DELZOPPO-I make reference to 1966; that would not affect the present case
before the courts. It is a passing reference.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! I accept the assurance from the honourable member
for Narracan that it has nothing to do with the case now before the courts.

Mr DELZOPPO-I refer to an extract from the Altona Labour Advocate, volume 1,
No. 2, circulated some years ago in the City of Altona. I notice that the business manager
at the time was a G. F. Stirling, whom I presume to be one and the same person as the
honourable member for Williamstown.
That issue of the Altona Labour Advocate is glowing in its praise that, through the efforts
of the Australian Labor Party against wicked forces that would want to upset Altona, the
citizens should be thankful that the ALP has been able to keep Altona un subdivided. The
article states:
It has always been advocated by ALP councillors that representation should be for the whole of Altona, by all
councillors; not individual councillors concerning themselves with just their 'little electorate' ...

meaning their wards and ridings... and caring little or nothing for the rest of the Shire. The merit in a wardless council is evident by the
achievements ofa united team of ALP councillors'.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member for Narracan wind up
on that point?

Mr DELZOPPO-I refer to the Town Clerk, City of Benalla. I shall Quote from a letter
of 22 February 1988, and I ask honourable members to bear in mind that I am talking
about the political climate in which the House is considering these Bills.
I refer to a letter to the Town Clerk of the City of Benalla, signed by Mr Russell Badham,
Chairman of the Local Government Commission, which states:
Dear Mr Jaboor:
As you will be aware, late in 1986, the Minister for Local Government, the Honourable Jim Simmonds, wrote
to all councils in Victoria underlining the government's commitment to the principle of "one vote one value" in
terms of internal subdivisions of municipalities.

It did not apply in the case of Altona, because it did not suit the Minister's political
purposes. The letter continues:
In early 1987 Mr Simmonds asked the Local Government Commission to manage the process of reform this
letter began and we have subsequently worked in conjunction with approximately 140 councils in order to
produce satisfactory subdivision proposals.

What a way of expressing it! The letter refers to working towards "satisfactory subdivision
proposals". I put it to the House that those poor councillors had no choice: either they had
to do as the Minister said, or else. The words in the letter are hocus-pocus; they are a
fabrication. The letter also states:
Your Council being one of the 28 municipal districts in the State which is not subdivided into wards or ridings
was "quarantined" from the process and as such the Commission has nOl had discussions with you on the
matter.

I do not know what "Quarantined" means in that sense. I thought animals or human
beings were "Quarantined" when they were sick. However, Mr Badham apparently knows
what "Quarantined" means in the terms of this letter, which continues:
The Minister has now decided that the issue of subdivision in those councils which remain unsubdivided
should be addressed and pursuant to section 17 of the Local Government Act 1958 he has asked the Commission
to prepare a position paper on the State's unsubdivided municipalities.
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The reason for this position and for the Minister's action in such indecent haste was that
he wanted this proposal to be in train before these Bills were passed through Parliament.
The letter then contains some kind words:
To assist the Commission in the preparation of such a report I would appreciate any comments your Council
may wish to offer. Such comments should be forwarded by 31 March 1988.
Should you have any queries in relation to the study please do not hesitate to contact ...

That is another dictum or instruction of intense political moment from the Minister. I
repeat my point: these Bills have been introduced in the House in unfortunate times, in
times of intense political pressure by the Minister. That makes Parliament's job more
difficult; it makes the councils' jobs more difficult; and it also makes more difficult the
jobs of the citizens whom those councils represent. As a consequence of the political
activities of the Minister, honourable members cannot debate the Bills in a sane and
seemly way, free from any political overtones.
The Minister also extended his political activities to the City of Heidelberg. I shall not
go through the events chapter and verse, but I refer to a similar letter, from the Minister
this time, to the Chief Executive Officer of the Heidelberg City Council,· which states:
As you will be aware, in many municipalities in Victoria there is a wide variation in the distribution of voters
as between electoral subdivisions.
The Local Government Commission will soon be commencing a number of inquiries relating to electoral
subdivision boundaries, in response to requests by individual municipalities and I am considering making further
references in respect of this matter.
I would welcome the comments of your council on:
(1) The factual situation as it exists in your municipality;
(2) If there is a disparity in the distribution of voters what remedy, if any, your council proposes;
(3) The referral of this matter to the Commission or one of its divisions pursuant to the Act; and ...

I might add that the Minister was not prepared to refer to the Altona situation on

subdivision and to canvass public opinion. He uses the Act selectively for his own political
purposes: he will act according to the location of the municipality and who is in power
there. It is a blatant misuse of the powers that have been conferred upon him as the
Minister for Local Government.
The letter to the Heidelberg City Council also sought comment on whether the council
believed there was any need to alter the number of councillors for the municipality. The
answer to that question should be left to the council and its residents; that is where the
final decision oUght to be made. It is not up to the Minister or Parliament to direct
councillors in this way; the citizens with whom the power properly lies should be allowed
to exercise that power and make the decision.
The letter also states:
While it is appreciated that the provisions of section 24 G (g) of the Local Government Act are indicative
criteria only ...

Honourable members should note the words "indicative criteria only", which mean that
the provisions are to be taken into consideration only as an indicatIon. However, when
the Minister wishes, he interprets those words as though they were written in stone, as a
clear statement that there should not be a variation of more than 5 per cent or 10 per cent,
or whatever the figure may be, between the number of voters in each ward or riding.
Further in the letter the Minister is being very soft where he states:
... the principle of equality of votes lies at the cornerstone of democracy and thus is integral to a just electoral
system.

However, when it came to the Altona municipality, the Minister was prepared to accept
divergences in the numbers of voters in the subdivisions as a matter of course; yet in
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regard to other municipalities such as Heidelberg, he says that the provisions of section 24
G (g) of the Act should be adhered to strictly.
I do not wish to engage in a litany of aggrieved municipalities, but I should like to make
a passing reference to the Box Hill City Council, which made a proposal to the Minister to
subdivide the city into nine wards, each with one councillor, with representation by way
of triennial elections. I do not believe the Minister listened with a kindly ear to what was
proposed by that council. He sought some undertaking from the Opposition that certain
provisions of these Bills would be passed in order that municipalities would not be forced
into subdivision and the formulation of boundaries between the new subdivisions against
their own will.
Once again, I believe it is inappropriate and terrible timing on the part of the Minister
to engage in these activities, knowing that Bills of this size and sensitivity would be
introduced in Parliament.
I turn now to the financial matters dealt with in the Bills. I referred earlier to the fact
that the Minister's attempts to compulsorily amalgamate councils came to nought. It was
a political failure of great magnitude, to the extent that the Premier had to bail out the
Minister in September 1986. The Premier issued a press release on the subject. In quoting
from that press release, I direct to the attention of the House that the press release
indicated that the policy of forced amalgamation, which had the support of Cabinet, was
not being pursued because of resistance from local government.
Something else has taken its place. The government did not get its way with forced
amalgamations and it is now undertaking an exercise that can be described as financial
starvation. On 3 September 1986, after the furore over forced amalgamations and the
threat oflegal action through the unification of local government as never seen before, the
Premier issued the following statement:
The Victorian government last year launched a process of restructuring local government in Victoria so that
councils might achieve a new level of efficiency and effectiveness.
We believe that it should be possible for local government authorities to take on a broader range of responsibilities
and many of those authorities share that view.

That is quite true, but the councils are wary of some of the responsibilities that the
Minister for Local Government and the government have in mind to foist upon them.
The Premier's statement continued:
We have been only too well aware that many councils are so small they spend the bulk of their rate income on
administration yet they have no hope of providing a full range of important services.

Says who? Where the demands for some of the services to which the Premier referred
eXIst, the Opposition does not stand in the way of amalgamation of municipalities, and I
refer to the point I made earlier. If the reasons for amalgamation are so compelling, a
referendum type paper should be circulated in the relevant municipalities. The advantages
and disadvantages of the proposition should be canvassed and the residents of the
municipalities should vote accordingly.
The Premier's press statement continued:
Further, many councils are inherently undemocratic because the shape of boundaries has not been adjusted in
line with demographic changes. Also, internal boundaries undervalue the votes of many Victorians.

The Premier is referring to one vote, one value, which the Minister for Local Government
ignores in the City of Altona.
In his press statement, the Premier threw in his hand regarding forced amalgamations
and said:
In recent days the government has considered early advice on local government restructuring from the Local
Government Commission.
It has also considered reports from the Minister about the progress of the restructuring process across the State.
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I bet the report from the Minister was that local government was in revolt and no progress
could be made.
The Premier said:
It is obvious that there are those who welcome restructure and those who have been seeking to frustrate any
change.
Councils in some areas have been spending many thousands of ratepayers' dollars to frustrate the commission's
work.

Why should they not? Local councils represent the people of certain areas and if it is the
will of the people and if councils have the support, why should they not spend money in
that way?
The Premier's statement continued:
The government deplores the uncertainty and fear provoked by this inability on the part of a few to allow the
process to take its course.

If they numbered so few, why did the Premier and the Minister abandon the process of
forced amalgamations? I answer Il!Y own question by saying that the furore that erupted
over forced amalgamations was sufficient to make the government change course.
I have already indicated that the Minister was instructed by the Premier and the Cabinet
to say that forced amalgamations were not government policy. The Minister looked for
other means of bringing about the amalgamations that could not be achieved by force; he
turned to financial starvation.
At a press conference, the Premier said:
The government now believes it should direct its resources and those of the Local Government Commission
to assisting those councils that wish to provide more efficient services to their communities.

They are not my words but the words of the Premier, and I emphasise them. The Premier
continued:
For the future, the commission will be required to direct its energies and resources to assisting councils that
wish to restructure.

This is another change of heart:
Any change will proceed only with the support of the councils affected.

A large number of municipalities in Victoria are hanging on those words of the Premier.
Let the government or the Premier stray from those words and all hell will break loose.
Those words have been taken as being a simple English sentence with a simple meaning
that any change will proceed only with the support of the councils affected.
The Premier further said:
The government believes that, in time, many councils will seethe benefits that are available through a more
efficient operation resulting from restructure.
We will provide other incentives for local government to become more efficient.
The council (sic) will also be concerned with examining the potential for cooperative arrangements and internal
boundary changes.
The government will consider changes to the Local Government Act to give a power of general competency to
those councils which, on the advice of the Local Government Commission, are judged to be efficient.
The commission will also be concerned with examining and (sic) potential for cooperative arrangements and
internal boundary changes.
We will also examine giving efficient councils an enhanced role in planning and coordinating service delivery
to assist local communities.

I now come to the most significant part of the Premier's press statement:
There will be an examination of more flexible funding arrangements for those which are efficient.
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That is a threat to the whole oflocal government, especially those municipalities that have
resisted to a large degree any attempt by the government to amalgamate the municipalities
by force.
The Premier said:
The whole objective of the commission will be to assist and enable those councils who wish to restructure
upon their own initiative to do so.

I have no quarrel with that except that, under this method of financial starvation, the
government is trying to bring certain municipalities to their knees.
The Premier's press release was issued as a result of local government resisting forced
amalgamations. It is not by chance that the Premier's press release was attached to the
1987 annual report of the Victoria Grants Commission. What the government has been
unable to achieve by force, it is now attempting to do by stealth and, as I have said, by
financial starvation.
In conjunction with the Federal government and the provisions of the Victoria Grants
Commission Act, the Victorian government has interpreted the process of fiscal
equalisation-that is, the giving of untied grants to various municipalities on strict
criteria-in an extreme way so that the so-called smaller municipalities will be brought to
their knees. It is not by chance that that is referred to in a number of articles in local
government journals. I refer particularly to the Australian Municipal Journal of March
this year, which directs the attention of the reader to the fact that" due to the activities of
the Victoria Grants Commission, instructed by the Premier and the Cabinet, small
municipalities will be frozen out.
As a result of an alteration to the system of making grants, on which local government
has come to rely, small municipalities and a number of inner metropolitan municipalities
are facing huge reductions in the grants they have come to expect as their citizens' share
of a percentage of personal income tax collected by the Commonwealth government.
Several district assemblies of local ~overnment are preparing ~oup submissions on
behalf of councils. Five member councIls of the Metropolitan MunIcipal Association Inc.
have engaged a consultant to prepare a case.
Similar action was taken in New South Wales, but only a small number of its
municipalities, compared with the number of Victorian muniCIpalities, have been caught
in the squeeze.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Is the honourable member for
Narracan still referring to the Australian Municipal Journal?
Mr DELZOPPO-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker.
The thrust of the new Victoria Grants Commission's initiative is to beat small
municipalities into submission. The municipalities so affected have the choice of two
alternatives. They can reduce services accordingly, $iven that there is a significant reduction
in the commission's grant allocations, or they can Increase their rates.
Many municipalities, in order to make up the shortfall that has occurred because of the
government's interpretation of the Act, will have to increase their rates by approximately
30 per cent or 40 per cent.
This is grossly unfair; it discriminates against a large section of municipal councils both
metropolitan and country; not just rural councils are being squeezed. That is demonstrated
by the commission's figures.
The predicament of local government is well knOWD. The Municipal Association of
Victoria publication Insight, Volume 3, November 1987, sums up the situation well when
it states:
Grants timebomb presents a poser
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The effects ofthe new general revenue sharing formula adopted by the Victoria Grants Commission is shaping
up to be the issue of the year.
An analysis of the results that could have been expected if the new formula was applied to last year's figures
spell disaster for the majority of Victorian councils.
Many councils would have received only 20 per cent oflast year's grant ...

Mr Simmonds-Are you quoting that accurately?
Mr DELZOPPO-Yes.
Mr Simmonds-Twenty per cent this year?
Mr DELZOPPO-It states that they would receive only 20 per cent of last year's grant.
Mr Simmonds-From what are you quoting?
Mr DELZOPPO-The Municipal Association of Victoria publication, Insight,
November 1987. I am not misleading the House. It continues:
Many councils would have received only 20 per cent oflast year's grant and at least one wouidllave received
only 10 per cent oflast year's allocation. Coupled with cutbacks in road funding--

The government knows about that; certainly the community does:
... the financial situation of many councils has become so desperate that their survival must now be in question.
The MA V has already raised the matter with the Minister for Local Government and has signalled that further
research was underway and a policy position could be expected shortly.

I hope as a result of the research some sanity will be brought back to the situation and
municipalities will be given some share of the income tax that citizens must pay to the
Commonwealth. The grants are supposed to have an equalising effect and to top up the
municipalities' reasonable uses of rates.
The system has worked well over the years. Local government has come to depend on
these grants. Now, because ofa biased interpretation of the Act, the government is seriously
affecting the operations of a large number of municipalities, both urban and rural.
One serious drawback of the Act and of its philosophy is that the Minister and the
government are treating local government as though it were a department. It is expected
that a Minister of the Crown will control his own department because it is his responsibility.
It is useless to argue the case for autonomy for local government if the Minister and the
government treat local government as though it were a government department which
must be instructed to do this or that. The only way we can expect better services for the
community is to give local government the brief to do the things it sees fit for its citizens.
The reporting requirements contained in the Bill are onerous. There is no need for those
overbearing requirements. There is little or no trust between the government and local
government. The only way to proceed is to form an equal partnership which is seen to be
fair on both sides of the equation.
It is no good for the Minister and the government to play the heavies, as it were, by way
of the regulation and prescription on which the Bill relies. I shall have more to say about
that matter during the course of the debate.
Clause 126 provides that the annual report must be submitted to the Minister as soon
as possible after the financial statements of the 210 municipalities have been audited.
Councils are being treated as though they were a government department. The local
government draft regulations refer to the report of operations and provide that the report
of operations for the financial year shall contain such information about the activities of
the council as to give an accurate account of the council's activities.
The government treats local government as though it were a vassal, a servant and one
of its departments because under regulation 71 is included a host of headings on which
every council in the State must report. Every council in this State must instruct its staff to
Session 1988-12
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prepare the report and every council must bear the expense of such a report which, of
course, goes to the Minister, who sits like a spider in the centre of his web with all the
strands reaching out to the 210 councils. Regulation 71 under the heading "General
Information" states:
71. Without limiting the generality of regulation 70 the report of operations of a council must to the extent
applicable(a) set out the manner in which the council was established;
(b)

set out the objectives and functions ofthe council;

Why does the Minister need the objectives and functions of the council; why does he need
that information? It continues:
(c) contain information with respect to the nature and range of activities undertaken by the council including-

(i) the range of services provided by the Council; and
(ii) the persons or section of the community served by the council.
(cl) list the name of all councillors, the date of election and retirement.
(e)

contain information with respect to the administrative structure of the council including(i) the name of the chief executive officer;

(ii) the names ofthe occupants of senior offices, together with a brief description of the area of responsibility
of each office;
(iii) a chart setting out the organisational structure of the council; and
(iv) a brief description of the activities and responsibilities of each division of the council.

That is the sort of instruction that one would give to a government department and, again,
I make the point that local councils are not departments which can be instructed by the
Minister to do this and to do that. It is pettifogging triviality at its utmost and it is an
insult that the Minister has the gall to suggest that local government has to report to the
Minister in that way.
I might ask the Minister what he is going to do with the information. What has it to do
with him which councillors are retiring or when their terms end or what are the names of
the chief executive officers or of the senior officers of the councils?
The regulation continues in more fine detail. Local councils have to report and set out
the address and telephone number of the council office and other offices of the council.
The report of operations must contain information with respect to the types of publications
dealing with the functions and activities of the council that were published during the
financial year. How stupid can one get when the Minister says to the council, "We want to
know what you are doing, what publications you have put out and what brochures have
been distributed in your municipalities."
I ask the Minister: "Why?" Ifhe says local government has autonomy, why the necessity
for all this pettifogging detail as though local government were a department of the Crown,
which it is not?
Councils will continue to resist this interference. Why not let local government set
broad objectives itself so that it can do its own thing? I am appalled to find that regulations
set out as a consequence of clause 126 (2) of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) state that
publications put out by the council in the report must state the place from which or names
from whom the publications can be obtained.
A council must also review operations during the financial year. The regulation dealing
with the report of operations also states:
In addition to the matters referred to in regulation 71, the report of operations of a council in respect of a
financial year must to the extent applicable-
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(a) set out-

(i) the objectives of each program commenced or carried out by or within the council during the financial
year; and
(ii) any major changes in the objectives of those programs during the financial year.
(b) set out any major changes which have taken place during the financial year in relation to-

(i) the functions of the council;
(ii) the methods of carrying out the objectives and functions ofthe council; and
(iii) the organisational structure of the council;
and the reasons for those changes.

Fancy local government being saddled with all of that by a Minister who makes out that
he is a friend of local government, who will give it autonomy and freedom to move! The
Minister is loading local government with chains so that, instead of local government
doing what it should be doing, its efforts and money are used in this damn fool reporting,
which may be appropriate for a government department but local government is not a
department of the Crown and should not be subjected to the instruction and supervision
envisaged in that regulation.
Mr Micallef-What about accountability?
Mr DELZOPPO-I agree that there should be some accountability and some trust but,
provided guidelines are set out in the Bill and objectives are observed, councils should go
their own way and if problems occur during the course of the current audit procedures to
which councils are accustomed, the government can take action; but none of the present
detail is necessary.
At present, the Minister argues that local government is free to do this and that when,
in truth, the Minister is exerting more control and intruding more and more into the
activities of local government. Such intrusion will not be appreciated by local government
and, in the long run, will not bring any benefit to the citizens of the municipalities that
those councils represent.
A further intrusion into local government through the Bill concerns the selection of
staff. Clause 95 (1) of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) embodies the equal opportunity
philosophy, and I have no quarrel with that; I believe all people should be selected and
promoted on merit. However, the Bill then gives a long discourse about staff being selected
solely on certain criteria.
Surely an independent, mature local government or any organisation employing labour
should be able to fill any vacant position in a manner that it chooses, given that there are
equal opportunity provisions in the Bill. But given those provisions, why cannot the
~ouncil make up Its own mind? Clause 95 (1) (a) provides that recruitment must be from
Individuals selected solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge and skills in fair and
open competition that ensures that all receive equal opportunity.
However, it binds local government by saying that it has to select staff solely on those
criteria, which is an unjust and unwarranted intrusion into the everyday function of the
council. Surely it is possible for the government to set broad parameters within which
local government can work and prosper without the government getting its sticky fingers
into the minute detail. Local government is best left to the people who can do it best-the
councils themselves. The councils should not be loaded with pettifogging restriction,
prescription and regulations.
On the question of regulations, one of the reasons why the government has been able to
reduce the size of the Local Government Act from a large to a smaller volume is the fact
that many of the provisions in the current Act have now become subject to regulation and,
although they have been taken out of the Act proper-the old Local Government Actthey have been replaced with many new regulations. The Minister has been given
horrendous regulation-making powers to the extent that I am sure local government is
concerned.
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Because many of the regulations are not even drafted, the real intention of the government
is not clear. Given the government's political record of interfering in a political way with
local government, I am concerned about the powers given to government if the Bill is
passed without amendment. I am particularly concerned about the Minister's ability to
make regulations and, at the Committee stage of the Bill, I shall take appropriate action to
ensure that any regulation made under the Act can be disallowed by either House of
Parliament.
I should like to comment on the Minister's ability to manipulate the Local Government
Bill (No. 2) for his own ends.
The Minister for Local Government has turned the interpretation and application of
legislation into an art form. I shall refer to the Local Government (General Amendment)
Act, No. 108 of 1986, which amended section 240 of the Local Government Act. The
section provides that ratepayers can demand a poll where the amalgamation of
municipalities, either in whole or in part, is to take place. The Opposition moved an
amendment, which was agreed to by the government, providing that the Minister would
be bound by the result of the poll. I put to the House that that is fair and democratic.
The people on whom the proposition has an effect should have the final say as to
whether they want the amalgamation. When the Bill and the amendment agreed to by the
Council were returned to the Assembly, the government agreed to the amendment. At one
time I was stupid enough to believe such a Bill reflecting the view of this House and the
other House would become law, as the will of Parliament, but that was not the case.
Local government was well aware of the amendment and applauded the Opposition for
taking such a stand. However, the will of the Opposition and, more importantly, the will
of both Houses of Parliament, was frustrated when the Minister for Local Government
refused to proclaim section 10 of the Act, which sought to amend section 240. The
amendment to the Local Government Act was passed by both Houses and supported by
local government and the communities they serve best, on the fundamental democratic
principle that people who are affected by a piece of legislation ought to have some say in
the final decision, not the Minister or the council, but the citizens whom that council
represents and whom the Minister tried, in a dictatorial way, to reorganise by changing
the boundaries of the municipalities in which they resided.
If ever the Minister for Local Government lost credibility or lost face, it was over that
provision, because all of the 210 municipalities know very well that the Minister did not
proclaim that measure for his own purposes and his own ends. The Minister will reap the
whirlwind of such an action. I appreciate that he has gone through a different school from
me and he is probably used to the rough and tumble of union debates and to grabbing
every opportunity. However, notwithstanding the Minister's background, he should have
had far more sense than to use legislation that this Parliament passed for his own ends by
failing to proclaim provisions that Parliament said ought to be proclaimed.
It is not surprising that the Opposition, having learnt that lesson, seeks to delete the
words "or days" from clause 2 of all Bills that come before Parliament so that legislation
must be proclaimed all at once on a certain day. In the main, problems are sorted out, but
this brings home to the Minister and the government the fact that, if they play shenanigans
with legislation, they must put up with the consequences. The ~overnment has refused to
proclaim sections of Acts on other occasions as well. The PlannIng (Brothels) Act and Acts
to amend the Local Government Act are two outstanding examples.
It is appropriate that later on I shall move what is becoming an amendment traditionally
moved by the Opposition to delete the words "or days" from clause 2. The Minister will
have to weave his way through that situation because, having been caught once or twice
before, the Opposition is not prepared to trust the Minister in the future.

I shall also oppose Item No. 96 in the First Schedule to the Local Government
(Consequential Provisions) Bill, which seeks to repeal provisions of the 1986 Act. I believe
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this is a clever way for the Minister to avoid his responsibility. As I said, that Bill was
passed by both Houses. It has been on the statute book since that time and everyone,
including the Opposition, local government and the citizens local government represents,
knows that the Minister will not proclaim that section; or, I should say, judging from his
actions, it is assumed that he will not proclaim section 10 of that Act. He is seeking to
repeal the provisions of Act No. 108 in the Local Government (Consequential Provisions)
Bill, hoping that, if the Bill is agreed to by the Opposition, the problem will go away and
the amendment to section 240 of the Act will disappear, taking him off the hook.
The Opposition is not prepared to agree to that repeal and will take action to prevent it
from happening so that the amendment to section 240 will stand and so that in future,
whether or not the Minister proclaims it, when a poll is demanded by 10 per cent of the
ratepayers the Minister will be bound by the result of the poll.
The Bill imposes proportional representation in certain cases. The Opposition does not
support the procedure of proportional representation and sees no merit in imposing it as
it is presented in the Bill. The Minister has argued that proportional representation is fair
and does lots of things.
The Opposition is not persuaded by the Minister's argument or any other argument put
forward by. those who support proportional representation. The Opposition is not
persuaded-and I paraphrase the Minister's words in his second-reading speech-that the
retention of the proportional representation voting system can be justified. I shall refer to
that matter during the Committee stage.
A provision in the Bill deals with the twin issues of Australian citizenship and the oath
or affirmation of allegiance to Her Majesty the Queen. The Opposition believes a provision
that allows non-Australian citizens to stand for election to a council is unwarranted.
Neither in the Commonwealth nor the State governments are non-naturalised or nonnative-born Australians allowed to stand for office. This should apply at the local
government level, too. A person nominating for election as a councillor should not be able
to take a seat unless he or she is an Australian citizen.
Australian citizenship should be guarded zealously in the same way as many countries
overseas guard their citizenship. For instance, in America one is asked whether one
intends to become a citizen or to return from whence one came after six months in the
country. I do not suggest that Australia should go so far as that.

Mr Simmonds interjected.
Mr DELZOPPO-The Minister asks whether I would be prepared to give these people
a vote. I direct the Minister's attention to the fact that previous Liberal governments have
advocated that non-Australian citizens should be allowed to vote at council elections
because they pay taxes and rates. I draw the comparison with the situation that exists with
the governments of the State of Victoria and the Commonwealth. A person can pay tax
without being a citizen but he or she cannot stand for office. Such a person is being
accommodated by being given a vote, although not given the privilege of standing for
office.
The same can be said for the oath or affirmation of allegiance. If it is good enough for a
person who takes his or her place in the Victorian or the Commonwealth Parliament to
make either an oath or an affirmation of allegiance to Her Majesty the Queen, it is good
'enough for a person taking office in local government to do so, especially iflocal government
is to be regarded as the third arm of government and an equal partner with the State and
the Commonwealth in running the affairs of the community.
It has been suggested in some sections of local government that non-Australian citizens
should not be given a vote. I do not go as far as that. These people are paying taxes and
rates and they should have a say in who represents them.
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If a person wants to become a councillor, it is a simple matter to take out Australian
citizenship. It is open to all who seriously wish to do so to become Australian citizens.
People should be encouraged to do so and it would be for the benefit of the State and the
nation.
The Minister seems to regard that idea as peculiar or inconsistent. I do not see it that
way. Other nations guard their citizenship far more stringently than does Australia. I give
an example. I was not blessed with an Anglo-Saxon name. I fact, five generations ago an
Italian seaman jumped ship, deserted and went to the gold diggings in the 1850s. I am
proud of my origins and my name. However, as an Australian citizen with an Italian
name, I asked some senior people in the Italian community in Melbourne what would
happen if I stood for election to a council in Rome, given my Italian antecedents and my
Italian name. I was told clearly, firstly, that as an alien-an ugly word-I would not be
allowed to stand for a council position and, secondly, I would not be allowed to work in
the public service. In other words, only naturalised or natural born citizens are allowed to
work in the public service and only natural born or naturalised citizens can stand for
public office in Rome.
Mr Simmonds-Do you support that?
Mr DELZOPPO-I am giving an example of how other countries zealously guard
citizenship rights and stating that the stance taken by the Opposition is not inconsistent
with that taken by other countries. The precedent has already been· set because only
Australian citizens can stand to become members of the Victorian and Commonwealth
Parliaments.

I refer briefly to clause 196 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2), which deals with the
establishment of regional corporations. I believe that "regional corporations" means two
or more councils coming together to provide a specific service that they could not otherwise
provide. That would cover a situation where three or four municipalities might join
together to provide for the collection and destruction of garbage.
I raise with the Minister a matter referred to me by the West Gippsland Regional
Library. As the title implies, that organisation runs a regional service in a number of
municipalities in the west Gippsland area. I received a letter from Mr John Murphy,
Regional Librarian of the West Gippsland Regional Library:
I am writing to seek clarification on that part of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) which embraces regional
corporations, namely clause No. 196.
The West Gippsland Regional Library Service is administered by the West Gippsland Regional Library
Committee, which draws its members from nine shire councils. In the event of the Bill becoming an Act, I would
like to know:
1. Do regional library committees automatically become regional corporations?
2. If so. what is to become of existing regional library committee agreements?
3. Will future State government funding be paid to individual councils or to a regional corporation?
Your early response to these queries would be much appreciated.

I echo those sentiments: at the close of the debate the Minister should respond to those
questions.
The Bill deals with differential rates-that is, the application of varying rates, in dollar
terms, to various classes of properties. Because of the government's record of political
interference, as well as the political activities of a number oflocal councils, the Opposition
is opposed to the application of differential rates on the ground of equity.
A number of councils will apply those rates with justice and equity; there are other
councils which will do the opposite. Those councils will find philosophical or ideological
reasons to apply differential rates for purposes best known to themselves.
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In a Bill dealing with the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works the government
used the charge for water as a method of redistributing wealth. The idea for such a proposal
came from the left wing of the Australian Labor Party, whose philosophy is that those who
have it shall pay more. Such a proposal was interwoven with the social justice policies of
this government.
I would be afraid to give differential rating powers to certain municipalities in Victoria.
What is to prevent councils whose sympathies lie with the left wing of the Labor Party
from rating certain classes of property to the hilt? The Bill allows for a "four times factor"
to exist between the highest rates and the lowest rates. Certain classes of property could be
rated four times as high as the rate for the lowest class.
There is no appeal against the level of rates charged. Although there is a provision in
the Bill for appeal against property owners being rated in a certain category or against the
cancellation of a particular category, there is no appeal against the magnitude of the rates
charged. Grave injustice could be perpetrated by unscrupulous councils if those councils
chose for their own ideological ends to use the differential rates provisions, which are
allowed in the Bill, to pursue certain sections of the community.
On the one hand, many councils would use the provision for the charging of differential
rates with equity and justice. On the other hand, there is a grave risk that many citizens of
the Melbourne metropolitan area would be treated severely because of the power to charge
differential rates.
Clause 193 deals with entrepreneurial enterprises developed by councils. There are cases
in Victoria where councils have embarked upon entrepreneurial activities, have run into
trouble and then have expected either the ratepayers or the State of Victoria to bail them
out. If a council is to engage in entrepreneurial activities-and I have no reason to oppose
councils doing that-the people who will bear the ultimate responsibility for the failure of
such enterprises will be the ratepayers. They will have to bear any financial burden caused
by either council mismanagement or mistakes in judgment made by a council in developing
an entrepreneurial project.
To protect the interests of ratepayers I shall suggest an amendment that will allow 10
per cent of ratepayers to demand a poll to decide whether a council can enter into any
entrepreneurial project. The people who bear the ultimate financial responsibility for such
undertakings should have a say in the matter.
If a particular proposal is worthy of merit, and if sufficient information is given to
ratepayers about the proposal, the 10 per cent requirement for a poll need not arise-in
other words, if the ratepayers of a municipality are satisfied customers, so be it.
If there is an element of risk or if some ratepayers feel that, as a consequence of the
failure of a particular entrepreneurial project, their rates are likely to increase, it is up to
those ratepayers to voice their opinions on the merit of the proposal and on the risks
involved. Ratepayers should have some supervisory role over the entrepreneurial activities
of councils.

The supervisory role would not be carried out by the Minister; it would be carried out
by the ratepayers of a municipality whose rates stand to rise or fall on the results of a
council's entrepreneurial activity.
A carrot has been dangled before local government to encourage councils to change
their rating system to a capital improved value system. The carrot used was that a
differential rate could be applied by those councils which valued properties under the
capital improved value system.
The Minister has softened his attitude to the proposition contained in the original Local
Government Bill. He has finally accepted the points raised by the Municipal Association
of Victoria and various councils.
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The Bill allows councils to retain the present rating systems, the two most popular of
which are site value, which is the value of the land mInus any building and all public
services on that land taken into consideration, and net annual value-NAV-which in
broad terms is a rate based on one-fifth of the land's capital value or the rent that the
property might attract minus the expenses of insurance and maintenance on the specific
property. Councils have been able to move from one method of rating to another with
little or no government regulation.
I shall not enter into a debate on the relevant merits of one rating system against the
merits of another. The arguments for and against the virtues of NAV versus capital
improved value versus site value have been put forward in local government spheres for
the past 30 or 40 years, especially the arguments for and against site value. Some councils
and communities consider site value to be the fairest way of apportioning rates; other
municipalities argue vehemently that NAV is the only method to be adopted; and others
are attracted to capital improved value. The council should be able to decide which
method it will adopt to calculate the rate to be paid on each property but superimposed
on that the local community, which bears the brunt of the rates, should be allowed to have
a say on which rating system should be adopted by the council.
Before the council changes its rating system from one method to another, it should
announce its intention and allow ratepayers their say through a poll. Although councils
may make decisions on behalf of their communities, the communities should have the
fundamental right of being able to upset those decisions in extreme circumstances by
demanding a poll. A poll can be established if 10 per cent of the ratepayers call for it.
At the outset of the debate I said that the Local Government Bill (No. 2) would be
difficult to deal with in even more calm and serene times than we have at present and that,
due to the activities of the Minister for Local Government, there were periods of intense
political activity. Every move the Minister makes with the Bill will be questioned by local
councils all over the State and by the Opposition. The Minister has no-one but himself to
blame for this.
I pointed out to honourable members the Minister's political activities which were
imposed on the community and I cited as examples the cities of Altona, Heidelberg and
Box Hill. I explained how the Minister has tried, through forced amalgamations, to impose
his political will on councils. His ambitions were frustrated by an overwhelming revolt by
local government which caused the Premier to bail him out and issue a press statement to
the effect that forced amalgamations would no longer be proceeded with.
Having been frustrated in its attempt to force council amalgamations, the government,
through the activities of the Victoria Grants Commission, will force certain municipalities
almost out of existence. If these municipalities wish to continue, their rates must be
increased by a massive percentage. The money from the Victoria Grants Commission on
which the municipalities have learned to rely for some years will be distributed differently
because the rules of distribution have changed. The government has interpreted the
Victoria Grants Commission Act in an extreme way to bring about an effect that it could
not achieve by directly forcing councils to amalgamate. The government is now doing so
by financial starvation.

The Bill bestows on the Minister horrific powers to make regulations. I demonstrate to
honourable members that those regulations, in many instances, can be extremely detailed
and that local government will be loaded down by the chains of trivia to report a host of
minor matters to the Minister, matters on which local government should not have to
comment. One method adopted by the government to condense the Local Government
Act and to rid it of old and inappropriate sections that are now out of date is to make
regulations. This trend is dangerous for local government; it gives the Minister power that
he should not have.
The Opposition and local government are suspicious of the motives of the Minister for
Local Government, given his track record, which I have already described. As a
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consequence of the regulation-making powers, the Opposition will seek to amend the
Local Government Bill (No. 2) so that any regulation can be disallowed by either House
of Parliament. I have demonstrated that the record of the Minister in proclaiming legislation
is not good and that he has deliberately frustrated the will of Parliament with respect to
section 240. This section deals with a poll of ratepayers and binds the Minister to the
result of a poll taken on amalgamations.
Given all these matters, the Opposition will not oppose the Bill in its entirety. In the
areas that I have outlined and certain other areas, the Opposition will move to amend the
Bill. The Minister has been foolish in the extreme to expect a smooth debate on such a
major Bill, especially given the political climate that he has generated. If the Bill experiences
any problems, most of them will be on the Minister's head because of the suspicion and
the caution about the motives of the Minister that is present in the ranks of the Opposition,
local councils, and the communities that the local councils serve.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-During the debate on these Bills Parliament will judge
their political nature and scrutinise the details of them.
I note with interest the proposed changes to the first draft of the Local Government Bill
and the extent of consultation with the government, the Minister for Local Government,
and local councils. During recent months the Minister has said that there had been
consultation on all aspects of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) and that the government
would consider the points made by the various bodies so long as their proposals did not
cut across government policy.
The earlier draft of the Bill contained many proposed changes with which the National
Party did not agree and it hoped that those proposals would be removed from the final
draft of the Bill, but they are included in the Bill and Parliament will consider them during
the debate.
The government will have the opportunity, during the debate on these measures, of
explaining to Parliament, and thus to local government, the proposed amendments and
how they will operate and affect local government. One of the problems is that local
government encompasses the large councils of metropolitan Melbourne, large rural shires
and very small shires with small populations and valuation bases such as Pyalong. Local
government covers a large spectrum. It is not easy to draft proposed legislation that covers
the broad spectrum oflocal government, and I wonder whether, in the future, Parliament
should consider different classifications oflocal government.
The Minister for Local Government has been criticised by local government in general
over the past three or four years because of his administration of his portfolio. The
Minister attempted to force councils to amalgamate, but eventually the Premier pulled
the plug on that proposed legislation approximately one and a half years ago. The Minister
then attempted to meddle with the internal boundaries of shires and councils so that they
would reflect a certain political view. He then had the idea of ripping the heart out of
internal subdivisions oflocal government, which was dubious, and presented a philosophy
of one vote, one value in an attempt to change the structure of shires and councils.
Having completeQ that process the Minister then moved on the 28 un subdivided
councils. The honourable member for Narracan mentioned the problem with the City of
Altona, which has instituted court proceedings on that issue, but those problems are
transposed into other areas, because the Minister and his henchman, Mr Badham, will do
everything they can to get party political interference into local government. The Minister
is doing a good job of upsetting many people on these issues.
The Premier and the Minister have made great play of the fact that the Pope report will
introduce significant savings for local government, and I hope the honourable member for
Monbulk will speak on that issue, because the Pope report examined the financial
relationship between local and State governments.
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It would have been timely for that report, which was completed some weeks ago, to be
released prior to the debate on the Bills, but that has not happened. I look forward to
reading the report to see whether it is a continuation of the government's philosophy on
local government or whether it has tackled the real core issues of local government
funding.
One of the issues that the report may have considered, but which is not mentioned in
the Bill, is the change to the formula of the Victoria Grants Commission. That is one of
the better sleight of hand tricks honourable members have seen.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member cannot
traverse that issue ifit is not part of the Bill.
Mr STEGGALL-The Pope report should have covered those financial considerations
that concern the Local Government Bill (No. 2), and I refer the House, in particular, to
the borrowing powers oflocal government that will have to be extended.
The Labor Party and the government, by changing the formula of the Victoria Grants
Commission, can redirect the Commonwealth Grants Commission money applicable to
local government. Over a five-year period, under the old tax-sharing policy, there will be
a 90 per cent reduction of Commonwealth grants to local government. Approximately 50
councils will have to make up from 50 to 70 per cent of their grants over the next five
years. The reduction in those ~ants will change the whole face of government funding. I
am sure that the Pope report dId not address that issue.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I know that it is a second-reading debate and that the honourable member for
Swan Hill as the lead speaker for the National Party is having difficulties coming to grips
with the financial issues surrounding local government without referring to the impact of
the changing formula being applied by the Victoria Grants Commission, but the
commission's allocation is as a result of Federal legislation and legislation in this Parliament
that was supported by all political parties. It is not a subject of the proposed legislation.
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) deals with changes to the Local Government Act.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The Minister's comments are an explanation and
not a point of order. I direct the honourable member for Swan Hill to the main substance
of the Bill, even though I recognise that, as lead speaker for the National Party, he is
entitled to traverse many issues relating to the Bill.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I appreciate the Minister's interest in that issue. If the
Victoria Grants Commission implements reductions in road funding, particularly
throughout country Victoria, that will have a massive bearing on the financial situation of
local government: that matter impacts on the Bill and on the Pope report, but I am sure
the honourable member's report will not cover that area.
The Minister and his staff have been conducting an intensive political campaign for a
considerable period, but Parliament is only now debating these measures.
I shall speak briefly about the amendments to be made by the Constitution (Local
Government) Bill, which were not mentioned earlier but should be covered. The
Constitution Act is the only head of power that allows local government to exist. Local
government is an electorally accountable sphere of government established under the
legislation. Local government does not possess soverei~ty; it is empowered as a result of
the Constitution Act. It has been established to proVIde services delegated to it by the
State. Local government possesses powers to levy a limited range of taxes and to impose
some fines, fees and charges for some services at a local level. The existence of local
government depends on this Part of the Constitution Act.
We are debating changes to the Constitution Act, together with changes to the Local
Government Act and other Acts. Section 74A (1) and (2) of the Constitution Act is to
remain, but in a rewritten form. The provisions of sections 74B, 74c and 74D are to be
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replaced to provide for changes to enrolments for municipal elections, changes to
qualifications to be a councillor and the dismissal or suspension of municipal councils.
Would the Minister explain why those changes have been made in this way? I would
suggest that it is easier to amend the Local Government Act than the Constitution Act.
The Constitution (Local Government) Bill relates to the areas where Parliament can
make laws covering local government. It contains subtle changes to the Constitution Act,
but does not put local government in any fear of being wiped out. I should like a response
from the Minister on why it is necessary.
The Local Government (Consequential Provisions) Bill is interesting. It came before
the House last August and contains 1700 to 1800 amendments to Acts covering the whole
spectrum of legislation where local government is mentioned. It provides some of the
transitional requirements and holds many of the tricky areas that are of concern to local
government. The amendments wipe out the embarrassing provisions in the Local
Government (General Amendment) Act 1986 that was passed by Parliament but never
proclaimed. Because of that, the changes to proclamation will be made in the Local
Government Bill (No 2).
The repeals listed in Schedule 1 of the Local Government (Consequential Provisions)
Bill cover many Acts that are outdated as well as many small Acts designed for specific
purposes. These Acts will disappear and their provisions will be replaced by the provision
covering regional corporation structures set out in the Local Government Bill (No. 2).
Further debate will take place on this issue during the Committee stage, but an
explanation should be given of how the transition will take place. If we are to repeal the
Acts listed in the Bill dealing with consequential provisions, regional corporations will
have to be created by many councils. The amendments in that Bill contain a number of
strange provisions, one being that the term "ratepayers" in some Acts listed in Schedule 2
is to be replaced by the expression "persons who are liable to pay any rates or charges to
the municipal council." I do not understand why that subtle change should be imposed.
During the Committee stage the Minister should explain why he wishes to go ahead with
those amendments. There are approximately six or eight amendments of that type appearing
in the Local Government (Consequential Provisions) Bill.
The Minister is using Part 2 of the Local Government Act at the moment to interfere as
much as he can with councils throughout Victoria. He does not want that section of the
Act debated but he will have trouble in preventing the opposition parties from doing that
because the Local Government (Consequential Provisions) Bill seeks to change Part 2 of
the Act, although the provision of that Part are to remain. Why should these provisions
remain in the Act?
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) deals with valuations. A number of submissions
have been made on this matter and on the definitions in the Local Government Act. Not
many people understand how much of the Act will remain. The general provisions covering
valuations are in the Act and will remain. The provisions relating to when and how
valuations are to be made, the effect of valuations after union or annexation, the form of
valuation, and the powers and duties of valuers will, I believe, remain. Eventually, they
will be taken out of that Act and inserted into the Valuation of Land Act. Another
provision that is to remain appears in the Act under the heading, "Purchasing or taking
on lease land from persons willing to sell or lease the same". Some explanation of that is
required.
Item No. 46 of Schedule 3, which deals with Division 9 of Part XIX of the Local
Government Act, is interesting. Division 9 will be repealed except in so far as it relates to
the fixing oflevels of streets and the laying out of streets on private property. Item No. 47
deals with Division 10 of Part XIX, and repeals that division except for sections 575 (3)
and 576, which deal with streets set out in sealed plans of subdivision and the power for
councils to construct certain private streets at the expense of frontage. These matters will
be dealt with in a Bill that will come before the House at a later stage.
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Interestingly enough, Item No. 49, which deals with Division 8 of Part XXI of the Local
Government Act, contains the heading "Approved Schemes for Drainage, Flood Mitigation
and River Management". Section 656F and Section 656G, which are to be retained in the
Act, relate to the Thirtieth Schedule to the Act, which is to be repealed. I do not know
exactly what is going on. The Minister might like to inform the House in his response.
Item No. 54 is included in Part XXV of the Local Government Act. It relates to
agreements for authorities to provide for gas, electricity, water and sewerage. They are the
two points that remain. Council may require owners ofland to enter into agreements with
respect to sewerage systems and water services. Those provisions remain in the Bill.
Item No. 57, Part XXVIIA, deals with refuse, rubbish and dangerous and unsightly
premises. Everything is to be removed except section 696AA, which covers repairs and
maintenance on cluster estates, for heaven's sake!
With respect to Parts XXXVII and XXXVIII of the Local Government Act, local
government will be delighted to know that it has powers and the reference is given a new
home from the previous sections 807 and 808 so that councils will be able to establish aid
for maternity and child welfare centres and bush nursing centres.
Section 897 of the Act will be retained; it deals with the rules of the Supreme Court.
Three schedules dealing with this matter are left in the Act. The Thirteenth Schedule in
the Act relates to section 154 and will be repealed by the proposed legislation. I am not
sure why that is there. I look forward to the Minister explaining exactly what that is all
about. Parliament has a right to a fair explanation.
I shall deal now specifically with the Local Government Bill (No. 2) which has a number
of interesting clauses. Clause 2 is the commencement clause. The National Party will
invite the Minister to suggest a time when he would like to have the Act proclaimed. At
this stage the National Party will be happy for the Minister to have the power to proclaim
the proposed legislation on a day or days up to the particular day when all sections of the
Act come into operation. It will not allow the government to abuse this Chamber by
passing the measure and then refusing to proclaim it.
I look forward to the Committee stage when I shall be prepared to give the Minister
every opportunity of explaining what he is trying to achieve with the various clauses.
Many of them are unclear and, if I were a local government barrister in Melbounle, I
would be rubbing my hands together and saying, "Isn't it wonderful; wouldn't it be great
if the politicians would pass the Bill as it is so that we can get into the courts and make a
killing?"
During the Committee stage I hope the Minister will treat the Chamber as a proper
debating forum. The National Party will make sure he has every opportunity of justifying
the Cabinet decision to introduce the proposed legislation.
Three interesting clauses are contained at the beginning of the Bill: clause 6 deals with
the purposes of a council; clause 7 deals with objectives; and clause 8 deals with functions
and powers.
I shall deal firstly with clause 6 which is vital to the Bill. The purposes of the Bill are set
out and defined. During the Committee stage I shaH offer an alternative to that, because I
do not believe the purposes, as set out, are good enough. Clause 6 (2), which is vital to the
proposed legislation and the debate, provides:
'
It is the intention of Parliament that the provisions of this Act be interpreted and every function, power,
authority, discretion and duty--

And they are all differentconferred or imposed by or under this or any other Act on a Council be performed or exercised so as to give effect
to the purposes and objectives of Councils.
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Since the purposes and objectives are to come into play with more importance, one must
closely examine those clauses. 1 do not know of any other legislation where clauses dealing
with objectives and functions are accompanied by a provision such as clause 6 (2).
Many Bills contain clauses dealing -vith functions and objectives, but they are not tied
up with clauses such as clause 6 (2). No-one has been able to produce a similar example
for me. Therefore, the National Party has doubt about whether the objectives and purposes
are mandatory for councils.
To add to the confusion, clause 8 (3) provides.
A Council has the power to do all things necessary or convenient to be done for or in connection with the
performance of its functions and to enable it to achieve its purposes and objectives.

1 wonder about that provision. Many in the legal profession throughout the city are unclear
about what it means. More confusion exists when one refers to clause 219 (I) (b) which
provides:
The Minister may recommend to the Governor in Council that all· of the Councillors of a Council be
suspended, if the Minister considers that the Council has failed ...
(b) to perform a function which it is required to perform;

Where in the Bill is the power for the Minister to require local government to perform a
specific function? If that power exists anywhere in the Bill, it is in clause 6 (2). Are clause
6 (2) and clause 7, which deals with objectives, to be used as a guide only? If that is so, that
is the way it should be expressed in the Bill. The National Party will be examining
amendments to make it clear that those clauses are guidelines for councils and are not
mandatory.
Clause 7 (b) provides:
In seeking to achieve its purposes, a council has the following objectives: . . .
(b) to coordinate with other public bodies to ensure-

Not to attempt or to try, but to ensurethat services and facilities are provided and resources are used effectively and efficiently.

Who is to make that judgment? When a council uses its resources efficiently and effectively,
in someone's mind, there is always someone else who may not share that view. They may
say, "I do not agree that it is efficient and effective, and it should not be done". If it is not
made clear that clause 6 (2) is for guidance only, the National Party will examine the
possibility of taking action to clarify the matter in some way.
Clause 7 (h) of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) provides for councils to raise funds
for local purposes by the equitable imposition of rates and charges and by obtaining
borrowings and grants. I do not know who will judge "equitable imposition of rates and
charges". Many people involved in local government matters will argue that any rate is
not equitable for all people within the municipality.
1 suggest that if those objectives, unamended, are made mandatory they will be a
nonsense. However, if they are meant as a guide for councils, it will be perfectly clear to
all what they mean. Let us not allow a council to go to court to defend itself in respect of
this provision. The Bill is unclear because of the way the provisions are written and
because of the intentions behind some of them. Perhaps the only way to sort them out will
be to take the matters to the courts.
Honourable members have a responsibility to do the best they can when this Bill is in
the Committee stage to ensure that the intention of these provisions is made clear. Surely
that is not too much to ask. For many clauses of the Bill, aspects of party politics will not
come into the argument.
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Another area of concern is the qualification of councillors. There will, no doubt, be a
long debate in the Committee stage on Part 3 of the Bill. The Bill allows for non-Australian
citizens to become members of councils. The Labor Party will argue that that is fine
because it is multiculturalism in the best possible way. The National Party and, I believe,
the Liberal Party will argue that to be a responsible person in a governing role in this
country one should first be an Australian citizen. Surely that is not too much to ask.
Again it is one of those government directed provisions. The Minister for Local
Government has left it in the Bill as a trade-off when attempting to do a deal on other
issues. I do not believe the Minister intends to punch through that provision but, if he
does so, he will not win.
I now turn to the municipal electoral tribunal. I have already referred to some confusing
areas in the Bill and this is a simple one for the Minister and his staff to consider. I do not
know why this provision remains in the Bill. Clause 48 states:
A decision of a municipal electoral tribunal is final.

Schedule 4 refers to the composition of the tribunal, which will consist of two people.
What will happen when the decisions of those two people-one a magistrate and the other
a person with expertise in local government appointed by the Minister-differ? That issue
must be clarified, and I ask the Minister to seriously consider it.
The political issues floating through the Bill include Part 4 covering council
administration and especially the oath of allegiance or affirmation. The declaration of
office is mandatory, but the oath of allegiance or affirmation is not. It is another of those
throw-away type clauses, which I am sure the Minister will be pleased to change, so that it
is mandatory for any person, as it is when one becomes a member of Parliament, to make
a declaration of allegiance before taking up the position.
The pecuniary interest issue contained in the measure is also interesting. Since the
government came to power in 1982-Mr Simmonds-A long time ago!
Mr STEGGALL-It seems like an age. Since that time the government has been keen
on pecuniary interest provisions being contained in legislation and it has had several
attempts at writing such provisions. All jokes aside, I do not believe what is included in
the Local Government Bill (No. 2) is a clear description of pecuniary interests. I do not
believe that provision will achieve anything. Although I do not have a better way of
writin$ it at present, I am sure the Minister will be aware of a few alternatives so that that
provision can be excluded from the Bill.
There is a nonsense provision referring to the inclusion of pecuniary interests of a
de facto spouse but there is no definition of "de facto spouse" in the Bill. There is no clear
definition on which everyone could agree to tie down the provision. I shall raise that issue
again in the Committee stage.
Another provision may have been a mistake or an oversight by those who drafted the
Bill. It requires a person who is a member of a special committee to register a pecuniary
interest. The Bill will allow non-elected people to be members of a special committee,
such committee to have the power to carry out certain functions delegated to it. The
register of interests provision, clause 81 (2), states:
A person who becomes a Councillor or a member of a special committee must within 30 days of making the
declaration of office ... submit a primary return in the prescribed form ...

I wonder whether it should be made clear that if a non-elected person who does not want
appointment to a special committee is so appointed, he or she should not have to register
pecuniary interests and should be able to ensure that that registration does not happen.
There will also be widespread debate about clauses 95 and 96. This is where honourable
members run into the first of the affirmative action legislative measures that the government
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has imposed on local government. Clause 95 refers to the principles to be observed with
respect to council staff and sets out all the provisions which, I understand, are in other
similar Acts. I imagine that many people have considered those provisions and said that
there will be no worries about thls clause. However, the Minister knows in his heart that
clause 95 is a nonsense. He knows that it is wrong to put such provisions into the statute
book. If the council is to have any autonomy, the provisions with respect to council staff
should reflect modem management practices that are acceptable in today's community.
That is all it requires. It does not have to be included in an Act and qualified as it has been
in clause 95 (1) (a) to (h). Those paragraphs have made a mess of it. Clause 95 (1) (j)
states:
Council staff should as far as possible be provided with effective education and training ...

That is great as it is and it should be left at that, but the provision continues:
... if the education and training would result in better organisational and individual performance.

Who judges ifit does not come up to scratch? That cannot be done.
I now turn to Schedule 6, which provides for equal employment opportunity programs
and reporting requirements. It is similar to provisions in the Public Authorities (Equal
Employment Opportunity) Bill listed on the Notice Paper. Local government is left out of
that Bill but the provision is contained in Schedule 6. Although State departments have
had equal opportunity programs for some time, this is the first occasion on which it has
appeared in relation to local ~overnment. Some municipalities have included these
provisions already and are practlsing them, so I have no cause for concern about that.
If that is the way it is done, and ifit is done properly, I have no problem with that. This
provision will be forced on every council which has more than 40 staff members. All but
36 councils have more than 40 staff members, so it will be imposed on most councils.
It might be said that this provision has worked in other councils and therefore everything
is all right, but there is a reporting requirement in this particular provision which is the
same as that in the Public Authorities (Equal Employment Opportunity) Bill. The form of
the measure causes one to wonder whether the government wishes to introduce these
provisions for the use of the Minister for Local Government who will use any little clause
in any little Bill to achieve the aims and objectives he has set himself and his socialist left
membership.

The Bill states that the Minister may direct the council generally in respect of its
obligations. That provision is spelt out a little more strongly in this Bill; a local government
authority can be forced to operate through the equal employment opportunity program.
Out of the generous mood I am in this evening, I suggest the best way to handle the equal
employment opportunity program in this proposed legislation is to leave it out and to
encourage councils through their own autonomy and powers-as given to them through
the Bill-to look at equal employment opportunity themselves. If local councils, as the
third tier of government, consider there is an advantage in it to them, they can implement
that program. It should not be forced on them.
Honourable members know-although local government does not-how the
government, Cabinet, and the socialist left movement will push proposed legislation
through wherever they can to win points, whether they are of benefit to the local area or
not.
If the government is genuine, it should consider taking that provision out of the Bill.
The opposition parties will give the government the mechanism to take it out. The
government should encourage councils to take up the program when they are assured of
its success.

I refer now to the local laws which replace the old by-laws. Not only do they replace the
old by-laws but they replace a huge part of the Act. The proposed local laws will cover an
enormous range of activities and functions carried out by councils under the current Act.
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Those by-laws will go out the door and local laws will be introduced to cover those
functions.
.
It is likely that the local laws will be different throughout Victoria. While there are
model local laws circulating, councils will pick and choose from those. However, there
will be some confusion because the Bill provides that councils may make their own laws
in respect of functions or powers they are given.
It might be said that, on the face of it, that provision is very generous. However, when
one reads on, one finds that a local law must not be inconsistent with any Act or regulation.
This provision causes some concern as there are hundreds of regulatIons in existence. I
frown when I read that and think of the skulduggery apparent in local government from
time to time.
If the Minister or the department-or the union in this case-does not like the local
law, a regulation could be made under an Act of Parliament to remove that local law, but
it cannot be inconsistent with any Act of Parliament.
Interestingly enough, councils are given all that autonomy, head of power or what have
you, and they still cannot decide whether brothels should be imposed on their communities.
That matter has become an issue in the country. Why is it, if councils have a local law
which provides that there will not be brothels in, say, the City of Keilor, that that local law
cannot be put into effect? The Minister would say that the council cannot make that
decision; that the decision could be made only by those in the Ministry for Planning and
Environment-by the "Minister for Brothels".
Members of the National Party have some suggested amendments to the local laws
provision. It is suggested that councils be given the power to rescind their own regulations,
so that it will not be necessary to make regulations which would have to be ratified by the
Minister.

Clause 126 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) refers to the annual report of the
council, an area considered extensively by the previous speaker.
The annual reporting provision is presented in this Bill in a new form. It would be
extremely difficult for councils to present reports along the lines set out in the proposed
regulations. The Opposition will debate later one of the regulations relating to councils
having to report on how they are achieving government policy. That is a bit cheeky, but it
is there.
The government probably has the power and the right to introduce this provision. I
wonder whether it is obvious to people that, with its introduction, local government will
be a strong servant of the State and will be denied its rights as a democratically elected tier
of government to make its own decisions? The Minister does not have the ri~t to govern
in those areas delegated to local councils and their communities. The reportIng functions
in this Bill are very severe, to say the least.
Clause 139 contains the power to borrow provision, and there are three ways in which a
council can borrow money. Clause 139 (3) provides that:
The amount borrowed for ordinary purposes must not at any time exceed 6 per cent of the capital improved
value of all the rateable land ...
in the district. That is not a significant <:hange as to the number of dollars that can be raised by councils.

Clause 139 (4) is the provision as to the second type of borrowing. It provides that:
The amount borrowed for the purposes of a municipal enterprise must not at any time exceed the total value
of assets of the municipal enterprise and the estimated gross income from the municipal enterprise for a period
oflO years.

I hope the Minister for Local Government can supply some evidence during debate in the
Committee stage that it is a fair borrowing power. The government has no fears about
councils getting into debt and into trouble. The National Party would be pleased if the
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Minister could explain whether that is an economically calculated figure, referring to the
total estimated cost of operations plus the estimate often years' gross income.
Clause 139 (5) states that:
The amount borrowed on the security of any special rates and special charges must not at any time exceed the
estimated income from the special rates and special charges.

That is the same as the overdraft allowances prescribed in the Bill, but I wonder whether
the borrowing ability is needed to the extent prescribed. In practice, the borrowing powers
will not ·be as extensive as those prescribed in the proposed legislation. There is a $2
million global limit for councils, but it must be remembered that the practical intention of
the Bill is that, where a council has a municipal enterprise and holds less than 50 per cent
of the equity, the borrowings on those global limits will not count. The Minister for Local
Government should expand on that situation during later debate.
The rates and charges aspect in the Bill effects a change, but the National Party is
uncertain how that will occur. Several changes are introduced in these provisions: firstly,
the owner ofland is at first liable to pay rates and charges, and the prime rate liability is to
be on the owner rather than the occupier. Explanations will be requested about those
provisions; the opportunity should be made available in the Committee stage for the
Minister to justify the changes. That is inconsistent with clauses 154, 161 and 162 which
rely on property use as the basis for rate exemptions and differential rating.
What constitutes a rate assessment? At present that exists for every occupancy. Regional
shopping centres have one for each tenancy and flats have one for each flat dweller.
That practice exists with multi-commercial establishments and where rates are commonly
paid by tenants; consequently, few disputes arise as to apportionment of the rates. The
proposed single assessment per owner could cause inequitable apportionments by owners,
resulting in many disputes. The Opposition will be requesting discussions on these issues
during the Committee stage. These are understandable changes, but it is important that
the ramifications not be detrimental and that the Bill operates effectively.
Provisions are included in relation to the municipal charge; which may be levied across
the board, up to 20 per cent of rates collected, and is to be charged equally, one would
imagine, across the board. The National Party is unsure of the impact it will have, but it
will be applied on the lower valued areas in addition to the rate. The mathematics have
been calculated but more detailed explanations will be required as to how that municipal
charge should operate. Debate on the Bill will provide the opportunity to closely examine
whether the municipal charge will apply to non-rateable property and to government
properties, including land occupied by the Ministry of Education. The National Party
gives notice to the Minister for Local Government that these are questions about which
discussion will be sought during the Committee stage of the Bill.
Clause 182 refers to submissions and appeals, and allows ratepayers to make submissions.
The Bill does not give very much to the ratepayers; it has been drafted more for councils
and the State than for the ratepayers. Parliament has the role of attempting to ensure that
the interests of ratepayers will be safeguarded. I hope some government backbenchers will
speak to the Bill; the National Party looks forward to that because it would be the first
occasion when that has happened for quite some time.
The National Party will be requesting during debate the addition of at least one extra
level to the submissions provision and examining an appeal mechanism for the ratepayers
who may be affected as a result of submissions to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal.
Clause 223 gives the right to make a submission to a council. There is a problem as to
the power given to the person making a submission to a council; any person can make a
submission on the various areas listed. I shall now examine those areas. If the subject
involved does not accord with the categories in the Bill, no-one has the right to make a
submission.
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Clause 223 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) deals with the right to make a
submission. Through the clause, the government is introducing into local government a
type of administrative law, but many ratepayers will believe it is better than nothing at all.
Perhaps it can be made into something that will work quite well.
A ratepayer can make a submission in a limited number of areas, and he or she must
rely on that for a check on the administration of a council. The administrative law involves
the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, the Ombudsman, the lay observer, the Police
Complaints Authority, the Health Services Commissioner, the Commissioner for the
Environment, and the freedom of information legislation.
Clause 90 deals with the procedure for making a local law, and clause 147 refers to
public notice of the preparation of a loan projects budget and a supplementary loans
project program. Clause 157 deals with the use of the improved valuation system-the
capital improved value system. Clause 182 refers to the differential basis of rating and
several matters relating to special rates and charges.
Clause 189 refers to the restriction on power to sell land and clause 192 refers to the use
of land for another purpose. Clause 196 deals with regional corporations and clause 199
refers to the concentration or diversion of drainage. The Bill also contains two clauses
relating to roads.
A clause in the Local Government (Consequential Provisions) Bill enables people to
make submissions under the provisions of the Electric Light and Power Act 1958.
Ratepayers have a right to make submissions regarding those matters. I suggest to the
Minister that a number of comments need to be made about this issue. One relates to the
actual procedure of making a submission under clause 223 of the Local Government Bill
(No. 2), as that provision could be open to abuse by councils because their powers of
delegation are enormous. There is nothing to stop councils delegating that operation to an
obscure council officer who does not necessarily need to be a councillor. That provision
should be tightened.
The fact that a submission need not be heard in open council must be qualified, and the
fact that any person can make a submission under the clauses I have mentioned needs to
be considered. Allowing a ratepayer or an affected person to make a submission would be
more sensible.
I shall briefly mention regional corporations, which will be discussed in detail during
the Committee stage of the Local Government Bill (No. 2). The provisions concerning
regional corporations covered by clause 196 need further explanation, especially the
provisions regarding powers given to such corporations. Nothing much has been said
about that, but it worries me a great deal, especially the provisions covering borrowing
powers and the rights to make local laws and regulations.
Clause 243 contains a number of provisions about which I am unhappy, and I hope
some changes are made. Clause 243 (3) (I) states that regulations made under the Local
Government Act may be made so as to apply, adopt, or incorporate, with or without
modification, the provisions of any Act or of any regulations made under any Act as in
force at a particular time. That regulation-making power goes beyond what Parliament
would agree to.
Clause 243 (7) states that:
A fee that may be imposed by regulation is not limited to an amount that is related to the cost of providing a
service.

That is a worrying provision because the fee could become a tax. That area should be
tightened when the Bill is debated during the Committee stage.
I am horrified at paragraph 7 of Schedule 1 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) which,
under the heading of "Functions of councils" states that the functions of councils include
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any other functions relating to the peace, order, and good government of the municipal
district.

Mr Simpson-Which function do you oppose?
Mr STEGGALL-I do not like the heading, the rest of it is all right. The National Party
will not vote against the proposed legislation at the second-reading stage. It is not that it
would not like to vote against the proposed legislation because it contains provisions that
the party will not accept if they still appear as they are when the Bills are debated in the
other House. The National Party looks forward to a genuine debate during the Committee
stage to clarify the meaning of some of the clauses and to try to ensure that the intention
of the government is known. Most honourable members will agree that many of the
clauses in the Bills are not clear and require some clarification.
I am sure the debate during the Committee stage will be beneficial if the government is
prepared to listen. I look forward to the contributions by backbench members of the
government. I hope they will address some of the questions I have raised, as well as those
raised by the honourable member for Narracan, because they need to be answered if the
government wants the Bills to be passed in a respectable form.
On the motion ofMr POPE (Monbulk), the debates were adjourned.
It was ordered that the debates be adjourned until later this day.
The sitting was suspended at 6.29 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

CORRECTIONS (REMISSION) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) (By leave)-I have an urgent
piece of proposed legislation that I desire to process through the House under Standing
Order No. 164. The nature of the urgency is that the regulations which came into force a
couple of weeks ago contained an inadvertent error by leaving out of one of the regulations
the letter "A", which causes some difficulties for the operations of the Corrections
Regulations 1988. The passage of the Bill, of which I gave notice earlier today, is necessary
to correct this error.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition) (By leave)-I seek some clarification, Mr
Speaker. I ask whether the Minister intends to read the second-reading speech or whether
he will just circulate it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall deal with the matter according to the normal procedure.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to make provision with respect to the effect of the Corrections Regulations 1988
concerning remission on sentences of imprisonment and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

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

The purpose of the Bill is to remedy a drafting error in the remissions calculation provisions
of the Corrections Regulations 1988.
The Corrections Act 1986 was recently proclaimed, on 1 March 1988. The Act
consolidated the law relating to adult correctional administration in this State. The Act
provides a comprehensive legislative framework to ensure the effective management and
security of prisons and the welfare of prisoners.
Section 60 of the Act provides that every prisoner is entitled to remission on sentences
of imprisonment. Section 112 (1) (r) provides regulating powers concerning the
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administration of remissions. Regulation 97 (4) of the Corrections Regulations 1988
contains a formula for calculating remission for prisoners undergoing sentences of
imprisonment at the time the new regulations came into force.
There is an error contained in the formula. The reference in B of Regulation 97D should
be a reference to Regulation 97DA. The effect of the error is that those persons to whom
the regulation applies will receive a significantly greater remission than they would otherwise
have done.
On 8 March 1988, today, the Governor in Council approved the making of a new
regulation to amend the reference to regulation 97D to read 97DA. This regulation,
however, cannot be made retrospective.
Regulation 97 (4) is expressed to "entitle" persons to whom it applies a "remission",
the period of which is ascertained by the application of the formula specified. Regulation
97 (4) (b) provides that the entitlement must be credited at the date of the commencement
of regulation 97 (4) which came into operation on 1 March 1988.
Regulation 97 is expressed to apply only to persons in respect of whom sentences of
imprisonment had been imposed before the commencement of the regulation. It has no
application to a person who has been sentenced since its coming into operation. In effect,
regulation 97 (4) confers rights of remission of sentence on prisoners. Those rights were to
be "credited" at the commencement of Regulation 97, that is, the first moment of 1 March
1988. In other words, regulation 97 (4) conferred rights at the time it commenced to
operate and will confer no further rights thereafter.
This Bill will remedy the error in terms of giving rights to prisoners which were not
intended. The alteration of the formula will return the level of remissions to that originally
intended when the Corrections Regulations 1988 were being drafted and will be consistent
with the regulatory impact statement.
I should like to place on record my appreciation for the cooperation of both opposition
parties, the Liberal Party and the National Party, in enabling these matters to be processed
through the House. I place on record my gratltude to them for their commonsense and
their assistance.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The Liberal Party was approached by the
Minister in relation to this Bill prior to the suspension of the sittlng for dinner. I indicate
that the Opposition is prepared to enable its speedy passage through the House.
However, this situation merely directs to the attention not only of Parliament but also
the public of Victoria the arrogance of the government party, which wishes to do things
increasingly by regulation and which is becoming so sloppy in its drafting that honourable
members now have to be asked by the Minister to pass the measure as a matter of urgency
to correct something that the government had plenty of time to make sure it got it right
when changing the regulations.
The Opposition is happy to support the Bill and give it a speedy passage through
Parliament, but I point out that the government and the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services have allowed a potential situation to develop in which prisoners who have
remissions built up over a period could have their remissions inlmediately doubled if the
Bill were not passed tonight in line with the Governor in Council's approval today. In
other words, many prisoners in the gaol system at the moment could potentially be
released immediately if the Bill were not passed, simply because the government has not
done its homework correctly.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr KENNETT-The Leader of the National Party may think I should ease up, but
Parliament has been in recess since November last year and more and more of the
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functions of Parliament are being carried out by regulation rather than legislation; and the
very fact that the Minister or his staff make mistakes is unacceptable, given the time the
government has had to ensure that the regulation is correct.
The Opposition supports the passing of this Bill tonight because it does not want in any
way to contribute to those who are within our penal systems for crime against society
benefiting from the government's sloppiness. The Minister explained the situation to
honourable members this evening. The Opposition appreciates what he said and will join
the National Party in supporting the passage of the Bill tonight, but the need to do so
highlights the stupidity of transferring more and more responsibilities and powers of this
House away from the legislative procedure when, in most circumstances, Parliament will
have due time to consider Bills and their implications to regulations where the government,
in its arrogance, believes that everything it has done is right.
The second-reading speech of the Minister states:
The Act provides a comprehensive legislative framework to ensure the effective management and security of
prisons and the welfare of prisoners.

What the House is doin~ tonight makes an absolute mockery of that statement because
the way in which the judIcial system operates in this State is at risk without the passage of
the proposed legislation. Ifhonourable members do not pass the Bill, those who interpret
the laws and impose sentences on those who have been found guilty of committing crimes
against society will bear the brunt of the government's sloppiness.
It does not matter how one tries to skim over the matter because it is clear that the
Minister, his advisers and those responsible for the regulations have made a grave error. I
am not saying that anyone is infallible, but it is time for that mistake to be recognised. The
government has done so in introducing the Bill but I say to the Minister, the Deputy
Premier and the government generally that, as it approaches its last twelve months of its
period in government, for goodness' sake, it should not continue to believe regulations are
in the best interests of the community. Regulations take away a great deal of the purpose
of Parliament and avoid the scrutiny that Parliament would give to legislation.

The Bill is an admission of failure, and I hope the government will take whatever action
is necessary to ensure that, in future, you, Mr Speaker, or your successors, will not be
embarrassed by sloppiness of drafting because, if it is not detected, it will make an absolute
mockery of the whole issue oflaw and order.
It certainly makes a mockery of the judicial system. The people of Victoria deserve
better than to be put in a situation where the three parties must agree between themselves,
as they have done tonight, to save the Minister's skin, and to save the public from the
early release of criminals.
On the information the Minister gave me, I cannot fully appreciate what was in his
second-reading speech. I accept the gist of what the Minister told me; and I do not argue
with it. As I have not seen the second-reading speech, I do not have the facility to check
the details. I hope the Minister has got it right this time.

The Liberal Party must accept as being factual what the Minister said in his secondreading speech; we must hope it does not contain another error. If there is another error; I
cannot guarantee the Minister that we will cooperate as readily as we have tonight. The
Minister has failed to ensure that the regulations which his department saw fit to put into
place have been effective. Because they are ineffective, they present a grave risk to the
Victorian community.
The Liberal Party supports the Bill because of the approach made by the Minister. I
warn the Minister that, if he has made another error, the Liberal Party will not again
cooperate in such a manner.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party supports
the Bill. There are a number of matters I wish to make plain. What was done by regulation
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was done in the normal way. The government was not exceeding its power when it made
the regulations. The question of regulations is another question altogether.
The Minister approached my colleagues and me this afternoon. He was humble; he
admitted he had made a mistake. I give credit where it is due. The mistake was not his,
personally. I have practised as a solicitor for many years and I have made my share of
mistakes in this place. The point is that there but for the grace of God go I. If someone
makes a mistake and comes to me in a humble way and admits what he has done, I will
accept that, and put the matter right as quickly as I can.
I commend the Minister for the way in which he approached the National Party and
explained the matter to us. Ifhonourable members are to represent the people of Victoria
in the best way possible, the sooner this matter is corrected, the better. It was a very small
printing error; but it was a very major mistake because of its implication on lengths of
sentences.
I am old enough to realise that we all make mistakes. There are many new honourable
members who are very self-righteous; they think that mistakes are made only by other
people. I remind them that everyone's turn does come. A mistake has been made. I can
imagine how the Minister's staff feel about it. They must be devastated by this; and my
heart goes out to them.
Honourable members must do their best to ensure that such things do not happen. The
National Party is delighted to assist the Minister in passing the Bill as quickly as possible.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Yet again honourable members are asked to support
such proposed legislation by the very Minister who requested our help, and received it,
late last year concerning the Builders Labourers Federation. He comes back cap in hand
tonight. Such mistakes show the continuing incompetence of the government; it is as
simple as that.
Reference has been made in Parliament to the allegation that, when the Liberal Party
was in government, it could not run a pie stall. The pathetic performance this crew is
putting up has become a hallmark of mismanagement!
Last year the Minister came cap in hand to the Liberal Party to ask for its assistance to
urgently pass through the House legislation affecting the Builders Labourers Federation.
It turned out that not all the Liberal Party was told was true. The Liberal Party supported
that measure, drafted on the run, because the government insisted that there was no
option but to do so-the measure had to be passed on that day because of the action the
government was proposing to take, which was the raid on the BLF offices.
The Opposition took the view that it was left with no alternative and should support
the Bill. It shows that the government is making legislation on the run. The Bill is a result
of the government not allowing Parliamentary Counsel adequate time to handle important
matters of state. While there may be 52 weeks in the year, Parliament has never sat on
fewer days than it sits now.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am prepared to indulge the honourable member on various
issues and to allow him to canvass generally matters that he may believe are relevant to
the House, but the Bill on which the Leader of the Liberal Party has led the debate, to
which the Leader of the National Party has also contributed, does not allow the honourable
member to enter into the arena into which he has now entered, and I ask him to come
back to the subject matter of the Bill.
Mr BROWN-The point which I was making and on which I conclude is that the
Opposition is prepared to cooperate where the matter is urgent and important and,
effectively, where it has no choice; but the Bill will not want to be similar to a previous
Bill to which the Opposition also gave support where some of the matters put before the
House were incorrect.
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This Bill, of course, is of major significance because, as the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services said, the effect of the error was that those persons to whom the
regulations apply would have received a significantly greater remission of their present
sentences than would otherwise have occurred. It was a major mistake. If Parliamentary
Counsel had more time to consider these matters, no doubt the' mistake would not have
been made.
The buck stops with the Minister. He is responsible for his administration and the
government should ensure that proposed legislation that covers matters as important as
this is adequately considered, not just in Parliament, but when it is being drafted.
It is time for the making oflegislation on the run to stop, and for adequate lead time to
be given so that all the issues encompassed in framing legislation can be adequately and
fully addressed. It is an embarrassment for those involved. Tlte bottom line is: what needs
to be done to rectify this situation?
The Opposition is prepared to accommodate the government on this occasion, but it
will not necessarily be prepared to do so in circumstances similar to those relating to a
previous Bill.

Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I thank honourable members
for supporting the Bill. My view is that mistakes can be made, despite the very best of
intentions. I never criticise my staff for making a mistake, unless they make the same
mistake twice. I accept the criticism. It is my responsibility to accept criticism for mistakes
that are made in my jurisdiction, and I shall take those comments on board. I am sure
that the experience the officers concerned have had in recent days will live with them for
a long time.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL (NO. 2), LOCAL GOVERNMENT
(CONSEQUENTIAL PROVISIONS) BILL, AND CONSTITUTION
(LOCAL GOVERNMENT) BILL
The debates (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motions ofMr Simmonds (Minister
for Local Government) for the second readings of these Bills were resumed.
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Parliament has heard much about the history of the proposed
legislation. I propose to go back over the consultation that occurred before the final
drafting of the Local Government Bill (No. 2).
The honourable member for Swan Hill stated that the Bill was in circulation for
approximately twelve months. Let us refresh our memories. The time involved was much
longer than twelve months. Initially the Minister set up a working party in 1986 to
examine a rewrite of the Local Government Act. The working party comprised practitioners
from town clerks to representatives of the Institute of Municipal Management and the
Municipal Association of Victoria, and Mr Michael Blythe represented the Metropolitan
Municipal Association. The working party also comprised representatives from the
Victorian Institute of Rate Administrators, the Local Government Engineers Association
of Victoria, unions, and the Institute of Valuers Inc. (Aust.).
Following the establishment of the working party, a paper was published in July 1986
establishing the principles of the new Local Government Bill. The working party continued
to work on the principles, and consultation took place, including a number of seminars
held in September 1986. Draft proposals for a revised Local Government Bill were publicly
released in December 1986.
In all, 35 seminars were held between September 1986 and August 1987. In April 1987
the Local Government Bill was introduced into the House. It is not a matter of there being
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a lack of consultation. Work has been taking place on the Bill for two years, not only by
officers from the Local Government Department, but also by practitioners in local
~overnment and representatives from major umbrella groups in local government,
Includin$ the Municipal Association of Victoria and the Metropolitan Municipal
AssociatIon.
I heard an interjection from the honourable member for Malvern to the effect that there
was Labor Party representation on the working party. It is probably useful to place that
interjection on the record. The Municipal Association of Victoria was represented by Mr
Bruce Whelan and Helen Proctor; Ian Port and Terry Vickerman represented the Institute
of Municipal Management; Stephen Collins represented the Victorian Institute of Rate
Administrators; Max Pawsey represented the Local Government Engineers Association of
Victoria; and Michael Blythe represented the Metropolitan Municipal Association. They
would not be pleased to hear the interjection of the honourable member for Malvern that
they were Labor Party people involved with the working party. I shall pass the interjection
on to them.
During the second-reading debate, the honourable member for Narracan provided a
general overview of the Opposition's position on the Bill. He dealt with one specific area
to which I shall refer shortly. However, the lead speaker for the National Party, the
honourable member for Swan Hill, made numerous comments and went through the
clauses of the Bill. The second-reading debate is probably not the place in which to cover
those issues. I look forward to debating those matters in Committee with the honourable
member for Swan Hill. His comments provided an understanding of where clarification
and guidance are needed when that stage of the debate is reached. I am sure honourable
members will engage in that debate at the appropriate time.
I commence my remarks by referring to differential rating. The honourable member for
Narracan spoke of the OpposItion's opposition to the clause. I dearly hope that opposition
will not continue when the matter has been further debated in the Committee stage and
the Bill passes to the other House. There is a record of some support from the Liberal
Party for differential rating.
It is with some affection that I speak on the issue of differential rating, as my maiden
speech in May 1982 was devoted to this issue. At that time I quoted the positions taken
by various MInisters for Local Government on this matter.
The honourable member for Narracan stated his opposition to differential rating on the
basis of political interference and equity. He said this power should not be given to local
government; this was in contradiction to everything else he had said in the debate. The
honourable member for Narracan advocated greater autonomy and flexibility for local
government but said that the power for differential rating should not be given to local
government because he believed local government could not be trusted with that power.
I reiterate that this totally contradicts the position of the then Minister for Local
Government, Mr Hunt, as stated at a seminar on differential rating held in 1977, when he
said:
Nevertheless, a very powerful case has been made for some ability to differentiate; but perhaps a greater look
in depth into differential rating than we have been inclined to undertake in Australia so far would have been a
prerequisite. We have been told that differential rating would provide more flexibility, and undoubtedly it would;
that it will give councils room for increased system in their forward budgeting, and an amount of devolution of
responsibility; that there will be a welcome increase in autonomy for local government; that it will mean more
equity; that it can be used to relieve anomalies; that it can enable local people to provide local solutions with
local responsibility and with accountability at the ballot box or to the Ombudsman; that it would be an exhibition
of trust by one arm of government toward another. I want to say I agree with the thrust of all those suggestions,
every one of them, perhaps with some restrictions on the question of equity. But may I suggest that some of those
propositions need further examination?

At that time I.became involved in the whole issue of differential rating and was quite vocal
on the issue, not only within my own political party but also within the Shire of Lillydale,
of which I became a councillor.
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In January 1980, the Shire of Lillydale had a deputation to the then Minister for Local
Government, Mr Crozier, who was a member of another place at that time. He gave the
councillors from the Shire of Lillydale-of whom I was one-a very good hearing on
differential rating, which it is part and parcel of this Bill and part and parcel of what the
honourable member for Narracan said the Liberal Party will be opposing. Unfortunately,
it was ten months before we received a reply from Mr Crozier. He said that he was awaiting
the recommendation of the Bains report, which, of course, recommended greater flexibility.
On 2 April 1981, the Shire of Lillydale, still unhappy with that situation, pursued the
matter of differential rating, as contained within the Bill. Many municipalities would
dearly like to have the ability to put it into practice. On 2 April 1981, the council was
given an assurance that the then Minister for Local Government, Mr Crozier, would
introduce legislation in the spring sessional period. The only problem was that he did not
say in which year, and the proposed legislation did not appear.
In April 1982, there was a change of government. The matter has been the subject of a
number of deliberations by the Municipal Association of Victoria and the government has
given some assistance to the association on the issue of differential rating.
That was being pushed not only by many municipalities throughout Victoria but also
by the Municipal Association of Victoria. A clause within the Local Government Bill (No.
2) empowers municipalities to use differential rating on the basis of adopting the capital
improved value system of rating. The clause does not mandatorily place upon them the
system of differential rating; in fact, it gives municipalities some flexibility. It is that
flexibility and autonomy for which a number of municipalities, including the Shire of
Lillydale, of which I am a former councillor, have striven for many years.
In the past, at least the previous Ministers were making the right noises, which are
different from those we are hearing from the honourable member for Narracan, who is the
shadow Minister for Local Government.
I hope members of the Opposition will reconsider that matter because the government
is talking about exactly the same thing as they and the honourable member for Swan Hill
are-greater autonomy and flexibility in the revenue-raising aspects of local government.
As the honourable member for Swan Hill expressed well, how can we not give local
government some autonomy and flexibility within the rate revenue-raising area unless we
are fair dinkum? I am sure that matter will be discussed during the Committee stage.
I am aware that other backbench members of the government want to address different
aspects of the Bill during the second-reading stage of the debate, so I shall touch upon the
financial aspects. Minimum rates were originally introduced by the Honourable A. J. Hunt
when he was Minister for Local Government, and most municipalities were pleased when
that happened. However, since minimum rates were adopted, a number of municipalities
have had a change of attitude in looking at their revenue base. Some municipalities within
Victoria are raising 35 per cent of their total rate revenue purely by imposing minimum
rates. That has no relationship to property values as such.
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) abolishes minimum rates for local government i.n
Victoria. It will no longer allow for rates to be based on property values. Those people
currently affected by the continuation of minimum rates are the owners of properties with
low values; they are paying more than they should be. It is not a matter of people in a
privileged position paying more; it is usually those not in a privileged position who are
paying more.
In many instances-I am sure the honourable member for Doncaster with his views on
rating will give the House some anecdotal material-pensioners are the ones who are
affected by this provision.

Mr Williams-Your own supporters; you have ratted on them!
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Doncaster
is out of order.

Mr POPE-This is not a situation that the government wants to continue, which is
why it is abolishing minimum rates. I am sure the honourable member for Doncaster will
give the House his Henry George League dissertation about rating difficulties, as he always
does when this matter is before the House, but the reality is that the Bill proposes the
adoption of a capital improved value basis of valuation as an alternative to site valuation,
and councils will be autonomous and have the ability to consider whether they wish to
adopt the capital improved value system. If they so wish, councils can retain their present
site valuation base.
The government is putting in place of minimum rates a municipal charge, which it is
hoped will smooth out the effects of the abolition of the minimum rate. The minimum
charge is based on a cost for administering the municipality which should be spread among
ratepayers regardless of their property values. This does not yield a benefit in relation to
the value of the property.
Clause 159 provides that the total revenue from charges does not exceed 20 per cent of
the totality of the rate revenue plus the municipal charge revenue, which equates to 25 per
cent of the rate revenue. It is a matter of how much a municipality wants to drop its rates
but, at least, it gets back to the ability to pay, which does not occur with a minimum rate,
which some municipalities use to raise 35 per cent of rate revenue. During the Committee
stage the matter will be debated and I hope it will be supported by the Opposition because
it does not assist those who are on low incomes to have a minimum rate which currently
is being abused.
Clause 163 provides for special rates, to which the honourable member for Swan Hill
referred. These charges have a special benefit and can be used only for a special purposefor example, for tourist promotion. They will replace the private street construction
provision as we know it.
Other speakers have referred to the charge levied on persons who are occupiers of
property and who are primarily liable for the payment of rates. Clause 156 provides that
now the owners will be liable. In practice this occurs with most residential tenancy
agreements. I have had discussions with the Victorian Institute of Rate Administrators
and, although I do not know for certain, I suggest that the amendment to the Act has
resulted from the institute's participation on the working party which I mentioned earlier.
The honourable members for Narracan and Swan Hill spoke about the annual report.
They said that, once again, autonomy was being taken away from local government
because each year the annual report has to be furnished to the Minister for Local
Government. What they did not say was that subclause (6) specifically states, in terms of
accountability, that it is the right of each and every ratepayer within the municipality to
look at that annual report. It has to be publicly displayed within the municipality; that is
the heart of the annual report and it is part of the accountability to the electors within the
municipality rather than being part and parcel of the bureaucratic paper work and merely
the furnishing of the report to the State government. It is important that municipalities
remain accountable to the people who elect them; that is the essence of the annual report
provision and that accountability is provided for in clause 126.
Other aspects of the financial provisions cover the right of inspection of council
documents and the right of submission on important council decisions. Most of those
matters obviously will be debated in the Committee stage of the Bill, and I look forward
to that debate.
The honourable member for Swan Hill mentioned on a number of occasions a working
party that I chaired concerning financial relationships and he is correct in saying that, at
the moment, that report is not public. However, the reality is that the report is a consensus
report of the Municipal Association of Victoria, the Metropolitan Municipal Association
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Inc., the Institute of Municipal Management, the Victorian Institute of Rate Administrators,
the Local Government Engineers Association of Victoria, the Institute of Valuers Inc.,
and many other associations which have practitioners in local government.
Without pre-empting the results of that report, most of those instances dealing with
financial matters are outside the Local Government Bill (No. 2), and where it pertains to
matters contained in the Bill it does not affect what is being put forward.
The main point being made by the honourable member for Swan Hill in that context
concerns the issue of the present grants going to local government. Indeed, the honourable
member for Narracan spoke at some length on the present climate of State and local
government relationships.
The issue of the principles being adopted for the purposes of distributing Federal income
tax through the Commonwealth Grants Commission is one of the Federal government's
responsibilities. All State governments have to furnish principles that must be agreed to
by the Commonwealth government and, of course, Victoria has done that and has fallen
into line with that Federal legislation. It is not a matter that can be provided for in the Bill
because it is not a matter for the State government to determine. As the Minister for Local
Government pointed out, it is not part of the Bill because it is Federal legislation.
The Bill encompasses matters pertaining to the provision concerning the conduct of
municipal enterprises and looks at obtaining permission for those; and what has arisen
from the legislation passed in 1986 has certainly gone a long way towards giving greater
flexibility for joint ventures. The government is now looking towards assisting
municipalities by ensuring that those municipal enterprises will be a success, and that is
what Part 7 of the Bill is all about.
All honourable members appreciate the problems that existed in the City of Sale and
no-one in local or State government would like to see a recurrence of that situation. In
terms of other issues pertaining to the financial provisions, especially those of the municipal
accounting regulation, it has been stated that they will be examined at a later stage, when
various regulations will be also examined.
The other matters raised by the honourable members for Narracan and Swan Hill will
be covered by future speakers from the government side of the House. However, I shall
touch upon a couple of those matters.
Although the election procedure was not raised in any depth, the issues of naturalised
citizens, triennial elections, and proportional representation were dealt with in passing.
Debate on these matters has occurred in this House since I have been a member and I
anticipate that future debate will also occur on these issues.
I make one comment about the naturalisation of persons wishing to enter local
government. It is the electors of a municipality who determine-and it should always be
the electors of a municipality who determine-who the councillors will be. If the electors
do not want a person because of race, colour, or naturalisation, that is their decision. I
have no doubt that these provisions will be considered clause by clause and will probably
be defeated in the other place.
With regard to proportional representation, I have received a letter from a shire in rural
Victoria stating that a lower quotient is needed under proportional representation than
under the present system. I trust I do not have to explain the two systems to honourable
members opposite, but they should understand that that is absolute rubbish. Examples of
minimum percentage, such as 2 or 3 per cent, can be carried through on the present system
where a spill occurs or where councillors are elected with few primary votes. That situation
cannot occur with proportional representation, as anyone with any knowledge of local
government and election procedures well knows.
The letter I received from that rural shire was signed by a person with whom I had
studied when I completed a diploma of local government and a municipal clerk's course
Session 1988-13
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in the early 1970s. I pointed out to him just how wrong he was. I find it incredible that
such a misguided opinion is being trotted around the traps.
Honourable members have already seen the pos1uring opposite when the matter of
triennial elections was raised previously in this House. It was said that it would introduce
politics into local government. The Voumard report in 1972 and the Bains report in
1979-and, indeed, any local government report worth its salt will refer to the need for
stability in forward planning by municipalities on financial matters. Not only is there a
need for financial stability but also electors are heartily tired of elections comIng up year
after year at whatever level of government.
The wish of the community is that local government should fall in line with other levels
of government and have election terms of more than one year. When the triennial election
issue is once again raised and debated in this House, I hope some logic instead of political
posturing is shown.
Many other issues need to be debated, as stated by the honourable member for Swan
Hill. I shall be pleased to join in that debate during the Committee stage. These Bills have
been worked out by practitioners in local government in conjunction with Local
Government Department officers. I commend the Bills to the House.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I have listened in amazement to the honourable member
for Monbulk. I cannot imagine what the old-time. members of the Australian Labor Party
would have thought it they had heard such a speech 50 years ago when site value rating
was sacred to the Labor Party.
The honourable member for Williamstown knows what the great Labor man, Clyde
Cameron, said about value rating. One of my recent possessions is a letter from Clyde
saying, "Maurie, you ought to be in the Labor Party". The honourable member for
Monbulk said that the Labor Party believed in a poll tax.
Mr Pope-I did not.
Mr WILLIAMS-The honourable member spoke about a service charge.
Mr Pope-Who said a poll tax?
Mr WILLIAMS-A flat service charge is a poll tax. The honourable member for
Monbulk said that he had put his differential ratin~ ideas on the Shire of LiUydale to the
then Minister for Local Government, now the MinIster for Water Resources.
Mr Pope-I did not say that.
Mr WILLIAMS-The honourable member should concentrate. He should realise that
the advisers to the then Minister for Local Government would not have a bar of differential
rating. So much for that!
I remind the House of a widely disseminated statement by the honourable member for
Monbulk about why the Labor Party wanted capital improved value rating. It was to
implement Labor's social justice strategy. In other words, to soak the so-called rich who
live in suburbs such as the one in which I live to spread the largesse to the poor.
In my humble opinion, it is the responsibility of the Federal government to finance
social welfare services through a progressive income tax. Today we have leaders of the
modern Labor Party who have ratted on the workers and are intent on reducing taxes on
those who can afford to pay to finance social welfare services. I want to hear no more of a
poll tax, a so-called sock-the-rich tax, that will enable municipal councils to engage in
social welfare activities that are none of their business!
My strongest criticism of the Bills stems from attempts to cause councils to abandon
the optional rating process that has been contained in Part XI of the Local Government
Act for more than half a century. That process of optional rating has existed since 1920. I
am vehemently opposed to clause 157 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2), which is
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heavily biased in favor of capital improved rating and will eliminate forever the right of
ratepayers to experiment with alternative rating systems, especially site value and what is
called a shandy rating system because, if the Bills are passed and councils introduce capital
improved rating, they can never go back to site value ratings.
No arguments have been advanced by the Minister on the virtues of capital improved
rating. The Bills withdraw from ratepayers the overriding power by which 10 per cent of
ratepayers can demand a poll to initiate a change from capital improved or net annual
value rating to site value or vice versa. At these polls, ratepayers are advised individually
of the valuation figures and the rates they will pay on those systems to collect the same
revenue. That enables ratepayers to cast an informal vote.
Nothing in the Bills matches Part XI of the Local Government Act either as a
demonstration of democracy or as a means of making councils more accountable to the
people. It is an historic fact that, since 1920, 40 of Victoria's 60 cities have changed over
to rating on site value.
More than half of all Victorians pay rates under site value rating. I do not know how
many in the Labor Party caucus know that the Local Government Bill (No. 2) is against
the interests of the majority of Victorians. They will have something to say at the next
elections, especially in the eastern suburbs where I shall make it my personal business-if
not through the Liberal Party then through other associations with which I am connectedto encourage people to vote for the Labor Party last because it intends abolishing site
value rating if it ever has power in the Upper House.
In recent times ratepayers have attempted to change rating systems but site value rating
has been retained by a 70 to 80 per cent majority. Every time a rating poll has been held,
no matter whether it is in Oakleigh or Malvern, 70 or 80 per cent vote for site value rating.
This shows that people who have experienced that rating system do not want any other.
Why has the Labor Party become so dogmatic and undemocratic? Is it the hang-up
about the concept of taxing the improved value of properties so it can redistribute the
wealth? People are prepared to accept-little as people like paying rates-that site value
rating is the fairest system. In other words, the rates are assessed on the value of the land
which affects the value of the services in it. That is the fairest system for people who have
a 60-foot frontage-in the old fashioned language that I still speak-and the property is
on the same road with the same pipelines and virtually the same municipal services. It is
not fair to rate on improvements to properties because they vary from house to house.
I have news for the Minister for Local Government, if he is ever able to persuade
Parliament that capital improved rating should be adopted, one of the organisations of
which I am a member will ensure that all his valuations are challenged in court because
the true valuation must be estimated by a valuer inspecting each house inside and out to
estimate the true value of capital improvements. It will not be possible to rely on the
antiquated notes that may be found in the municipal chambers or in some other Indexing
system.
The site value rating system makes it easier to estimate the value ofa property site from
recent auction sales or, if necessary, to deduct from the market value the comparative
valuation that has been put on the property. I have news for the Minister if he believes he
will get away with establishing the capital improved value rating system!
The Minister may not be aware that in 1908 New South Wales adopted the site value
rating system and that system has now been adopted throughout that State. Since that
time no New South Wales government has tried to alter the rating system. In 1967, a New
South Wales Royal Commission into local government finance found that site value rating
ofland is the most appropriate method of financing the services that councils are authorised
to provide under the Local Government Act.
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) completely ignores the New South Wales experience.
It removes a ratepayer's right to choose-a right which has existed since 1920 and which
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has been exercised on no fewer than 71 occasions. It is reprehensible that the Minister for
Local Government and the government should wish to introduce a measure that forces
ratepayers to pay the penalty of higher rates if they improve their houses, shops, factories,
or other business premises. If passed, this measure would penalise ratepayers who take
pride in and care for their properties.
Fortunately, honourable members in another place are bound by caucus decisions. I
was very proud of my party the other day in our party rooms when we decided in favour
of the angels-despite what some people might think. Liberal Party members in another
place are bound by that decision. If the measure were passed in its present form, a number
of municipalities that now happily rate on the site value system would never be able to
change from capital improved rating-not even with a change of councillors-because
once a municipality has chosen capital improved rating it cannot revert back to any other
system. That is what the Bill states.
I cannot understand how the Australian Labor Party, which was elected to power by
people in the outer suburbs of Melbourne, nice young people who are mortgaged to the
hilt, can impose a rating system that will increase rates. I do not know what has happened
to the shrewd operators of the Labor Party if they believe the proposed legislation will win
votes in this State in the provinces ofTemplestowe, Waverley, Nunawading, and Boronia.
If my arithmetic is correct, those areas represent sixteen Lower House seats a majority of
which the Labor Party hold. If the Labor Party continues to attack these people who are
heavily mortgaged, it will not be long before the Labor Party is back in opposition.
I thought the Labor Party believed in fostering employment. Its proposition to tax
buildings and people who work hard and save to make improvements to their properties
does the opposite of promoting employment. The building industry is a catalyst and a
multiplier of economic growth because every time a new house is built, a demand for
home furnishings and things to equip and service that house is created. This further
generates a demand for tradesmen and work in other industries.
Ratepayers should be encouraged to improve their properties without the fear of higher
rates being imposed on their improvements, which must happen under the capital improved
rating system. The claim is often made that capital improved rating is the best basis for
rating properties because it takes into account one's ability to pay. That is the proposition
promoted tonight by the honourable member for Monbulk.
It is also alleged that this system takes account of the use to which a property has been
or can be put. It is claimed that the unimproved capital value system or the site value
system treats all land as basically the same value per square metre, whether it is used for a
small weatherboard house or for a skyscraper. The site value of the land on which the
skyscraper exists can be one hundred times the site value of a little weatherboard cottage.
I repeat: the fairest method for rating the value given to sites is by public and not private
improvements. The more the community grows, the more money is spent on roads,
sewerage and the water supply, and, consequently, the value of the site increases. What
better system of obtaining revenue from a community than to tax the value which has
been created by the community, as a community, and not by the individual?
It is wrong in principle to impose severe differential rates on commercial properties
because they are located on small areas. It is contrary to Labor policy of promoting ful1
employment. Statistics clearly show a greater expansion of factories and locations of
factories in municipalities which rate site value rather than those which rate capital
improved value and put heavy penalties on the investor who wants to build a factory in
the area.
I am fascinated that the Prime Minister of Australia and other high flyers in the Australian
Labor Party are talking about privatisation in the interests of workers. It is incredible that
the government is hell-bent on socialism, or back-door socialism via clause 193, which
relates to the entrepreneurship concept.

Local Government Bills

8 March 1988

ASSEMBLY

357

The history of local government in Victoria is littered with business failures. I need to
remind the House only of the campaign I waged in this Chamber between 1974 and 1981
when the Opposition was in government over the scandal of the Richmond abattoirs,
which were owned by the Richmond City Co"mcil. Because of the scandalous behaviour
of Richmond councillors and the people who had control of Protean (Holdings) Ltd, the
profits of that abattoirs went to a fortunate few and not to the people of Richmond; hence
the council was dismissed in 1982.
I was pleased to read in the August Government Gazette that the ratepayers of Richmond
will again have their council returned. I hope there are no more of these shady business
ventures in the City of Richmond and that the councillors stick to their job of looking
after the basic services of the f'P"ple of Richmond, providing better roads, garbage collection
and so on.
I remind the Minister of the scandal at Sale where the people of Sale were committed to
debts of $16 million, in conjunction with a powerful property developer. In my opinion,
that property developer had too much influence throughout Australia when he was awarded
that project. Unless the State government comes to the rescue of the City of Sale, a
$1 million rate burden could be placed on the people of Sale because of miscalculations.
I also remind the Minister of the situation in Frankston, an area where the Labor Party
has to be on its toes to keep representatives in this Chamber. The City of Frankston is
building a $120 million shopping centre on two council-owned car parks, in conjunction
with a large property development group.
The Minister interjects by sayin~, "What about Doncaster?" I am not proud of the City
of Doncaster-Templestowe councIl, as the Minister knows, because a large developer now
sits on the Doncaster and Templestowe City Council and has done this under my nose. If
I had known as much about him then as I know today he would never be on that council.
The Minister knows that numerous ratepayers in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe
have protested to the Local Government Department about the activities of Councillor
Allan Burlock, who seems to think the City of Doncaster and Templestowe is now part of
his business empire. He sits in on meetings when his own projects are under consideration
and he cross-examines protesters about his developments. An investigation is under way
into the activities of Councillor Burlock.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! Is the honourable member for
Doncaster still speaking to clause 193?
Mr WILLIAMS-This is more about pecuniary interests. Mr Burlock's company has
purchased properties that are to be the beneficiaries of the sale ofa council-owned laneway.
I do not know whether by neglect or oversight, but the councillor chose to vote on the
decision to sell the council-owned laneway to one of his own companies. Not only did he
not declare his pecuniary interest, but he also voted on the matter.
Because of documents given by the ratepayers to Councillor Trevor Waring, he contacted
the Local Government Department and was informed that there could be a conflict of
interest. He then asked for an investigation and the department agreed. Councillor Waring
was widely castigated by the mayor and the majority of the council for having drawn this
matter to the attention of the Local Government Department.
The mayor said that he had been advised by the town clerk that there was nothing
wrong. If that interpretation by the City of Doncaster and Templestowe is correct, clauses
78 and 79 of the Bill, relating to pecuniary interests, are a farce. I do not know what the
Minister will do, but, if there are defects in the pecuniary interest sections of the Act,
amended clauses of the Bill should be passed quickly.
I draw to the attention of the Minister clause 154, which exempts homes of ministers of
religion or theological colleges and the like from rates. I again remind the Minister what
has happened in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe. On 28 August 1987 a Melbourne
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magistrate held that an East Doncaster property purchased in 1982 by a Mr Eric J.
Anderson and a Miss Evelyn Wong was non-rateable on the ground that it was used
exclusively by a minister of religion and for the training of persons to be ministers of
religion.
Mr Anderson is a public servant and a self-ordained minister. He has never performed
a marriage ceremony or a funeral service, nor has he conducted a church service on the
property. The religion is meditation and the congregation consists of 27 adults and 22
children. They meditate in their own homes. They never meet in the home of the minister,
otherwise there is no doubt that the neighbours would complain. People would not know
that the house near them was a church. Unless the decision by the magistrate is overruled
the particular property owners-and I presume all the other members of the church will
claim that their homes are churches and they should not pay rates-will not be liable for
rates.
It is disappointing that the magistrate should have said that he conducted the case in
complete ignorance of other cases and lacked general criteria on which to ascertain what a
religious body is. The clause permits rate exemptions for properties occupied by people
who are not bona fide teachers of religion or ministers of religion. I appeal to the Minister
for Local Government to examine this clause to ascertain whether we can ensure that only
bona fide churches--

Mr Remington-What do you call a bona fide church?
Mr WILLIAMS-The bona fide churches are the Anglican Church, the Roman Catholic
Church, the Uniting Church, the Baptist Church, the Church of Christ--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WILLIAMS-I shall conclude with the Quakers. I have quoted churches of which
I am very fond and I apologise to members of those that I have left out. I hope the Minister
does not spit the dummy over this Bill. The Liberal Party has been involved in significant
work on the Bill. It thoroughly a~ees with much of it but it is concerned about provisions
involving site valuations, provislons that seek to do away with rating polls and provisions
that seek to introduce differential rating and thereby introduce a wealth tax that will be
used to finance social welfare, which is not the business of local government.
I appeal to the Minister and to the Labor Party to cooperate with the Liberal Party and
the National Party to ensure that the Bill is passed in the Upper House. The Bill will do a
lot of good for the people of Victoria but there is no way that I would allow some councils,
including the City of Doncaster and Templestowe, to have ultimate power over business
enterprises, for the reasons that I have already outlined.
I suggest to the Minister that residents concerned about business proposals of
entrepreneurs in any municipality, after taking up a petition which is signed by 10 per cent
of those on the voters' roll, should be allowed to decide whether they want such a business
venture in their city or shire, similar to the concepts being proposed in the municipality
in my electorate.
The honourable member for Melbourne well remembers that when he and I were on the
City of Doncaster-Templestowe council the municipality purchased magnificent gardens
in that city. He will be shocked to learn that the council now wants to put a restaurant in
those gardens.

Mr Remington-I supported it at the time!
Mr WILLIAMS-The honourable member oUght to be ashamed of himself. He should
believe in socialist enterprise not capitalist enterprise at the expense of ratepayers and the
small businessmen of the City of Doncaster and Templestowe. The Bill is like the curate's
egg: it is good in parts but in other parts it has a very bad smell. I shall vote against the Bill
unless it is heavily amended in the Committee stage.
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Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-The contribution of the honourable member for
Doncaster is a pretty hard act to follow. I am not sure how to follow a dissertation ranging
from poll tax to the Jimmy Swaggarts of Doncaster to the corruption of the City of
Doncaster and Templestowe-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! It is quite easy: just confine your
remarks to the Bill.
Mr HARROWFIELD-The dissertation ended at a sort of coalition of the honourable
member for Melbourne and the honourable member for Doncaster.
Mr Remington-We are both finishing up, though.
Mr HARROWFIELD-That is right. It is my pleasure to support the Local Government
Bill (No. 2) because it is a landmark measure. Honourable members will be aware that the
Local Government Act, which has evolved over a long period, has become a hotchpotch
of amending Acts. I suppose it chronicles the history of local government in Victoria over
the past century. The overhaul reflected in this Bill is long overdue.
Before I continue with my contribution, I shall correct one of the many inaccuracies
contained in the speech of the honourable member for Doncaster. The honourable member
said that the honourable member for Monbulk endorsed the introduction of a poll tax. It
is obvious that the honourable member for Doncaster does not understand the nature of
a poll tax. I suggest that he visit his conservative colleagues in the United Kingdom so
that he understands the inequities of the poll tax being proposed in that country.
What is contained in this Bill is not a poll tax in any way, shape or form. A poll tax is a
tax levied on the residency in a municipality, and there is no such provision in this Bill.
The honourable member is attempting to suggest in some way that the municipal charge
is a poll tax, but that is not correct. The municipal charge is a tax on ratepayers and
properties, not on residents. There is a fundamental difference and the record should be
set straight.
As I said earlier, the Local Government Bill (No. 2) is long overdue. The Local
Government Act has become an anachronism. It does not reflect the needs of a tier of
government that is struggling strenuously to play its part in a modem economy. This
measure addresses many of the concerns that local government has expressed in this State.
I remind the House that the Bill is not a knee-jerk reaction. It is not an ad hoc response to
some of those concerns. It is very much a product of longstanding consultation and
discussion with all sections of local government.
The genesis of the Bill goes back to 1986, when the government produced a principles
paper which set out the foundations upon which this measure was ultimately based. That
principles paper set out the parameters within which the Bill was drawn up. The principles
paper was the subject of a great deal of discussion and consultation at seminars and
meetings throughout Victoria.
Some thirteen seminars were organised to discuss not the proposed legislation but the
basic principles upon which legislation would be based. Those seminars were well attended
and they involved many participants from local government. That was the first stage.
Following the process involving the principles paper, a set of draft proposals was drawn
up by the Local Government Department and the State government. Those draft proposals
were the subject of extensive discussion and consultation with local government. As
honourable members will recognise, attempts were made to bring forward the proposed
legislation but in each case it was deferred so that further discussion, consultation and
feedback could be obtained from local government before the stage was reached when a
Bill was ready to be debated in this House.
Mr Richardson-Could you make this a little bit more exciting?
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Mr HARROWFIELD-It might not be exciting for the honourable member for Forest
Hill, who is well known for his criticism of and contempt for local government in the
electorate that he represents and throughout the State. If the honourable member wants to
make these gratuitous remarks, he should go on the record as being a longstanding critic
of local government.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Mitcham to address
the Chair. I am interested in his contribution.

Mr HARROWFIELD-The honourable member for Forest Hill might have been bored,
but I can assure honourable members that local government was not bored by the extensive
consultation process involved in the draft proposals before this measure was introduced.
What the House has before it is the product of a great deal of involvement by the Local
Government Department, the Minister, the State government, and all aspects of local
government in Victoria. That process stands as something of a landmark for government
legislation in Victoria.
I was concerned to hear comments made by the honourable member for Swan Hill
when he heaped ridicule on the earlier provisions of the Local Government Bill (No. 2),
particularly clauses 6 and 7 dealing with the purposes of a council and the objectives of a
council. Those clauses contain some rather basic and fundamental aspects of the measure.
In framing legislation which could be as important as this Bill, it is important to express
the approaches or objectives that local government in Victoria ought to have; too often in
the past local government has been the poor relation of government. The role of local
government has not been properly defined. The Bill attempts to specify the objectives and
priorities that local government ought to have. It is not a case of requiring local government
to comply with those objectives or purposes, but it is important that the responsibilities
and obligations imposed by the Local Government Bill (No. 2) are understood.
Unlike the honourable member for Swan Hill and some of the cynics opposite, I
welcome the efforts that have been made to define the objectives of local government in
Victoria. They did not deserve the scorn that the honourable member for Swan Hill
heaped on them.

It was interesting to listen to the response from the opposition parties because it typifies
their knee-jerk, negative reaction to local government and to change in local government
in Victoria. The opposition parties talk about what they are prepared to support in theory.
They say they agree with restructuring or differential rating, but every time the crunch
comes, when a commitment needs to be put on the line, the opposition parties go to water
and back off. They scurry back to the negative advice they are inclined to receive on Bills
similar to those before the House.
Mr Steggall-Give us examples!
Mr HARROWFIELD-The honourable member for Swan Hill calls for an example;
the perfect example was in respect of differential rating.
Mr Steggall-I did not mention it.
Mr HARROW FIELD-The honourable member for Narracan said that he wanted
more autonomy and independence for local government. However, when discussing the
differential rating provision in the Bill, he said that the Liberal Party wanted local
government to have more discretion and autonomy, but not in respect of differential
rating. He said that councils were not to be trusted with that power because some might
do the wrong thing.
The opposition parties are not prepared to trust local government and, more importantly,
are not prepared to trust the people who vote in local government elections and who keep
the councils in line on relevant issues. The opposition parties talk about autonomy and
discretion, but are not prepared to trust local government when it comes to the crunch.
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Further, the Local Government Bill (No. 2) refers to municipal entrepreneurial powers;
again the government hears cries from the Opposition benches that more flexibility ought
to be given to local government in the raising of revenue. That possibility is provided to
local government in the Bill through the entrepreneurial powers in clause 193. What
amounts to basically ill-informed criticism of the provisions is heard from the opposition
parties; they pretend there are no safeguards or protective measures in the Bill.
Mr Delzoppo interjected.
Mr HARROWFIELD-Safeguards as to entrepreneurial powers are built into the Bill.
Clause 139 deals with the power to borrow and strictly confines the extent to which local
government can borrow for entrepreneurial purposes. The honourable member for
Narracan tried to create an impression that local government could dip into the municipal
funds to guarantee and fund those activities, but that is not the case. The safeguard is
provided in terms of borrowings for municipal enterprises by virtue of the assets involved
in the project and the income likely to be generated from that project. The opposition
parties are not prepared to trust local government.
If local councils want to enter into a municipal enterprise, given the safeguards in the
Bill, that is their decision; they are accountable both to the government and, more
importantly, to their own constituents. The opposition parties should be prepared to trust
local government with those powers but apparently they do not, even though they talk
about autonomy. Opposition members criticise and whinge about what local government
does not have, but when the crunch comes, they are not prepared to trust local government.

Reference has been made to the restructuring issue. The Premier made clear in his
statement of 3 September 1986 the government position on restructuring. The hypocrisy
in the Opposition ranks is again heard; members say that they support restructuring, that
they support a more rational and sensible structure for local government, but when the
crunch comes, they are not prepared to put their commitment to the issue.
Some of the Opposition's earlier shadow Ministers had the commitment; the Honourable
Alan Hunt was prepared to push the issue in his party, but he did not receive support. It is
sad to hear the Opposition today saying that it supports restructuring but when the crunch
comes, it is not prepared to do anything. What is the Opposition afraid of? It does not
trust local government or the communities that elect local councils. Parliament ought to
be aware of the fundamental contradictions that have been demonstrated by the Opposition.
One aspect of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) upon which I would like to spend time
concerns the electoral provisions. One of the fundamental commitments of the government
in respect of local government has been to make councils more representative of
communities that they seek to represent. That has been the government's theme in all
proposed legislation brought before the House since 1982. It wants to provide local
government with the means whereby it can more effectively represent communities.
Honourable members will recall government efforts to introduce an extended franchise
for local government. That is now well accepted throughout the State and is one of the
major successes of the government in making local government better equipped to represent
particular communities.
The government recognises that commitment in the Bill. Much work has been done by
the government and by the Local Government Department in developing the provisions
on electoral procedures. That work commenced in 1984, when the then Minister for Local
Government examined the electoral provisions of local government in Victoria. Many of
the provisions contained in the Bill now being debated emanate directly from that review.
The Bill reflects similar conditions to those that apply for Commonwealth and State
elections. It provides for compulsory voting for municipal elections, based on the State
electoral roll, as well as the as-of-right entitlement to vote. It also extends the franchise for
---.
local government.
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A most significant aspect of the provisions contained in the Bill is that clause 35 offers
to local councils the option for triennial elections to be adopted. We will hear the predictable
criticism from the National Party, and probably from the Liberal Party, to triennial
elections. However, the Bill provides the right for local government to choose whether it
will have triennial elections. What is the Opposition frightened of; why is it not prepared
to trust local government to make that decision?
~r

Steggall interjected.

Mr HARROWFIELD-The honourable member for Swan Hill appears to have a
fixation-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Swan
Hill is out of order. I ask the honourable member for Mitcham to address the Chair.

Mr HARROWFIELD-I shall not reflect on the honourable member for Swan Hill's
preoccupation with brothels.
The Bill provides local government with the option of triennial elections. A fundamental
request made by local government, in its dealings with the State government, is for greater
certainty in respect of its own activities. Local government wants to know where it stands.
It wants to make decisions in an environment which is predictable and certain rather than
in the current environment.
In the deliberations of the Pope working party on financial relationships, time and again
that was one of the issues that were raised by local government. Local government wants
greater certainty in all aspects of its activities.
There is no procedure which provides local government with more potential for certainty
than does triennial elections. Because local government is elected on the present ridiculous
system of there being an election each twelve months for one-third of the council-instead
of on a three-yearly basis-it does not provide the opportunity for councillors to plan
ahead. Triennial elections would provide local government with the opportunity for
developing consistent policy. A council does not have to reinvent the wheel every twelve
months, but the councillors may sit down and develop policy on a predictable and rational
basis.
The system would provide councillors with the opportunity of following through on
decisions and to review the progress of a program or strategy that has been put in place. It
would give them greater certainty with budgeting and financial decisions that they must
make. The end result of having one council for a three-year term is that they would make
those decisions together and there would be greater accountability to the community they
are serving.
Those arguments are self-evident and, if honourable members were honest, few would
disagree with the commonsense of triennial elections for local government. The Bill does
not seek to impose this system; it gives to local government the right to examine those
arguments and make its choice. The National Party, and probably the Liberal Party, will
not be prepared to give local government the right to make that choice. That is a disgrace
and it says much about the shallowness of their positions on autonomy and discretion for
local government.
I sincerely hope local government will examine the benefit of triennial elections, which
the Melbourne Corporation enjoys, and that it will choose to adopt the triennial election
process.
There are many benefits with triennial elections. Aligned with that is the proposition for
proportional representation, which also provides for situations when there are multiple
vacancies. Again the Opposition voices its concern and opposition to this provision!
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It is difficult to present an argument suggesting opposition to proportional representation
when multiple vacancies have to be filled. Honourable members have often heard the
cries from the Opposition about party politics.

Mr Leigb interjected.
Mr HARROWFIELD-The honourable member for Malvern lives up to the old adage,
"The empty vessel makes the most noise".
When there are multiple vacancies, rather than go through chapter and verse, and the
nonsense of exhaustive preferentials, under proportional representation one has the
opportunity of going out and getting one's quotas independent of anyone else. I should
have thought that the opposition parties would be prepared to support that provision, but
they are frightened that councils will fairly represent a whole range of views when they
want to retain their monopoly.
Honourable members have often heard the old adage, "There are no politics in this
council, we are all members of the National Party". The National Party is frightened that
particular country towns may have councillors who will be independent of it. It is frightened
of councillors being elected who are not members of the National Party machine. That is
why it opposes proportional representation.
Autonomy has been an elusive goal of local government. A series of reports have been
produced which discuss autonomy, providing local government with a greater degree of
independence. That is a goal that we would all like to achieve, but when one listens to the
Opposition one wonders what its objectives are.
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) provides a marvellous opportunity for local
government to address an issue that is fundamental to the question of greater autonomy.
An excellent opportunity is provided for local government to enhance its independence
and autonomy. Under the Bill a municipal council will have the right to levy a special rate
or charge to pay for particular projects within that municipality. If a municipality wishes
to develop a particular project, it can finance it as well as have the option of a municipal
charge. That will considerably enhance a municipality's degree of independence over its
revenue-raising capacity.
It is evident in the provisions on differential rating and the increased degree of flexibility
for local ~overnment. The Bill gives local government the right to expand the rate base to
make ratIng more equitable and to make decisions on how to raise revenue.
The proposed legislation also provides increased flexibility in the use of fees, charges,
fares and other rentals local government may want to impose. If the Opposition is serious
about giving local government more autonomy, it has the chance to do so in a real and
practical way by supporting the proposed legislation, giving local government greater
flexibility and discretion on how to raise revenue and to spend funds.
I accept the need to reform other aspects of the financing arrangements of local
government. Those issues have been addressed, in part, by the Pope working party; and
the report that will be released will indicate the work from all aspects of local government
in developing those funding reforms for local government. The proposed legislation allows
local councils more independence and a wider revenue-raising discretion. I hope it will
receive the support of all parties.
I welcome the chance to have contributed to the debate on this detailed Bill. It has been
. the product of a considerable degree of consultation with all areas of local government,
despite what honourable members may think about some representative organisations.
The honourable member for Malvern described them earlier as Labor Party friends. That
is a disgrace and indicates his lack of knowledge of local government. All of those groups
have been prepared to work with the government, the Minister and the Local Government
Department in developing a modem, contemporary Local Government Act. Honourable
members should not miss the opportunity at this stage of putting into legislative form
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some of the major reforms local government badly requires and has constantly been
seeking from the government.
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-I should like to bring some sanity back into the operation
of the Local Government Act. As honourable members are aware, local government is a
large business employing approximately 35 000 to 40 000 people, with an approximate
expenditure of $1500 million. In all the debate and rhetoric tonight concerning reference
to the voting system, the rating system and the entrepreneurial activities in which local
government ought to be involved, not one thing has been said about the person paying the
bill. Can anyone in this House tell me that Mrs Smith in West Heidelberg with six children
will pay lower rates and receive better services as a result of the proposed legislation? Not
one person will pay lower rates or enjoy better services because the Local Government
Bill (No. 2) is entirely tied up in protecting the positions of people involved in local
gove~ment and safeguarding their operations. It will give local government broad ways
of raIsIng extra finance.

No arm of government is growing faster than local government. The third tier of
growing at a rapid rate at a time when one ought to be questioning whether
It can be afforded, let alone giving it increased opportunities of raising revenue. I accept
that further financial problems are involved with increased responsibilities, but the
problems being encountered by local government are not always of its own making but
are sometimes forced upon local government by the other tiers of government.
~overnment is

In passing the Bill, I understand Parliament will be allowing local government the right
to raise revenue in areas other than the rating system? Will people have to pay further
charges, in addition to water rates? Will this House help the people of Victoria? I assure
the. House that the Bill will not do so. I have a copy of an article by Roy Eggleston, which
~laIms that some of the poorest municipalities in Melbourne charge the highest rates. It is
Incredible that the poor in Melbourne pay the highest rates. There is not one word of help
for the underprivileged in the Bill.
The late Ben Chifley said that Australians should have the right to own property, but

~hat right is fast moving out of the reach of the normal working person. Local government

IS at the grassroots, and it is important that it realises that fact.
I have listened intently to the discussion tonight about local government amalgamations.
It is interesting that the local government amalgamations scheme failed. One ought to ask
why it failed, because no-one can deny that there would have been definite savings in
some form of amalgamations, yet the government failed in every way. In the first place, I
believe the Minister for Local Government handled the situation wrongly. His public
relations exercise was not good enough and he should not have started in the country areas
but in the metropolitan area. I am surprised that the government, which is so strongly in
favour of amalgamation, committed the terrible sin of letting the Richmond council set
itself up as another tier of government.
I should like the Minister to tell me why the Richmond council was allowed to set itself
up again as a local government body. It was the golden opportunity for the government to
do something firm about amalgamations within the inner suburbs of Melbourne on a trial
basis, even if it considered Collingwood as an amalgamation prospect. It could at least
have undertaken an exercise in this direction to prove a point, but it has failed to take this
action. No doubt the Minister had political reasons for this failure.
I believe amalgamations will not be instituted through the Local Government Bill
(No. 2). They will come about from financial pressure, with councils not being able to find
the resources to commit to the large spending programs they have undertaken. This will
happen in time.
.
The shadow Minister mentioned the un subdivided municipalities provisions. There is
a lesson to be learnt from that experience. I emphasise the parochial attitude of the
councils involved in the Altona situation. Nine councillors completely locked up the
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process and failed to offer representation for the industrial areas of Altona. The effect this
may have in un subdivided areas should be considered.
In the Altona case, the industrial areas were totally unrepresented and, in turn, the funds
raised in that city will not be used unless those nine councillors, who are not interested in
doing works in the industrial areas, decide that expenditure should be confined to residential
areas. It is a parochial attitude that exists, and I can understand some of the issues that
have necessitated action.
The financing arrangements of local government have been mentioned. I warn that the
debt ratio oflocal government is escalating at a rate far beyond what can be afforded. I do
not know what the Minister intends to do. He will find that the rates in most local
government areas have escalated at a greater rate than the rise in the consumer price index.
That should not be allowed. A future Liberal government would look closely at rate rises
in the local government area. It would take action to stop such escalation by pegging rate
increases to rises in the CPI.
Local government has not undertaken any cost-saving measures and the Local
Government Bill (No. 2) will not have the effect of encouraging councils to do so. The Bill
will have the effect of building a larger- bureaucracy in the local government area.
Honourable members must come to grips with the problems of the costs involved in local
government.
I shall give honourable members examples of the variation in local government costs.
The figures I use are a few years old, but the situation has not changed, as the Minister for
Local Government would be fully aware.
The Port Melbourne City Council spent $146 a resident on general administration,
while the Preston City Council coped with spending $17 a resident. The difference is
unbelievable! The administration costs of the Collingwood City Council were $65 a head,
while in Coburg they were $26 a head. That was in 1984; heaven knows what the cost is
today! Administration costs a head in Fitzroy were $47, while in Brunswick they were $25
a head. There has been a huge escalation in administration costs; yet the government is
attempting to solve the problem by introducing a Bill that does nothing to control those
costs. Local government is at a stage where it must stand on its own feet. Local government
cannot expect further help while it supports that escalation of costs.
Another indication of what is wrong with local government affects unemployment.
Local government cannot ask the State government for help when over-award payments
are running rampant. One local municipality has passed on consumer price index increases
to its employees every time; it awarded such increases even when the wage freeze was in
existence. I am talking about the Port Melbourne City Council. Workers employed by that
council work a 35-hour week and a nine-day fortnight; they also work under flexi-time
arrangements.
The Port Melbourne City Council has the cheek to say that it deserves protection when
it char~es its residents $146 a head for administration costs in comparison to Preston City
CouncIl, which charges $17 a head. U ntiI the government takes strong action to stop this
escalation in costs, we will be in for further trouble. The government must stop local
government becoming the pacesetter for wages and conditions in Victoria.
There has been great change in the way revenue has been raised by local government.
The revenue raising area has been broadened, and the government has done nothing to
stop it. Local councils complain that they cannot raise the necessary revenue to run their
'administrations. The government's response is to give local government more areas to
rate. Local councils must think they are members of a benevolent society! A future Liberal
government will not support local government in such matters.
I support the Minister's move to abolish minimum rates. The honourable member for
Monbulk told the House that he had faith in the rating ability of local government, and
that he supports the abolition of the minimum rate. Local government has used the
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minimum rate to rate people whose houses are not of a value to be covered by it-and
local government continued to escalate the minimum rate beyond such values. That
situation must be overcome by abolishing the minimum rate and rating properties on
their value, so as to achieve a proper rating.
Local government has been told to stop what it has been doing with the minimum rate.
The government has made that clear, yet it has given local government the ability to
impose a differential rate. What a nice bonus! The government has told local municipalities
that it does not trust their use of the minimum rate provision, yet it has allowed them to
impose a differential rate. Such a measure will allow local government to impose rate rises
in areas where it believes ratepayers can afford to pay them. In Heidelberg, the council
may adopt a particular general rate but then cast a special rate for the West Heidelberg
industrial area. What a thing to allow in this day and age!
The government has said that it does not trust local councils using the minimum rate
provision, but it then says it trusts local government to use the differential rate in a
balanced way. That is just not on!
The Liberal Party does not support that type of taxation. The industrial areas of this
State already pay sufficient rates. Such areas have enough problems with overheads without
local government running rampant and increasing such costs. The Liberal Party strongly
opposes such a measure.
I shall give an example of another area in which local government has its problems. An
article in the Australian of 17 February 1987 refers to the Wollongong City Council and
states:
Public holidays and flexi days mean these pampered people get 31 long weekends in addition to Christmas and
New Year holidays. The council's function is dubious; is it there for the benefit of employees or ratepayers?

The article then describes the charges made on ratepayers:
... council servants are entitled to 13 weeks of long-service leave after a decade, 21·5 weeks after 13 years, 35
weeks after 20 years, and a further 13 weeks for each completed five years.
Sick-leave accumulations would send an ordinary business broke, but ratepayers are expected to foot unfair
bills. Permanent employees are entitled to $10.86 a week to travel to and from work.

It is a bottomless pit! The Local Government Bill (No. 2) the government is introducing

will make the pit even deeper.
There are many problems in the area of local government. The Liberal Party will not
support any moves to enable councils to use the rating system to damage business in any
city, let alone the City of Melbourne.
A future Liberal government will not support local government being involved in
entrepreneurial activities in the private sector. Local councils have never been able to
make a dollar; they would not know how to make a dollar if they fell over it! I warn local
councils that they should not involve themselves in entrepreneurial activities. The people
of Victoria cannot afford it. The money they use to finance such schemes belongs to
ratepayers. Local government should look after its ratepayers and leave the private sector
to look after entrepreneurial projects.
As the Prime Minister has come to realise, there is nothing that the government sector
can do better, cheaper or more economically than the private sector. Yet the Bill supports
the entry of local government into the entrepreneurial field. That is a joke!
Local government believes that, for some unknown reason, it has been fortunate enough,
through a lucky stroke of the pen, to be in a position to raise funds to subsidise rates. Has
any council yet saved $1 and substracted it from rates? I know from my seventeen years'
experience in local government that for every dollar that is saved another dollar is borrowed
to match that dollar.
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That provision is totally unacceptable to the Opposition. It is against the principles of
the Liberal Party and is not supported on this side of the Chamber.
The other provision that I direct to the attention of the Minister is clause 100, which is
designed to protect the employment in the senior officers in local government. Why should
they be protected? They should either shape up or ship out. Until honourable members
learn that there is no difference between the private sector and the public sector in that
respect, local government will go backwards.
It is difficult enough to remove officers from local government positions even now, yet
the Bill enhances their ri~ts even further. I assure the House that there will be no
protection from the next LIberal government for those people. I will urge the next Liberal
government to institute a contract system so that officers in the public sector will have a
five-year contract. If they are good enough they will be able to enter into another five
years' service, but if they do not perform they will have to get out. That is what private
enterprise is all about.
Mr Hill inteIjected.
Mr HEFFERNAN-I also warn the lawyers that competition should apply in their
field. I am not sure whether it was the intention of the Minister to have that clause included
in the Bill, but it is obvious that some people in local government are trying to protect
their positions.
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-The honourable member for Ivanhoe has hit the
nail on the head. The Local Government Bill (No. 2) contains nothing for the ratepayers,
the people who pay the bills. Parliament should ensue that the ratepayers are considered
in the future.
The Minister, approximately two years ago, adopted his high-handed approach in an
endeavour to tear the heart out of local government. It was because of those jack-boot
tactics that he failed. If the Minister had gone about his duties in the right way he might
have achieved the fulfilment of the ideas that were floated.
The purpose of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) is to provide for a democratic,
efficient and effective system oflocal government in Victoria; to give councils powers that
will enable them to meet the needs of their communities-that is what the National Party
is talking about, the ratepayers who are involved in the local affairs of councils; to provide
for an accountable system of local government; and to reform the law relating to local
government in Victoria.
I am concerned that Part 2 of the previous draft of the Local Government Bill, relating
to the external boundaries oflocal ~overnment, was not included in the Local Government
Bill (No. 2). I believe it was not Included because the government was not prepared to
debate that issue in Parliament. The Minister got his fingers burnt when that issue was
raised some months ago.
During the Committee stages, the Bills will be debated in detail and that is the time for
all honourable members to examine the clauses of the Bills.
The honourable member for Doncaster referred to the City of Sale. The honourable
member must not :make statements about the City of Sale unless he knows what he is
talking about. It was obvious to me that the honourable member did not know what he
was talking about. Ifhe wants to obtain the facts, I am happy to supply them.
I am concerned about Part 6 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2), which refers to the
annual reporting of local government. All local governments report now. I spent seven
years in local government and the council with which I was involved always reported to
its ratepayers. The figures are available to the ratepayers for persual. It is all very well to
ask councils and shires to prepare reports within three months of a given period. That is
the busiest time of the year and is generally when councils are preparing their estimates.
The Minister should examine those provisions, because it takes considerable time to
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prepare detailed reports and costs a great deal of money. The ratepayers will be paying for
the cost of those reports. Councils that are struggling for funds now will find it very difficult
to meet the additional cost that the government is placing on them. Governments give
councils an incentive to commence projects and then pull the rug from under them,
leaving them in trouble.
I am also concerned about the Victoria Grants Commission. It is an unknown area and
the f~rmula adopted by the commission must be re-examined.

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the second-reading debate does not cover the scope of the Victoria Grants
Commission legislation. I explained earlier that that is Federal legislation with
complementary State legislation. The distribution of Federal moneys is not covered in the
Bill and consequently I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to rule that the honourable member
should confine his remarks to the contents of the Bills being debated by this Chamber.
The ACTING· SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Gippsland South appeared to be making a passing reference to the Victoria Grants
Commission. That being the case, I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-It was a passing reference, Mr Acting Speaker, and
obviously the Minister is frightened of the mention of the Victoria Grants Commission.
The relaxation of the borrowing requirements will make it easier for local government to
go into debt.
All honourable members know that debts must be repaid. Clause 139 of the Local
Government Bill (No. 2) provides:
A Council may borrow money to enable the Council to perform the functions and exercise the powers conferred
on the Council under this Act or any other Act.

Councils must live within their means. Ifwe make it too easy, they will spend money. At
present the Federal and State governments are forcing a number of local councils into
awkward situations. During the past eight or so years local government throughout rural
Victoria has had difficulty servicing its roads; they are falling apart. Road funding is one
of the most important areas of local government. If more pressure is applied to councils
because their roads are falling apart, they will have to start borrowing money.
All honourable members are aware that roads have only a certain period oflife. It is all
very well to borrow to some extent, but money must be repaid. I am concerned that,
unless local government is careful, it will borrow too much and end up having trouble
meeting interest payments. Those are the problems of the government; the government
should be funding roads.
In the electorate of Gippsland South, enormous revenue is generated to both the State
and Federal governments from the oil industry. For the record, the State government
receives approximately $750000 a day and the Federal government receives approximately
$15 million a day from that source. I cannot see why a proportion of that amount cannot
be returned for road funding and local government purposes. Governments have to pay
their bills. Sometimes they are not too sure where the money should be spent and it goes
into the coffers. Because of that, people are suffering.
What has happened in the past few years in respect of libraries? Libraries have
deteriorated to a terrible extent, and local government has to contribute more and more
towards their upkeep. This will place more pressure on local governments which will say,
"We will have to borrow more money to buy more books". My concern is that any money
borrowed must be paid back.
I take up the point made by the honourable member for Ivanhoe about clause 100 which
deals with protection against the removal from office of council officers. Honourable
members have seen what has happened in some areas where engineers have been employed
and have been found to be not capable, in the opinion of the councillors, of doing their
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jobs. One must remember that the officers are employed by the councillors who, in turn,
must be accountable to the ratepayers.
A person who is not doing his or her job must be accountable. There is no way I can
support a proposition that an officer cannot be removed. We must examine carefully
where we are going. Clause 102 proposes the establishment of the Local Government
Qualifications Board.
The three Bills before the House have enormous potential for disaster for local
government. The government is achieving what it set out to achieve a few years ago;
namely, to tear the heart out of rural areas and local government in rural areas.
I hark back to the rural roads, which are falling apart. Unless something is done about
the problem quickly, no-one will take much notice because in the cities motorists enjoy
good bitumen roads and main highways funded by the Federal government. However,
one may decide one day to take one's WIfe for a drive along a country road and-Mr Simmonds-You are up the creek!
Mr W ALLACE-That is right.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, it is very interesting to hear the honourable member speaking about taking his
wife along a country road, but there is nothing in the proposed legislation dealing with
wives, cars or country roads. I ask that you direct him to the subject of the Bill.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-On the point of order, the remarks of the
honourable member for Gippsland South are relevant. One cannot speak about local
government without speaking about rural roads. Anyone who speaks to those involved in
local government will realise that one of the main problems of which they speak is rural
roads. The honourable member is not out of order in making a reference to roads.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I sympathise with the Minister for Local Government
when I look at the clock and realise how long the debate has been continuing. However, I
cannot uphold the point of order because the Bill deals with the purposes and objectives
of councils.
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-I am sure you, Mr Acting Speaker, are aware of
the problems with rural roads. It is good to see an honourable member who visits the
country and knows the problems faced. The subject will not be changed just because it is
becoming embarrassing for the Minister. It does not mean he has to have sat down all
honourable members who mention the subject. I shall continue to speak about the problems
with rural roads, which are a matter of concern throughout the State.
The government speaks continuously about the potential for tourism. If the roads fall
apart, there will be no tourism. People will not travel on country roads. Honourable
members see trucks which have to go off the roads because local government does not
have sufficient funds to maintain the roads. The former Minister for Transport was unable
to see what was happening. It is unfortunate that this State is heading down the road to
disaster.
The other area concerning me greatly is welfare and the problems developing in that
area. Councils are being forced to do more and more welfare work and to take responsibility
for all that is associated with that work. I refer to the human services report.
The government is doing what many former governments have done; it sets something
up and then encourages local government to assume responsibility for that area. Local
government moves into the area with great faith, believing it is helping its ratepayers.
What happens? All of a sudden, local government finds itself without the expected financial
support and is left with nothing.
Local government finds itself in trouble with its ratepayers if it does not finance the
developing program. Ratepayers say, "Why are you not funding that; you funded it last
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year". Councils blame the State government but it always comes back to local government
and to the local councillor.
It is an absolute disgrace that governments are able to fund something and then leave it.
If the government starts a program, it must finish it. The government continues to start
something and then leaves it up in the air.

A number of reports have been published and debated at length. It all comes back to the
ratepayer-as the honourable member for Ivanhoe has said-the person who has to pay
the rates, the person most involved in the whole set-up. Government must endeavour to
allow these people to continue to own their houses and not be outpriced. Councils are
continually being forced to increase their rates and the ratepayer is footing the bill.
Throu~out Victoria houses are being rated at around $1000 or $1200. Most houses in
Victona are rated at $600, $700 or $800. It is becoming a heavy burden.
If there is a rate of $500 and it is increased 6 or 7 per cent each year, it mounts up. Once
it reaches a certain figure through escalation, in a short time rates can increase by $100 a
year. How far can the rates go up? The government cannot continue along that road; it
must stop somewhere. There must be an improvement and the Bill does not provide any
help for the ratepayer. That is an important point which I cannot make, but wise words
have been spoken on it.

I refer to other matters raised in the Local Government Bill (No. 2). Persons entitled to
be enrolled under the Bill should as near as possible be those who are entitled to vote in
State and Federal elections. The stage has been reached where virtually anybody is able to
vote. It is time the government addressed the question of who is paying and who is not.
Many areas will be considered by honourable members as they go through the Bill
clause by clause. Clause 48 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) provides that a Municipal
Electoral Tribunal decision is final. Who makes the final decision? The situation will arise
where the decisions are made by two people. When there is a deadlock who will make the
decision? The Minister for Local Government will have the final say! That is what the
Minister has been aiming at. Why does the Bill not provide for three members on the
Municipal Electoral Tribunal? The Minister could have provided that there be three
members and so not be involved himself. When one starts being involved, one could be
in trouble. If the government continues down that road it will end up in a lot of trouble.
Two years ago the Minister for Local Government found that out when he tried jack-boot
tactics in forcing his way through a situation.
Local laws can be overridden by regulations, according to the Bill. Local laws will not
be able to operate if they are not consistent with an Act or regulation.
A number of honourable members wish to speak and I do not want to take up time
when there are honourable members who have other ideas; they should be given every
opportunity of expressing them. The matter of an overdraft for a council has been debated
before. The government will not be able to pass these Bills as quickly as it thOUght. An
enormous number of amendments are proposed.
For the benefit of all the people of Victoria and for the benefit of all ratepayers, I hope
the government will stop and think very carefully about where it is going and that it will
ensure that the Bills will be to the best advantage of everybody, particularly the ratepayer,
the person who has to pay all the way.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I support the Local Government Bill (No. 2). The Local
Government Act is the largest statute in Victoria. It has over 1000 sections and it deals at
great length with a whole range of ancilliary and peripheral matters, including travelling
cattle and the disposal of beehives.
It is salient when considering local $.overnment in Victoria to note that local government
employs 42 000 people in 210 councIls. It is a major employer of people in Victoria and,
therefore, honourable members need to consider the provisions relating to those employees.
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Following the introduction of the previous Local Government Bill, it was my privilege
to attend one of the 35 seminars that were held around the State. There were elected
representatives and officers of local government, officers of the Local Government
Department, members of the Municipal Association of Victoria, and members of the
Metropolitan Municipalities Associatinn present at the seminar. It was held at the offices
of the Ringwood City Council and most of the councillors of the outer-eastern area of
Melbourne took the opportunity of participating in the seminar which went through the
morning and into the afternoon. Debate on clauses of the Local Government Bill proceeded
over 6 hours.
An interesting subject of debate at the seminar related to equal employment opportunity.
Questions were asked by elected members of local councils about provisions of the Bill
that related to equal opportunity. That interest has been expressed widely, including a
number of meetings held with professional groups and trade union representatives. The
matter was also raised in written submissions to the Local Government Department
during the long and extensive consultation period.
The equal employment opportunity provisions of the Bill represent a significant reform;
they are probably the most significant reform undertaken in local government this century.
Clause 95 of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) sets out the equal employment opportunity
principles that are to be observed with respect to council staff. Some of the principles have
already been debated and adopted in various forms, including the action plan for women
and the Federal Government's affirmative action lt1gislation that was passed some years
ago. That has been reflected in employment practices within the private sector. Members
of the Opposition often speak about factors in the private sector being relevant to the
public sector. I support that proposition with regard to equal employment opportunity
practices.
The Local Government Bill (No. 2) deals with equal employment opportunities in three
ways: firstly, equal employment opportunity principles; secondly, equal employment
opportunity programs; and, thirdly, equal employment opportunity reporting requirements.
It is through those three provisions that the government will attempt to address the
requirements of the 42000 people employed in local government within Victoria.
The principles are not new and they have been followed by the State Public Service
since 1984. They cover the recruitment of council staff and the fact that individuals should
be selected solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge and skills in fair and open
competition which assures that all receive equal opportunity. Clause 95 (b) indicates that
promotion and advancement should be from qualified individuals selected in fair and
open competition solely on the basis of relative efficiency. That means that applicants are
selected on the basis of merit.
Another principle enunciated in clause 95 is that all council staff should receive fair and
equitable treatment in all aspects of personnel management without regard to political
affiliation, race, colour, religion, national origin, sex, marital status or physical disability.
The Bill also provides that equal pay should be provided for work of equal value and that
council staff should be used efficiently and effectively.
So far as is possible, council staff should be provided with effective education and
training. It is most important that a commitment be made to provide effective education
and training. It is extremely difficult for council staff to obtain further training so that they
can develop their skills and go on to different and more advanced jobs within their chosen
fields of employment.
The most important principle enunciated in clause 95 of the Local Government Bill
(No. 2) is that a council must notify the council staff of any vacant permanent full-time
staff position that the council intends to fill. The principles I have mentioned will apply to
all councils employing more than 40 staff. Those councils will be required to develop their
own equal employment opportunity programs and to implement them in due course.
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The principles will apply to designated work groups, which may include a group of
persons declared by the Governor in Council, such as Aborigines, people from non-English
speaking backgrounds, or persons with disabilities.
I shall now refer to why these principles need to be embodied in the Local Government
Bill (No. 2), and I shall refer to an equal employment pilot study conducted by the Local
Government Industry Training Committee in July to December 1985. The pilot study
was sponsored by the Victorian Department of Labour and was conducted by the Local
Government Industry Training Committee. It comprised representatives from unions,
employers and professional bodies associated with local government. A number of councils
took part in the pilot study including: Brunswick, Corio, Springvale, St Kilda, Mornington,
Keilor and Rodney. The staff of those councils totalled 2920, or 10 per cent of the local
government work force in the State at that time. The response rate to the survey was 70
per cent; therefore, a good idea can be gained about the employment practices and
approaches of the councils that took part in the study.
The study found that local government had a lower proportion of women in its work
force than the Victorian work force as a whole. The majority of women working in local
government are casual or part-time workers. Some 26 per cent of local government
workers are women while the average for the Australian work force is 30 per cent. Local
government employs fewer females in its work force than the Australian average.
The majority of women involved in local government are employed in other than a fulltime or permanent capacity. Local government prefers women to be employed in a casual
or part-time capacity. Few women working in local government are represented in the
non-traditional trade areas. They are concentrated, as they are in other industries, in
keyboard and administrative duties as well as in the delivery of human services, such as
home help and family day care.
The pilot study also showed that the majority of male workers in local government are,
on average, older than the average age of men in the Australian work force and the
majority of females working in local government are younger than the average for the
Australian work force. A polarisation exists in local government where there are many
older men and many younger women working in that area.
I shall now refer to the report released last year entitled, "Women in Local Government",
which was prepared by the Labor Resource Centre. The report is based on women in
Australian local government, and it was commissioned by the Federal office of the
Municipal Officers Association and was funded by the Federal Department of Local
Government and Administrative Services.
The report indicates that there is a marked variation between the proportion of women
employed in local government in the various States. Victoria employs the largest proportion
of women. In 1985, 44 per cent of the local government jobs in Victoria were taken by
women. That is largely because local government in Victoria is responsible for the provision
of human services to a larger degree than many other States. Community work has long
been regarded as women's work.
In addition to women being employed mainly in the range of community services, in
1981,66 per cent of women employed in local authorities throughout Australia worked in
professional and clerical jobs. It is significant that 39 per cent of the female work force in
local government in 1981 worked as stenographers or typists or in other clerical positions.
Therefore, they were locked out of the more professional areas of employment within
local government, such as engineering, town planning and as town and municipal clerks.
As well as having been locked out of managerial positions, it is noted that women
accounted for only 2· 5 per cent of outdoor and blue collar jobs in 1981. Although labourer
jobs made up 21 per cent of all local government jobs, women held only 0·4 per cent of
thosejobs, which represents 0·7 per cent of women's employment in local government.
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Of all professional and clerical jobs in local government, 39 per cent are held by women;
in the total work force, 56 per cent of those jobs are held by women. Therefore, even
professional and clerical jobs held by women represent a lower percentage in local
government than in the overall work force.
Mr Brown-Why is that?
Mrs SETCHES-Probably because there has been no incentive for local government
to introduce equal employment opportunity programs that would even up the numbers
and eliminate the discrimination that occurs in job allocation within local government.
When one examines the senior management positions in the 210 municipal councils in
Victoria, one notes that none of them is held by a woman. A very low percentage of senior
jobs are filled by women in local government, which really means that the community of
Victoria is being denied the talents of a whole pool of women who would, on merit, be
able to do, ifnot a better job, equally as good ajob as men if they were allowed to compete
for the various jobs that became available within local government.
Some of the ways of implementing an equal employment opportunity program are: to
ensure that members of staff are kept informed about the program; that a member of staff,
perhaps the chief executive officer, who has sufficient authority is given the responsibility
of developing and implementing the program; and that powerful and strong advocates
within the council structure direct the carrying through of the equal employment
opportunity program.
It is important that a consultative committee be established comprising a range of
representatives, including those from trade unions, management and any necessary experts
in the relevant field. Unions and staff should be constantly consulted about the equal
employment opportunity program instituted within a council; statistical information should
be kept and improved upon; and policies and practices should be reviewed constantly to
ensure that the aims of the program are being undertaken and met. It is important also
that some evaluation of the program be undertaken and that that evaluation be made
public.

One of the provisions of the Local Government Bill (No. 2) deals with reporting
requirements. The final component of the equal employment opportunity provisions
requires that, as is the case with other public sector organisations as well as private sector
companies, councils produce an annual report and that councils with more than 40
employees report on the development and implementation of their employment
opportunity programs and on the number, classification and types ofjobs of staff members
of sections and staff members in designated groups. That means that the annual reporting
mechanism will enable one to make an assessment of the program and implementation of
the program developed by each individual council in Victoria.
One should consider the benefits of equal employment opportunity. There is already a
clear understanding of the benefits in Victoria, because, as a result of improvements in the
Public Service that have been instituted since 1974, particularly in the area of women's
employment, the number of senior executive service positions held by women has doubled
over three years; that is, it increased from 7·5 per cent in 1984 to 14·7 per cent in February
1987.
The proportion of women in professional areas has increased from less than 20 per cent
to 23·7 per cent durin~ that time. That improvement has occurred in the Victorian Public
Service, so it is pOSSible to understand the benefit of implementing affirmative action
programs.
If an organisation operates on equal opportunity principles it is able to make the best
use of its human resources; it can operate more effectively and can be more productive; it
will have a lower staff turnover; and staff members will be able to fulfil their potential
within that organisation, which will have a positive effect on their morale and performance.
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Operating on equal employment opportunity principles means that an organisation has
sound management practices; and if it uses sound management practices, it is not locking
out a whole segment of the work force from increased employment prospects.
I support the Bills, particularly the provisions contained in clause 95 of the Local
Government Bill (No. 2) and the effect they will have on the 42000 people employed in
local government, of whom 44 per cent are women. They deserve the benefits of the
provisions of the Bills which will enable local government to look to a good future in
terms of sound management practices.
On the motion ofMr LEIGH (Malvern), the debates were adjourned.
It was ordered that the debates be adjourned until next day.

PRINCE HENRY'S INSTITUTE OF MEDICAL RESEARCH BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr ROPER (Minister
for Planning and Environment), was read a first time.

ADJOURNMENT
Country harness race meetings-Telebus service-Melbourne taxi services-Yarrawonga
tourist information complex-Consumer debt-WorkCare scheme-Eviction from
Laverton Caravan Park
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
the business of the House has now arrived. The question is that the House do now adjourn.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I raise a matter With the Minister for Sport and Recreation
and it concerns the dates allocated to country harness racing clubs for the current racing
season and the next season. It seems that these country clubs are losing their dates and
having the Monday dates taken away from them in favour of the three inner-country
clubs-namely Yarra Glen, Cranbourne, Kilmore-and the Moonee Valley Harness Racing
Club.

The reason is that during direct telecasting by Skychannel of their meetings, Skychannel
has said, "We will telecast your Monday meeting only if you can race these four clubs"the four I just mentioned.
I shall use examples of two country clubs to illustrate my point. The first is the Hamilton
Harness Racin~ Club, which received seven dates for the year. This year five of them are
raced as what IS called clash dates and two as non-clash dates on a Monday. Those two
non-clash dates were left until the latter half of the present season and have been taken
from the club so that they can be held at one of the four clubs.
Yesterday they were to race at Hamilton Harness Racing Oub but that date was taken
away from them and given to the Kilmore club and, in return, Hamilton has been given
the date of March 11. The next problem is that the Hamilton club's next date on a Monday
was April 11, which was to be the Hamilton Cup date. Now the club has lost that date in
favour of one of the other clubs and it has asked for 26 April. Hopefully that can be
allocated to the club.
The other club that has contacted me is the Stawell Harness Racing Club, which has
twelve dates for the year, and although its dates for the current racing year 1987-88 have
not been altered, it expects to lose its Monday dates for 1988-89. This would mean that
the club would lose six Monday race meetings.
The Stawell Harness Racing Club accepted a licence to race on the undertaking that it
would race on a Monday, which was an unfashionable date. Since then, because of the
entrepreneurial effort of the clubs concerned, the Monday dates have become lucrative. I
do not mean only the Hamilton and Stawell clubs in that regard, I also mean the St Amaud
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club, the Maryborough club and other country harness racing clubs; and I have spoken to
officials at the Maryborough club who have been expecting trouble with their Monday
dates.
The clubs have worked hard to obtain sponsors for these days and the sponsors will be
lost if those dates are not safeguarded. I ask the Minister: who is running the show? Is it
the Harness Racing Board? Is it the TAB? Because of the turnover that is derived from the
Skychannel telecasting, is it the clubs or is it Skychannel?
It seems to me that the Harness Racing Board is being dictated to by Skychannel and it
is time that the Harness Racing Board said to Skychannel, "Why can you not telecast from
other country courses besides Moonee Valley, Yarra Glen, Cranbourne and Kilmore?"
What difference does it make taking the telecasting unit to Maryborough or Hamilton?
It is unfair to country harness racing clubs, which will lose their lucrative dates and lose
sponsorship. One interesting point to be made is that when the clubs race on a non-clash
date as compared to a day of the week which is a clash date, they can lose $10 000, and
that is a great deal of money for a club to lose, particularly a country club.

Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-I raise with the Minister for Transport, through the Minister
for Property and Services, a matter concerning the Telebus service in the areas of
Mooroolbark and Chirnside Park. The service is innovative and flexible and has been
provided in that area for some years. It was recently expanded as a successful local service,
which can pick up people from their homes and take them to local shopping centres and
the local railway station.
It is of particular service to the local elderly people, who like to catch the bus during the
day, and for commuters who wish to go to the railway station and then back home again
later. One can understand, therefore, that many people would have become dependent on
the service over the years.

The service is run by Invicta Coaches, a private bus company, on contract with the
government. Today one of my constituents telephoned and advised me that a Telebus
service driver had told him that the government was going to sell this service or give it to
private enterprise and that private enterprise would find it unprofitable and would,
therefore, withdraw the service. This would result in the local people of Mooroolbark and
Chirnside Park no longer having the benefit of this bus service.
One can understand how distressed that constituent and other passengers on the bus
were to be told such news. Subsequently, I contacted the manager of Invicta Coaches and,
in particular, the organiser of the Telebus service and put the matter to him. Obviously
what was being referred to was the call by the government for public tenders in its contracts
with bus proprietors.
In speaking to a manager from Invicta Coaches, I advised him that the matter appeared
to be about the government calling for tenders, and that the bus company had been advised
about this about two years ago. The manager then told me that he had not been advised
two years ago but had been advised a few weeks ago of the public tendering system. Not
only that, in calling for tenders he said the government had split up the bus routes in such
a way that Invicta Coaches could not tender for each of the bus routes that it is currently
operating.
This seemed to be a strange situation and it caused significant concern to the passengers
of the Telebus service and to Invicta Coaches itself. I ask the Minister, on behalf of the
Minister for Transport, to indicate the government's attitude to these matters.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I ask the Minister for Community Services to raise the
following matter with the Minister for Transport: a member of the public has brought to
my attention the situation where, often, taxis are required throughout metropolitan
Melbourne yet they are congregated at certain areas, and the most extreme example, where
they congregate in their hundreds, is at the Melbourne Airport.
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As honourable members would be aware, sometimes when one leaves the terminal at
the airport hundreds of taxis can be seen lined up and although this situation is not
apparent to the same degree elsewhere in Melbourne, there are similar locations where
taxis can be seen accumulated.
The public throughout the metropolitan area is being inconvenienced. Because of a
specific function or an unexpected need for extra cars, taxis may not be available to the
public at specific locations.
The constituent who approached me has proposed that as well as multi-hire taxis, which
operate from certain locations in Melbourne, shared taxis from some locations should also
be allowed. One location that immediately springs to mind is the Melbourne Airport,
where hundreds of taxis are lined up at any hour of the day. Heaven knows how long they
have been sitting there waiting for a fare and heaven knows how long people elsewhere
have been trying to get a taxi.
I ask the Minister for Transport to investigate the matter and ascertain whether the
sharing of the hire of taxis from specific locations in Melbourne, if not generally throu$hout
Melbourne, can be facilitated. I ask whether it is possible to introduce this facihty at
Melbourne Airport.
I am sure the suggestion would appeal to taxi drivers, many of whom must be stranded
at the airport for periods of one or more hours. This would be a way by which they could
re-enter the city area and make themselves available for further hire without financIal loss.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-In the absence of the Minister for Tourism, I raise with
the Minister for Property and Services the need for funding for a new tourist complex in
the township of Yarrawonga.
Yarrawonga has a huge tourist population at specific times of the year, especially during
the summer. Tourists participate in activities within the township ofYarrawonga, especially
on the waterways of Lake Mulwala, and also visit tourist attractions in north-eastern
Victoria, such as the wineries of Rutherglen.
The current complex occupied by the Yarrawonga-Mulwala Tourist Development
Association is totally inadequate for disseminating material to the large number of tourists
who seek information. Its present building is a small, prefabricated structure located on
the shores of Lake Mulwala. The association has undertaken an investigation on
constructing an appropriate tourist information complex and it has been suggested that an
appropriate building would cost $130 000.
The association has made representations to the Shire of Yarrawonga and, despite
contributions made by appropriate bodies, such as the Yarrawonga-Mulwala Golf Club
and the Yarrawonga-Mulwala RSL, insufficient funding is available for the buildin$ of
the complex. Funding must be provided by the government through the Victorian Tounsm
Commission.
The association has made representations over the past two years but little funding has
been provided for capital works projects such as this. I find it difficult to understand how
the Victorian Tourism Commission can find millions of dollars for large projects in
Melbourne, such as the Chinatown project and so on, but it cannot provide capital funding
across Victoria.
No funding has been allowed in the past two Budgets for capital works projects such as
this. I ask the Minister why funding has not been provided for this tourist complex at
Yarrawonga. If the government were prepared to provide funds for the project, community
organisations would also contribute, as I stated earlier.
Another point to be made is that a large international gem, mineral and fossil collection
has been donated to the association, which has to date been unable to house the collection.
This collection could be housed in a new tourist complex. I seek urgent action from the
Minister.
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Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I ask the Minister for Property and Services to convey my
remarks to the Minister for Consumer Affairs. I recently attended an information forum
conducted by Dandenong Family Action, formerly Dandenong Valley Family Care, on
financial counselling. The subject was consumer debt. I also refer to an excellent article in
Monday's Age headed "How to handle debt". These incidents .have sparked off in me a
desire to inform the Minister that attention should be given to this matter in the Federal
summit next month on consumer debt.
Consumer debt in Australia is currently running at $24·5 billion. That excludes mortgage
repayments. We must counter with a splendid advertising campaign the insidious and
seductive advertising currently being carried out, especially on television, by consumer
credit organisations. Our screens are awash with advertisements from organisations cashed
up to the gills who are cajoling and tempting people, especially young people, to spend.
Much of today's advertising is directed at consumer credit advertising. We continually
see ads for Diners Club, American Express and so on on our television screens. They
advertise, "You don't need cash to do business with us.", "Buy now, pay later.", "Charge
it!" They are well made ads and are directed at young people.
A concerted, properly mounted, nationwide campaign must be conducted to counter
this insidious form of advertising by these moneylenders, which is all that they are.
Unfortunately, for many young people the credit card has become the symbol of a
lifestyle. They are not using the credit card to buy possessions that may appreciate, nor
are they necessarily buying possessions of any value. What they are doing is using a credit
card to buy everyday essentials, whether it be petrol, hairdos or groceries. Young people
are in debt for everyday living essentials. As the very attractive young woman in the
television advertisement says, "Do not pay cash; use your credit card. Charge it."
The problem must be considered nationwide. At the mini-summit a counter-campaign
must be waged so that people are not ensnared into a lifetime of debt. As I said, Australia
owes $24·5 billion of consumer debt; that figure excludes mortgage repayments.
The industry cannot be left to regulate itself. The self-regulation of industry has failed
in many areas, particularly in the areas of moneylending. It was summarised very well in
the newspaper article to which I referred: the average reputable credit organisation charges
interest at the rate of between 22 per cent and 25 per cent. Such organisations do not want
their debtors to pay on time-otherwise the gimmick would not work! Such organisations
want their clients to get into debt. As the old adage says: ensnare them when they are
young by putting them into debt for their daily household and living expenses and they
will be in debt to the glamorous credit card organisations for the rest of their lives.
I ask the Minister for Property and Services to convey to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs my suggestion that a counter-campaign be conducted against the insidious
advertising put out by consumer credit organisations.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Treasurer and, in his
absence for the attention of the Minister for Property and Services. The matter relates to
an employee of the Met who suffered an accident. That person sent to me a five-page letter
which causes me great concern as a member of this Parliament.
The government is spending a great deal of money promoting its WorkCare scheme, yet
that scheme is failing. The government ur~es people to support rehabilitation-which I
support; but the government is not serious In its support of rehabilitation.
The letter is written by Mr Craig Kleehammer. He was employed as a tram conductor
by the Met; and he had been in that position since 19 August 1987. The letter states:
On 17 November 1987 at approximately 1 p.m. that day the tram I was conducting on was involved in a
collision with another tram at the intersection ofSt George's Road and Emmaline Street, Northcote. As a result
of that accident I was catapulted the length of the tram, landing in a sitting position on the floor of the tram, my
head and neck striking the corner of a wooden tram seat. This accident left me with injuries to my neck and back.
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The letter refers to a series of contacts made with the agency. For example, it states:
The following Wednesday, 25 November 1987, I again attended at my home depot. There I inquired about my
wages, the inquiry being made to a clerk in the depot manager's office. I was told by this person that I would
receive no wages for a period of three or four weeks until the matter was sorted out by WorkCare.

I would not have thou~t that a responsible employer, particularly a State government
agency, should indulge In such behaviour. Mr Kleehammer has been genuinely injured in
the workplace and he ought to be compensated properly, especially considering his family
situation.
After he had seen his doctor and had seen other people to whom he had been referred,
he states, on page 3 of his letter:
I took the certificate to the depot and handed it to Mr King who made a telephone call, after which he refused
to accept the certificate. He then told me that I was fired for not reporting for duty as a zone conductor. He
directed me to report that Wednesday to pick up my final entitlements.

Mr Kleehammer saw his solicitor-for which he presumably had to pay-and, after
further negotiations with the Met, he was reinstated into temporary work. The letter
further states:
On commencing work, I found that the seating arranged for me was a common tram shelter wooden seat made
of wooden slats, with only one 4-inch plank of wood as a backrest, which consequently necessitated my sitting
hunched forward for the 4-hour shift. The first two days the pain became so severe that I had to bring a continental
pillow from home to assist me in gaining some form of easement from the pain I was experiencing by sitting on
the seat.

Mr Kleehammer contacted my office because of his frustration with the Met, with the
Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council, with the manager of the Accident Compensation
Commission, and the industrial relations officer of the Met. He had had trouble even
obtaining food vouchers so that he and his family could survive! When a government
treats one of its employees who is genuinely injured so badly that he needs to obtain food
vouchers, the government should be admonished.
The final paragraph states:
I suddenly find myself in the position, through no fault of my own, where, although I have been covered by
doctors' certificates of incapacity throughout, those certificates still continuing, in constant pain because of my
injuries that I sustained through the negligence ofa fellow worker, without money, in fact having to attend at the
Caulfield City Council to get food vouchers in order that my seven and a half month pregnant wife can eat as the
$140 I received as wages, $130 of which went on rent, leaving $10 for food.
The physical as well as mental trauma that I and my wife are having to bear caused by the policies and actions
ofthe Victorian State government and one of its instrumentalities, the Met, is grievous. I fear the mental anguish
we are both experiencing, the degradation of having to ask for charity all may well have an effect on the wellbeing of us all as a family for a long time to come-my wife, myself and the unborn child.

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I bring to the attention of the Minister for Housing and
Construction a matter concerning an eviction from a caravan park in my electorate-the
Honey Hush Caravan Park, 6 Leakes Road, Laverton. The matter has been raised with
me by Paul Adams of the Western Regional Housing Council, which is based in Footscray.
That organisation covers the Werribee area, including Laverton.
The tenants involved are David and Lorraine Malseed of site 57, Honey Hush Caravan
Park. From the letter it seems that at one time the Malseeds were acting managers of the
caravan park. They had a falling out with the owners of the caravan park, although they
continued to live at site 57.
On 25 February this year the Malseeds were told to leave the park. They were given
written notice on 4 March which required them to leave by midnight on Friday, 11 March.
My particular concern is that the allegations made against the Malseeds do not appear to
have been substantiated by the owners of the park. The allegations are seriously questioned
by a number of statutory declarations in support of the Malseeds. Statutory declarations
have been provided for two of the incidents; I understand further statutory declarations
can be provided about the remaining incident.
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It is alleged that the Malseeds were involved in assaults. It appears that the assaults were
against the Malseeds. In one incident damage was done to a door, and the Malseeds
offered to pay for its repair. That offer was declined by the owners of the caravan park.
It appears the family has been treated unfairly. I ask the Minister for Housing and
Construction to review the matter, to have inquiries made, and to see whether he can
intervene on behalf of the Malseeds.

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The honourable member for
Warrandyte raised a matter concerning the Invicta Coaches Telebus service at Chirnside
Park. The Minister for Transport has informed me that the move to public tenders is not
an attempt to change existing services. This route will not be altered or the level of services
diminished as a result of the tender process. Invicta Coaches claimed that it was informed
of the government's intention to move to public tender only a few weeks ago. The
information that I have received informs me that that is not true. All operators were
informed several years ago that their current two-year contracts would be reviewed on the
understanding that the government would call for tenders. The current contract expires in
July 1988.
Invicta Coaches also claimed that its routes have been split and that it cannot tender for
both. That is not correct. The honourable member referred to certain details, which I shall
take up with the Minister for Transport and inform the honourable member in due course.
The honourable member for Caulfield raised a grievance that is common among many
constituents and members of one's family. Although additional taxi licences were granted
last year, there appears to be a shortage of taxis, especially late on Saturday nights at a
time when we encourage our teenage children and others not to drive home after a party.
Many frustrations have been expressed about the lack of taxis.
Even I have got out of bed in the middle of the night to pickup my teenagers because
they were not able to find a taxi to bring them home. I shall raise the matter with the
Minister for Transport in an effort to find a way to rationalise the availability of taxis, as
was indicated by the honourable member for Caulfield. There seems to be a surplus of
taxis at Tullamarine airport when they could be used in the suburbs.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised a matter concerning a new tourist
information centre at Yarrawonga. The honourable member asked me to pass on a message
about this matter to the Minister for Tourism. During the past couple of years the centre
has requested funding to ensure that tourism in that area is maintained at its present high
level.
The honourable member for Hawthorn raised a matter concerning WorkCare and
rehabilitation. It is always important that workers who are injured at work be attended to
as quickly as possible. I remind the honourable member that I hfld twenty years' experience
in industry under the former workers compensation legi~tion. The former Liberal
government's treatment of workers under that scheme was absolutely disgraceful, especially
when one considers the low amounts injured workers were paid.
The honourable member for Hawthorn would have been wiser to have made stronger
representations to the proper authorities to take action to remedy this problem rather than
waiting for Parliament to sit to play politics in the House.
The honourable member for Werribee raised the matter/of an eviction of tenants from
a caravan park. I shall pass on the matter to the Minister'for Housing and Construction.
From time to time all honourable members have been made aware of evictions from
caravan parks. I was made aware ofa case on Christmas Eve. Caravan park tenants do not
have any legislative backup but I understand the Minister has drafted a proposal and has
requested community comment on it. The responses to the draft must be submitted in
approximately one month. The proposal is intended to ensure that tenants in caravan
parks, who currently have no rights, will be afforded rights and security.
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Two other matters were raised with me for the attention of the Minister for Sport and
Recreation and the Minister for Consumer Affairs. As those Ministers are now present in
the Chamber, I shall allow them to answer the matters raised.

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The hon0urable member for
Gisborne raised the issue of racing days at country harness racing clubs, in particular
Hamilton and Stawell, as well as one or two others. The honourable member queried
whether the Totalizator Agency Board and Skychannel are influencing the Harness Racing
Board to take these days off the respective clubs and reallocate them to other clubs at the
whim of influences outside the normal racing areas. I agree with the honourable member
that it is important to encourage our country racing clubs, whatever particular code they
may be involved in. In this specific case, the harness racing code is involved.
I shall send a copy of the statements made to the manager, Totalizator Agency Board,
Or Phillip Swann, and Mr Trevor Craddock, Chairperson of the Harness Racing Board. I
shall ask for a fully detailed response because we must ensure that country clubs are not
sabotaged by influences outside the normal racing channels.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Dandenong
raised the significant problem of credit and young people. He pointed out that in late April
a major conference is being convened by the Federal government to discuss this issue. In
discussions with the Honourable Peter Staples and the present Federal Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Senator Nick Bolkus, the Victorian government has stated that it is
prepared to assist the Commonwealth government in both raising the major issue and in
seeking to resolve the numerous problems that young people in particular face with the
easy availability of credit.
As the honourable member for Dandenong said, there are numerous examples of people
who have been given lines of credit when there is not justification for doing so. Some
young people, even before they reach the age of twenty years, have seven or eight credit
cards and thousands of dollars' worth of credit on them. It is easy to understand that those
young people get into difficulty and need assistance.
It is not just a matter for consumers, it is also a matter for credit providers, who need to
be more sensible about the way credit is made available. Victoria is looking forward to
making progress in this area at the April summit in Canberra and also through action that
will be taken in conjunction with the Commonwealth and other States in the period after
that.

The House adjourned at 11.39 p.m.
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Wednesday, 9 March 1988
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.4 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE
The SPEAKER-Order! Yesterday, during question time, the honourable member for
Polwarth asked a question of the Attorney-General concerning recent court-related activities
in respect of Mr D. Marriner. At that time, a point of order was raised concerning the
propriety of the question, on the basis that the matter was one for the courts and that the
question was therefore inadmissible. I did not then rule on the point of order but disallowed
the question so that the position could be clarified.
Questions which reflect on a decision of a court are not admissible. I call on the
honourable member for Polwarth to rephrase his question so that the information or
action he seeks relates to an administrative matter within the jurisdiction of the AttomeyGeneral.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ADMINISTRATION OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-Can the Attorney-General explain to the House why Mr
David Marriner, a constituent of mine, was arrested at 5.30 a.m. and then thrown into
Pentridge Prison? Ifhe cannot, will he request a full investigation of the matter and report
on the measures that he will undertake to prevent this sort of bizarre incident from
occurring again?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-The sheriff is an officer of the Supreme
Court. He is obliged to carry out the court's orders and, in this case, the Supreme Court
made an order which the sheriff carried out.
It was ordered that Mr Marriner answer a charge of contempt and that he be detained
in custody. The order was delivered to the sherifflate in the evening and he decided that
if he carried out that order straight away Mr Marriner would be obliged to spend time in
prison overnight. Therefore, he carried out the order the next morning so that the matter
could be duly brought before the court.

I believe honourable members will be aware that the courts jealously guard their rights
to punish contempt of court through orders and that the sheriff is responsible for carrying
out any such orders.
The government has taken positive steps to ensure that neighbourhood disputes of this
type do not find their way into higher courts if it is at all possible. Last year mediation
centres were set up at four locations. The aim of mediation centres is to help resolve
difficulties which arise between neighbours in disputes over boundaries or the construction
of boundary fences.

PRISON OFFICERS' STRIKE
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Will the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services advise the House of the present position of the prison officers'
strike throughout Victoria and, ifit has been resolved, the conditions of the resolution?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-As a result of a number of
meetings that prison officers held yesterday, all prison officers have returned to work.
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Some returned yesterday afternoon, some yesterday evening, and the remainder this
morning. There were no conditions on the settlement of the dispute.

HOSPITAL REBUILDING PROGRAM
Dr VAUGHAN (Clayton)-Will the Premier provide to the House details of the results
of the government's hospital rebuilding program and what proposals the government has
for further expansion in this area?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am pleased to inform the House that the Victorian hospital
system is currently operating at record levels.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Over the past six years, more than 1000 beds have been opened or facilities
are now being constructed in public hospitals in suburban Melbourne. That is the place
where the beds are needed. The Liberal Party knew that, but it did nothing about it.
There are 436 beds at the new Monash Medical Centre; 91 beds at the new hospital at
Essendon; 285 beds at the hospital at Sunshine and 50 beds at the Western General
Hospital; in areas where patients are located. The beds are not still in the city where the
Liberal Party did nothing about them.
By the end of 1988, 100 new beds will have been opened at Frankston and Maroondah,
again in the suburbs. Is the Opposition getting the message? The government has not just
looked after people in the suburbs. Only recently, eight new obstetric beds were opened at
Wodonga and approval was given for a $3·9 million redevelopment of the casualty section
of the Wangaratta District Base Hospital, which is also in the country. The government
has an impressive list of achievements, which is a clear indication of its commitment and
which demonstrates its determination to provide services for people where they are most
needed. That is what has been done. It means that more people are bein~ treated than ever
before in the hospital system. I repeat what has been said by the MInister for Health:
people are required to wait less time for their treatment.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I hear all the chants from honourable members opposite, but I cannot say
too much about the Opposition's health policy because no-one, least of all the Opposition,
knows what it is. Give me one member of the Opposition who can tell the people of
Victoria what its health policy is. The time has long since passed when Opposition
members can continue criticising, condemning and talking about faults when they cannot
say what they would do in government. It is not possible.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention
to Standing Order No. 127, as the Premier is obviously debating the question. I ask you to
bring him back to order and to direct him to answer the question.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask honourable members to cease inteIjecting during the
Premier's response. The Premier is debating the subject, and I uphold the point of order,
but I have the utmost difficulty in requiring any Minister not to debate the subject if there
is a barrage of interjections.
/
/
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I have listed the considerable achievements of the government
in a range of areas in the provision of new hospital facilities. All we know from the
Opposition thus far on its health policy is that no extra funding or new beds would be
provided. That is all we know about the Opposition's health policy, nothing else.
The government will continue to provide facilities, as it has been doing for the past six
years, to ensure that Victoria has a health system of which it can be proud-not one in
total chaos, as the Victorian health system was when the Labor Party came to office at the
time the Liberal government left it.
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BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-With the government clearly split over the
Brunswick-Richmond powerline proposal, in that government members now openly state
that after the Kew by-election the powerline will be put underground, how can the MInister
for Industry, Technology and Resources justify State Electricity Commission propaganda
expenditure of more than $90 000, or $3 a head of the voting population in the Kew
electorate, in an advertising campaign for the line?
The SPEAKER-Order! The preamble to the question is out of order.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I find it
extraordinary that the Leader of the OppositIon should draw attention to what he regards
as a change in position of the government, given the obvious somersault of his own party
on this powerline issue. When the matter was considered by an all-party Parliamentary
committee, a unanimous report, supported by members of the Liberal Party without
reservation, was brought down. It was only recently, a couple of weeks ago, with the Kew
by-election approaching, that the Leader of the Opposition had the absolute gall to talk
about a political party changing its view on the matter. The government, by contrast, has
been consistent in its view. The powerline is needed, it is under construction and it is
proceeding.
I ask the Leader of the Opposition once again to rethink his party's position on this
issue and to try to bring a degree of consistency into his argument.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, although it is
interesting to hear the Deputy Premier speaking emotionally, he is debating the question.
He should answer the specific question.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. The Minister was explaining
the circumstances. I ask the honourable gentleman to conclude his response.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I wish to make
only two more points. The reality is that the Opposition knows guns are the issue in the
Kew by-election; it is not powerlines. Guns are the issue and that worries members of the
Opposition.
Reference was made to the activities of the State Electricity Commission during the past
couple of weeks in its advertising campaign on the powerline issue. Yesterday I addressed
that matter. In addition, in 1977, New York suffered a power blackout; in 1984 Stockholm
suffered a power blackout. The reality is that Melbourne faces a similar threat.
Members of the Opposition do not like to hear that and I understand why. The Natural
Resources and Environment Committee recognised that threat, as did independent advisers
to the committee. I support the State Electricity Commission in its belief that it has a duty
to explain to the Victorian community the facts of the matter. Members of the Liberal
Party are trying to divert attention from those facts. I understand that, but on the day the
by-election is held members of the Liberal Party will soon find out that guns are the issue.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE
Mr HANN (Rodney)-In view of the widespread concern expressed throughout the
community about the proposal of the government to downgrade the role of justices of the
peace and to phase them out, is the Attorney-General prepared to review the policy and to
continue to appoint justices of the peace who, for many years, have played a vital role in
Victoria's judicial system?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-This subject has been discussed. I have met
with the Royal Victorian Association of Honourary Justices and the government is
considering some amendments to the Bill. They will be duly introduced.
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MERCURY CONTAMINATION IN BAYSWATER
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-Is the Minister for Planning and Environment aware of
the serious mercury contamination at a Bayswater site? If so, can the Minister outline the
steps he has taken to safeguard the environment against this chemical?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I preface my answer by pointing
out that the majority of industrial enterprises in the State take their responsibilities for the
environment seriously. However, it has been brought to the attention of the government
that serious mercury contamination has been discovered at the Southern Dental Industries
site in Bayswater. This company is a major manufacturer of dental amalgams and one of
the largest importers of mercury into Australia.
The advice received suggested that mercury was being disposed of improperly. Mercury
is one of the most toxic of substances. As a result of the advice received by the Environment
Protection Authority, it acted quickly on checking the information and has since found
the situation is extremely serious.
The authority discovered that an area of approximately 90 square metres of land
surrounding the reprocessing facility was contaminated with metallic mercury and that
both the design of the reprocessing arrangement and the handling practices were extremely
poor.
They also found 1·5 kilograms of mercury in the S-bend of a sink in a manufacturing
area, which was actually connected to the sewer. Any mercury being washed into the
normal sewerage system is of significant concern.
Illegallandfill tips have also been used. As a result of that information and investigation,
the Environment Protection Authority has served notices on the company to stop the
reprocessing activity, to prevent waste leaving the site, and to remove the contaminated
soil and prepare plans for proper disposal. An appropriate prosecution will eventuate in
time.
The one matter which has not been dealt with and which we are raising with the Minister
for Labour is that the employee who provided the information has been summarily
dismissed by the company, and that is of concern to our officers, who spend most of their
time cooperating with industry to ensure that any environmental hazard is removed.
Where that cooperation does not occur, we have to operate on the advice given.
We are overcoming the particular problem, but advise that it is better to talk with the
Environment Protection Authority before disposal arrangements are set up than to have
this sort of problem, which should not have been allowed to occur.

DISCRETIONARY LEAVE FOR PRISONERS
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Can the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
confirm that under the recently proclaimed Corrections Act discretionary leave for prisoners
has been reduced from a previously unlimited period to a maximum of three days?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-This is a provision in a Bill
that went through the House before I was the responsible Minister but, briefly, it is down
to three days at a time. As I recall, it is three days for each year of the sentence.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CRABB-For somebody who has made as many mistakes in this place as the Leader
of the Opposition-somebody who has his foot in his mouth more often than he has it on
the ground-he has a cheek to criticise anyone else. The intention of three days' remission
is to enable prisoners to leave prison for that period to look for jobs, or because of family
funerals, and so on. I am sure that it is a system that works reasonably well.
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KEILOR CITY COUNCIL
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (St Albans)-Can the Minister for Local Government advise
the House whether the details of his department's inquiry into the finances of the City of
Keilor have been completed and, if so, explain its findings?
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-Last November the honourable
member raised the question of the finances of the City of Keilor. The financial difficulties
of the council peaked in December, when there were problems in meeting the annual leave
and holiday entitlements of workers.
It developed to the stage where the problems that were encountered, although not
leading to a charge of corruption, demonstrated lax and sloppy administration. The City
of Keilor has had that problem over some twenty years.
Honourable members will recall that four councillors of the City of Keilor, councillors
Eastwood, Giulieri, Apap and Sheridan, moved a resolution, which was ultimately carried,
seeking the involvement of the Local Government Department.
In the subsequent investigation, officers of the department have been with the
municipality over the past few weeks. Some five officers of the department have spent
twenty days dealing with the issue to which attention was drawn by the Hains Norton
audit, which revealed a deficit of more than $2 million in 1985-86 that arose out of the
council not being properly informed on financial matters. Departmental officers have
recommended wholesale changes in the administration of Keilor.
I can only commend officers of my department and councillors in working with the City
of Keilor to put in place a remedy that will satisfy the demands of the administration in a
way that had not previously occurred.
At this morning's meeting with the municipality I discussed the departmental report
and councillors have undertaken to respond within fourteen days. Officers of my
department are continuing to work on the proposal to develop an accounting process
which will ensure that the remedy is lasting and permanent.

DISCRETIONARY LEAVE FOR PRISONERS
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-Is the Minister for Police and Emergency Services aware
that since the proclamation of the Corrections Act a system now operates whereby prisoners
are receiving up to 30 days' discretionary leave because multiple three-day discretionary
leave is granted to each prisoner, thus evading the intent and thrust of the administration,
and has the Minister been party to this scheme?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I was expecting this question;
it was just a matter of who would ask it. At present, as honourable members will recognise,
Victoria has a full complement of prisoners-at least it did when I came into the Chamber
at 2 o'clock today-which has arisen largely for two reasons. Firstly, the courts have been
sentencing convicted persons to longer prison sentences than formerly. That is largely a
response to community attitudes rather than legislative measures.
Secondly, in respect of the capacity of Victoria's prisons to house prisoners, the reality
is that in the twenty years prior to the Labor Party coming to office not one new prison
was opened.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-The inteIjections of honourable members are simply not true. The fact is
that the previous Liberal government did not build one new prison in twenty years in
office. The Labor government opened a new prison at Tarengower last year; it will open
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the new remand centre in Melbourne later this year; the Barwon Prison will be opened the
year after that; and the new Castlemaine Prison will be opened the following year.
With respect to the concern expressed by honourable members about the operation of
remissions and, indeed, the sentences given by our courts, I inform the House that a
committee is currently investigating that matter-and has been doing so for twelve
months-under the chairmanship of Mr Justice Starke, and that committee is due to
report to the government next month. The discussion paper has already been widely
distributed to the community and the committee will also report on that next month.
It is in those circumstances that the government will consider policy issues concerning
remissions. In the meantime, it will use the existing regulations to properly and practically
manage the number of prisoners in our prisons.

ISSUING OF OVERDIMENSIONAL PERMITS
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I direct my question to the Minister in this House
representing the Minister for Transport, and I refer to a letter addressed to that Minister
requesting that urgent attention be given to this matter and also to a matter that I raised
on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting last week.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct the honourable member's attention to the fact that the Minister
representing the Minister for Transport in this House is the Minister for Community
Services, who is not present because he is interstate.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-I am just letting the honourable member know; he may wish to
redirect his question.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I readdress my question to the Premier and refer
to a letter which I sent to his colleague, the Minister for Transport, on 29 February
requesting that urgent action be taken and also to the fact that I raised this issue in the
House last week. An overdimensional permit is required to transport a bulldozer to fight
bushfires in the northern part of the Shire of Orbost.
Ten days have passed without the permit being issued. Can the Premier say whether the
permit will be issued before the bushfire season next year?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am not aware of the matters to which the honourable member
for Gippsland East refers. I shall bring them to the attention of the Minister and ensure
that the honourable member receives a response as soon as possible.

HOSPITALS AND POLICE SERVICES ON MORNINGTON
PENINSULA
Mrs HILL (Frankston North)-Is the Premier aware of recent expressions of concern
about the state of both hospitals and police services on the Mornington Peninsula? If he
is, will he inform the House what the government is doing to improve the situation?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I thank the honourable member for Frankston North for her
question. She has expressed concern about a number of such rnatters for some time.
I am happy to inform the honourable member of the steps the government has taken to
meet the problems that have occurred. The population on the Mornin~ton Peninsula is
growing very rapidly. A large number of retired people live on the Mornlngton Peninsula;
so the number of aged persons in the population is increasing.
Some 87 000 people live in the area, which encompasses Flinders, Hastings, Dromana,
and Mornington. A number of steps have been taken to deal with the problems mentioned,
and I shall outline those steps to the House.
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Following the completion of a $3 million police station at Rosebud in October last year,
the government is examining the staffing needs of that police station. Because of the
neglect of the previous Liberal government there was not a station adequate to house the
police needed. This government has either built or remodelled dozens of police stations in
the past six years. The previous government left such stations unattended and uncared
for, for many years.
I shall advise the House of the number of personnel involved. The honourable member
for Dromana is looking intense because his worries are now gone! Despite the best
endeavours of the Leader of the Opposition-and he tried very hard-the honourable
member for Dromana has received the nod.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to cease debating the subject and return to
answering the question.
Mr CAIN-Honourable members who read the Police Gazette will see that this week
advertisements are included for a total of seventeen positions for police on the Mornington
Peninsula. Twelve of those positions are at Rosebud; that would take the total police
strength at Rosebud to 27.
The government gave approval recently for the establishment of a small, six-bed day
procedure centre in Rosebud to cater for people whose problems can be dealt with on a
day centre basis. Such centres have proved helpful and an efficient use of resources for
patients who do not need to stay in hospital overnight.
So far as hospital waiting lists are concerned, it is the desire of the government to ensure
that those day treatment facilities are available in both the public and private sectors.
Recent additions to such facilities in the public sector have included a day surgery facility
at both the Essendon and Austin hospitals; and operating hours have increased at Frankston
Hospital in its general day surgery facility. The construction of the centre at Rosebud will
relieve the pressure on hospitals in the area, especially the pressure on the Frankston
hospital, where occupancy rates are high.
I wish that the honourable member for Frankston South, when he was a member of the
House in the late 1970s, had done something to ensure that the government of which he
was a member did not neglect that hospital over many years.
If he had, Victoria would not have the problems that exist today. He did absolutely
nothing; that is why he was kicked out! That is why he will be kicked out again, because
he does nothing. There was just a hole in the ground-it was the second largest hole in the
ground!
As is the case across Victoria, the government is meeting hospital and other social
requirements where the needs arise. The government intends to continue doing so and
will not be distracted from doing those things by the irrelevancies and the nonsense it
hears from honourable members opposite who do not have a constructive idea in their
heads.

PENSIONER RATE REBATES
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-Is the Minister for Local Government concerned that
pensioner rate rebate levels have not been adjusted since 1982, and that consequently
thousands of pensioners are paying rate increases of up to 80 per cent, based on the 1982
levels? What steps is the Minister for Local Government prepared to take to correct that
injustice?
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Govemment)-It is refreshing to hear the
honourable member for Narracan being concerned about pensioner rate rebates. Last
night in the House he spoke against new provisions in the Local Government Act that
would enable councils to strike a differential rate to cope with a situation where elderly
ratepayers who have an appreciation in the capital values of their properties are faced with
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a greater rate than they can afford. One of the measures in the proposed legislation is for
councils to recognise categories of ratepayers who have special needs. I hope the honourable
member will support the Bill during the Committee stage!

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-I wish to make a personal explanation.
Yesterday, the honourable member for Murray Valley asked me a question on legal action
being taken by the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia against the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services.
The decision to grant indemnity is one made by the government and is not a decision
made by the Attorney-General, nor was it made on the recommendation of the AttorneyGeneral. I advise the House that it has been directed to my attention that the government
has decided to give full indemnity to the Minister, both in his capacity as Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and in his personal capacity, for any legal costs which may
be incurred or awarded or damages which may be awarded as a result of any action issued
by any person or organisation for statements made in the media release or at the media
conference of 29 January 1988 or any reported extracts being made or repeated by other
persons or organisations. Further, the government has decided that the Victorian
Government Solicitor and the Solicitor-General be authorised to act for the Minister in
this matter in both his Ministerial and personal capacities.
The government's decision is consistent with the long observed convention that
indemnity be given and representation be provided for Ministers or officials who are
engaged in litigation, whether directed to them in their official capacity or in their personal
capacity, arising from the performance of their duties.

FIREARMS CONTROL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-I desire to give notice that tomorrow I will move:
That this House recognises that one ofthe major ingredients in reducing violence is the legislative authority of
Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society, and endorses the government's action in prohibiting
200 000 semiautomatic rifles by the Firearms (Prohibited Weapons) Regulations 1987 (Statutory Rule No. 374
of 1987).

The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition has sought leave of the House
for some purpose; I asked whether leave had been granted, but I still do not know whether
it has been granted.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Leave is refused.
The SPEAKER-Order! I understand that leave is refused.

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

Surplus government land
To THE HONOURABLE 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.
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The policy is seen to be disruptive to the communities of the towns and suburbs in which land is to be sold
and could directly lead to the closure of many businesses and loss of the jobs that they provide. The policy is
contrary to both the stated government attitudes on the encouragement of small business and the retail tenancies
legislation it passed in the last session of Parliament.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government amend its policy on the sale of surplus lands which are
subject to agreements with leaseholders who have constructed improvements on those lands to allow those
leaseholders first right of refusal on the purchase of the land at the valuation determined by the Valuer-General
and one other independent valuer.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Brown (66 signatures)

Traffic signallights-Burwood
To THE HONOURABLE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the Benwerrin Preschool and the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth
that the absence of pedestrian traffic lights on Burwood Highway near Benwerrin Drive and Royton Street poses
a daily threat to life for the parents and children of the Benwerrin Preschool and the KiUoura Primary School,
the patrons oflocal shops and the community at large.
Your petitioners therefore pray that, in view of this grave threat, the Minister for Transport arrange for the
installation of pedestrian lights on this section of Burwood Highway, East Burwood, as soon as possible.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Pescott (219 signatures)

Poll provisions
To THE HONOURABLE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth 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 rejected by overwhelming majorities.
We, your petitioners, 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 Act Parts X and XI.
And your petitioners, in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Williams (9090 signatures)

Firearms
To THE HONOURABLE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

We, the undersigned members of the Anglican Church of Australia in the Diocese of Melbourne, in support of
representations made to the Premier by the Archbishop, the Most Reverend Doctor David Penman, in the matter
of gun control legislation proposed by the government of the State of Victoria, do petition as follows:
1. That Parliament proceed with due haste to enact such legislation as will reduce the number of guns in the
households of this State to the greatest practicable degree.
2. That this legislation restrict the ownership of firearms to those who have a legitimate purpose for their use,
who would in each case be trained and hold a licence.
3. That the legislation place a ban on semiautomatic weapons and military-style weapons as being dangerous
out of proportion to their legitimate use.
And your petitioners do humbly pray.

By Mr Rowe (27 signatures) and Mr Pope (32 signatures)
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Pedestrian crossing-Hawthorn
To THE HONOURABLE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria.
To provide a pedestrian crossing over Glenferrie Road between Barkers Road and the existing crossing at 687
Glenferrie Road at or about Mary Street and calls on the government to install this crossing.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Gude (276 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITY SUPERANNUATION
FUND
For Mr MA THEWS (Minister for Community Services), Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of the Metropolitan Transit Authority Superannuation Fund
report for the year 1986-87.

The motion was agreed to.
For Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services), Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources) presented the report in compliance with the foregoing
order.
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:
Geelong Performing Arts Centre Trust-Report for the year 1986-87.
Harness Racing Board-Report for the year ended 31 July 1987.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Superannuation Act 1976-No. 54.
Transport Accident Act 1986-No. 52.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (DISCLOSURE OF
INFORMATION) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Accident
Compensation Act 1985 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

WORKS AND SERVICES (ANCILLARY PROVISIONS, No. 1) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to make ancillary provisions
for certain works and purposes for the financial year 1988-89.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

Health (General Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
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HEALTH (GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment) 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.

LAND (GOONA W ARRA GOLF COURSE) BILL
Mr WALSH (Minister for Housing and Construction) moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to authorise the sale of the Goonawarra Golf Course, to provide for the legal effect of
certain documents and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.

The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

SUPPLY (1988-89, No. 1) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

In 1988-89, as in 1987-88, the Victorian government intends to introduce Appropriation
Bills into the House during August to make the strategies and policies reflected in the
proposed legislation effective for as much of the financial year as possible. Honourable
members are advised that this decision, which brings forward the Budget presentation by
more than one month relative to the timing prior to 1987-88, is predicated on a May
timing for the Premiers Conference and Loan Council meetings.
The annual Appropriation Bill with respect to any particular financial year is not
introduced into Parliament until some time after the beginning of that financial year. It is,
therefore, necessary for the government of the day to seek Parliamentary authorisation of
spending for the ongoing programs of government during the Supply period. This extends
from the beginning of the financial year on 1 July until the time when the Appropriation
Bill is passed, a period of up to four months in 1988-89.
The 1988-89 Supply Bill program provides for appropriation payments out of the
Consolidated Fund for the expenditure requirements, both recurrent and works and
services, of Budget sector agencies. Consistent with established Parliamentary principles,
no new policies will be introduced during this time. Accordingly, Supply provisions are
calculated on an unchanged policy basis. Honourable members can obtaIn more detailed
information about the ongoing programs to which spending will be applied during the
Supply period from the 1987-88 Appropriation Act and supporting Budget Papers. The
Supply Bill will lapse when the Appropriation (1988-89, No. 1) Bill is passed by both
Houses.
The amount of Supply sought in the Bill is $3500·1 million-$3 500 105 000. This
consists of $21 813·9 million-$2 813 900 ODD-for recurrent expenditure and $686·2
million-$686 205 ODD-for works and services expenditure. The individual amounts for
each program are shown in the table to clause 4 of the Bill.
With respect to recurrent expenditure, the amounts have been calculated on the basis of
existing operating cost levels, including subsidies and salary and wage rate levels at 22
February 1988. These are the amounts estimated to be required to meet payments for
these services during the period 1 July to 31 October 1988. The amounts are set out in the
relevant column in the table to clause 4.
It should be noted that it has not been possible to incorporate in the Bill the impact of
the national wage decision of 5 February 1988.
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The implementation of the 5 February 1988 national wage case decision through the
appropriate wage fixing tribunals, and any other wage awards handed down after 22
February 1988 which affect expenditure during the Supply period, will be met through the
provisions contained in clause 4 (2) under well-established arrangements. This clause
provides the necessary appropriation authority to allow Supply amounts for recurrent
expenditure to be adjusted to meet the cost of such wage awards.
With respect to works and services expenditure, the total amount sought will enable the
government to continue its works program during the first four months of the 1988-89
financial year. It is composed of the individual amounts shown in the relevant column in
the table to clause 4. These amounts represent the cash flow which it is estimated will be
required during the Supply period to enable the government to continue funding approved
projects and those ongoing works activities such as maintenance of physical assets in
which agencies are involved from year to year.
Clause 5 allows the Treasurer to transfer funds from a program where Supply provisions
are more than sufficient to another program within the same portfolio where Supply
provisions prove to be deficient. This provision applies to both recurrent expenditure and
works and services expenditure, and is similar to the provision contained in the
Appropriation Act. However, it does not allow the Treasurer to transfer provisions provided
in the Bill between recurrent and works and services expenditure.
The total amount for each agency cannot be altered by the Treasurer, only the proportions
assigned to each program. It should be emphasised that this provision is meant to be
exercised only on a limited basis and where such transfers would be consistent with the
achievement of program objectives of the relevant Ministry. In addition, honourable
members are reminded that the Treasurer is required to report back to Parliament in all
cases where the authority is exercised.
An explanatory memorandum to the Bill has been prepared in a form similar to that
provided in the past. The information provided in that memorandum is to aid honourable
members in their consideration of the Bill. It indicates reasons why particular Supply
provisions vary significantly from the provisions which would be expected on a pro rata
basis for the four-month period this Bill covers. It also draws attention to changes in
programs since the 1987-88 Appropriation Bill as a result of machinery of government
changes or modifications of program structures.
The 1988-89 Supply Bill is similar in format to the 1987-88 Supply Bill in that certain
non-specific appropriation matters are omitted, mainly relating to capital expenditure in
the Ministry of Water Resources and the Rural Water Commission, but also including
one section relating to education. They are provided for in the Works and Services
(Ancillary Provisions, No. 1) Bill 1988, which will be introduced shortly.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr STOCKDALE (Brighton), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, March 23.

PRINCE HENRY'S INSTITUTE OF MEDICAL RESEARCH BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to establish as a body corporate the medical research centre at
the Prince Henry's Hospital campus of the Monash Medical Centre.
The Prince Henry's Medical Research Centre was founded in 1960. Over the years, it
has gained an international reputation for the breadth and quality of its research over a
wide spectrum of the medical sciences. The centre is particularly noted for its work in the
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field of endocrinology and, more especially, research into problems associated with stress
and human growth and fertility.
Among the more significant discoveries made by the centre since its formation have
been the establishment of various new hormone assays and the isolation and purification
of a new hormone called inhibin. The centre has developed a definition of how various
hormones work and is also known for its introduction of new methods of diagnosis and
treatment of patients with endocrine disorders.
The Bill will create the Prince Henry's Institute of Medical Research as a legal entity
separate from the Monash Medical Centre. Its aim is to put the institute on the same
footing as our other major research organizations, such as the Howard Rorey and the
Baker institutes, both of which have been incorporated by Parliament. Incorporation
offers the institute a number of advantages over its present unincorporated status.
Firstly, although the institute will continue to be closely associated with the Monash
Medical Centre, it will nonetheless have the ability to set its own objectives and goals and
determine its own order of priorities.
Secondly, it will give the institute the capacity to negotiate, and to contract in its own
right with industry and with government, to establish subsidiaries, and to participate in
consortia. The institute will be able to enter into commercial arrangements for the
promotion and exploitation of its expertise and the products of its research.
Thirdly, it will give the institute more flexibility in seeking and attracting sponsorships
and corporate funding. In addition, it will be better placed to secure endowments and
other forms of financial and community support for its various research undertakings.
The commercial development of the discoveries made by our research scientists will
play an increasingly important role in the growth of this State's biotechnological industries
and is consistent with the State economic strategy.
With this in mind, the Bill deliberately expresses the aims of the institute in broad
language, and vests in its governing board wide powers to pursue commercial as well as
charitable objectives consistent with its charter under the Act. The institute will be governed
by a broadly representative board, including nominees ofMonash University, the National
Health and Medical Research Council, Monash Medical Centre, and the Minister for
Health.
The institute currently has a board of skilled and eminent people representing a range
of professional and social interests. It is anticipated that this will continue to be the case
under the new arrangements provided for in the Bill.
In accordance with the government's policy of requiring bodies established by legislation
to be fully accountable, the Bill will require the institute to submit each year a report of its
activities to the Minister, together with an audited statement of its accounts. The report
and statement of accounts will be tabled in both Houses of Parliament for the scrutiny of
honourable members and interested members of the public.
The inaugural director of the institute will be Professor Henry Burger. His contribution
to medical research and to the successful operation of the institute is widely acknowledged
and it is, therefore, fitting that he should fulfil this inaugural role. Professor Burger and the
members of his team at the Prince Henry's Medical Research Centre have advanced our
medical knowledge and understanding considerably over the past 28 years.
In sponsoring this legislation the government is pleased to begin a new stage in the
development of the institute. No doubt the flair and dedication that have characterised its
work to date will be reflected in the new incorporated body.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, March 23.
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FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from March 3) on the motion of Mr Cain (Premier) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-This is a disappointing Bill because it fails to deliver
what was expected from the rhetoric we have heard from the Premier and the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. That rhetoric included statements such as--

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct attention to the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act, section 3 (1) (d):
(cl) A Member shall make full disclosure to the Parliament of-

(i) any direct pecuniary interest that he has;
(ii) the name of any trade or professional organization of which he is a member which has an interest;
(iii) any other material interest whether of a pecuniary nature or not that he hasin or in relation to any matter upon which he speaks in the Parliament;

The honourable member should make a full disclosure to the Parliament of any shooter's
licence he might hold, any firearm he might own and/or any shooters' club of which he
might be a member.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker,
this is taking disclosure of pecuniary interests to the point of absolute stupidity. If that
point of order were taken to its logical conclusion, honourable members participating in
the debate on or voting on a government Bill that affected the rating of property would be
required to declare whether they owned a property. If Parliament were to debate a road
transport Bill, all honourable members should declare whether they owned cars.

The point of the declaration is that an honourable member discharges his responsibilities
in this place by making a declaration ifhe believes he is in the position of having a genuine
conflict of interest in respect of the matter being discussed.
The honourable member for Werribee, in his normal petty way, is taking the matter to
the extreme. I am more than happy that all honourable members on this side of the
Chamber and all government members disclose whether they have an interest in the
proposed legislation, but I further say that every measure that is debated by Parliament
from now on should, on that basis, be subject to the same test.
The honourable member for Werribee is being mischievous and the point he raises as a
point of order is totally irrelevant, as the debate is about community safety.
His point of order should be overruled because it would be well beyond the means of
May and the pecuniary interest disclosure rule to illuminate this point. All honourable
members are bound by the same rules of disclosure regarding special knowledge or the
holding of an asset that may cause a conflict of interest.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, I put it to
you that the raising of a point of order of this kind is not only absurd and insulting to the
House, but is also impertinent to the Chair.

No point of order is involved in the matter raised by the honourable member. The
register of interests and the declaration of interest does not prevent the honourable member
from proceeding with a speech on a particular matter. If, in fact, the honourable member
has an interest in the subject matter upon which he is speaking, the procedure that is well
established is that he should declare that interest as he commences his speech on that
subject.
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Whether the honourable member has a shooter's licence, owns a gun or even a Sherman
tank and has declared it in his register of interests in no way inhibits the honourable
member from speaking on the subject that is before the House.
All the House requires the honourable member to do is to declare an interest, if he has
one, and the matter of whether he has revealed something in his register of interest, has
nothing to do with his capacity to speak on a particular subject in the House.
No point of order exists. The honourable member for Werribee is impertinent to you,
Mr Speaker, and is acting very stupidly towards the House.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, it is
my understanding, after studying this particular section of the Act, that the point at which
one declares a pecuniary interest need not necessarily be at the commencement of the
speech. The provision says only that it must be stated or should be stated.
The honourable member for Werribee has not raised the point of order at the appropriate
time because the honourable member for Momington has only just commenced speaking
on the second-reading motion. The point of order should be taken at the end of the
honourable member's speech.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, this is not
an appropriate point of order for the honourable member for Werribee to raise. The
question of whether an honourable member has a pecuniary interest is a matter for the
honourable member's own assessment. As you, Mr Speaker, are well aware, the
consequences of the honourable member making an incorrect assessment may well be
dealt with by the House as a matter of privilege.
It is inappropriate for an honourable member in this place to argue in seeking a ruling
which would become a precedent that a debate should be interrupted and that the
honourable member being interrupted in a most important debate by a call from the other
side should make a disclosure. That is a matter for the honourable member himself.
Honourable members take an oath of office and are bound by the legislation in relation
to the pecuniary interest register. Those are matters for a member's judgment and the
House has an overall view under the privilege procedures.
The SPEAKER-Order! The matters raised are in two parts: first, whether the
honourable member for Werribee is in order in raising a point of order and, secondly, the
point of order itself. First, I rule that the honourable member for Werribee, like any other
member, has a right to raise a point of order and is therefore not out of order.
In respect of the point of order itself, I direct the House to Standing Orders, General
Rules No. 2, which reads:
No member shall be entitled to vote in the House, in Committee of the whole or in a Select Committee upon
any question in which he has a direct pecuniary interest, and the vote of any member so interested shall be
disallowed.

The operative words are "direct pecuniary interest".
May, on page 411 of the latest edition, says something similar in upholding a Speaker's
ruling:
This interest must be a direct pecuniary interest and separately belonging to the persons whose votes were
questioned.

'I do not uphold the point of order in respect of the holding of a shooter's licence or the

membership of a sporting body associated with shooting being construed as a pecuniary
interest.
Mr COOPER (Momington)-I have regard for your ruling, Mr Speaker, but I am
happy to inform the House that I do not possess a shooter's licence, nor do I own a firearm.
I have used firearms as a member of the armed forces, a fact of which I am very proud.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The House will come to order. If the House does not come to
order I shall take action against those members who are using interjections for purposes
which are disorderly.
Mr COOPER-It would have been good for the honourable member for Werribee to
remain in the Chamber so that he could learn something about firearms, the real issue in
this matter, instead of raising spurious points of order to delay the debate.
The Bill is a disappointment because it fails to deliver what was promised in the rhetoric
that the community has heard from both the Premier and the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services on this issue.
I find it surprising that the Premier, after presenting the second-reading speech to the
House and relegating the Minister for Police and Emergenc¥ Services to the reserves by
not entrusting him with a Bill that falls within his portfolio, IS not present to listen to the
debate.
In presenting the second-reading speech on the Bill, the Premier said that Victorians
have a right to go about their daily lives in safety. No-one argues with that statement. The
Premier then made an interesting statement when he said that the government is not
foolish enough to believe that the implementation of the measures contained in the Bill
will put an end to the criminal, tragic and destructive use of firearms. That is an amazing
admission by the Premier in introducing a measure that has the express purpose, one
would hope, of stopping the criminal misuse of firearms.
The Premier is right about his Bill because it fails to address the criminal, the psychopath
and the vandal. The Bill confines itself purely and simply to the law-abiding shooters of
the State. The Bill has failed in its primary purpose and is nothing more than a piece of
politics being played by the Labor Party.
It is obvious that the Bill has made no real attempt to address firearms legislation
sensibly. If it had been serious in its attempt, the government would have accepted the
advice provided to it over many months last year-and certainly this year-by its own
experts.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has not been entrusted with the Bill
because everybody knows that he does not know what he is talking about in respect of
firearms.
Mr Crabb interjected.
Mr COOPER-The Minister should now do himself a favour and listen; he might
become better informed. Ifhe continues to interject he will again display the gross ignorance
he has already displayed around the State since taking over as the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services.
The primary advice received by the government last year was that the Firearms Act had
become a mess and required a complete revision. The government sent representatives to
New Zealand and elsewhere to investigate other methods of controlling firearms. At the
time when the government received sensible advice on the subject, based on in-depth
investigations b¥ its own advisers, the dreadful Queen Street massacre took place and out
went rational thInking and debate and in came politics. The government has now adopted
a crazy approach to firearms legislation and is avoiding the real issue of the criminal
misuse of firearms. The government has embarked on a simple exercise in political point
scoring.
The Minister for Health in the Legislative Council described the situation perfectly
when he said that the proposed legislation is not about anything else but sticking it up the
Opposition. Honourable members opposite cannot deny that, because it is recorded in

Hansard.
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The people of Victoria should recognise that the Bill is not about sensible firearms laws
or addressing their misuse and associated vandalism; it is about political point scoring
and sticking it up the Opposition, as the Minister for Health in another place said.
The overwhelming issue that occupies the thoughts and minds of the people of this State
is crime and violence. To find the reason why that subject occupies the minds of Victorians,
one needs only to examine the statistics on the growth of crime. Between 1985-86 and
1986-87 reported crime in Victoria increased by 14 per cent. That represents the biggest
single growth in reported crime in one year in the history of the State. Violent crime during
the same period increased by 24 per cent. As a measure of the sickness we have in society,
sexual assaults rose by 68 per cent in that period.
It is interesting to examine the statistics produced by the Victoria Police Force on
reported crime between 1981 and June 1987, the years during which the Cain Labor
government has presided over the State. The growth in total reported crime during the
period in which the Cain government has been in power is 61·7 per cent. During that
period the population has increased by only 6·6 per cent. It is no wonder that crime is
described as the biggest ~owth industry in the State. A breakdown of the 61·7 per cent
increase reveals that major crime increased by 61·6 per cent. Other offences involving
drugs, firearms, minor assaults, property damage, arson, prostitution, and sexual offences
increased in total by 62 per cent. That is the record of the Cain Labor government on law
and order.
It is little wonder that one-third of the population of the State are now officially classified
as victims of crime when one sees that crimes against the person have increased by 24 per
cent. Offences such as robbery are up by 25 per cent; serious assaults are up ,?y 5 per cent;
rape is up by 9 per cent; and other assaults are up by 24 per cent. Sexual offences, other
than rape, have risen by a fraction over 68 per cent. That disgraceful record shows that the
government and Parliament have not addressed the problem. Law and order is the
overwhelming issue that the public wants the government to address.

I refer to a quote from the recently retired Chief Commissioner of Police, who, it would
be safe to say, was one of the most credible public servants the State has employed in the
past two or three decades. The former chief commissioner said that the police are fighting
a losing battle against crime. Is it any wonder, when the government is not doing anything
to address the concerns of the real people in the real world outside this building? That is
what should be happenin~; they are the people who demand and deserve protection.
However, they are not gettIng it from this government. All they ~et is an attempt to divert
attention from the real issues and a blatant attempt at politIcal point scoring in the
typically cynical way that the people of this State have come to expect of the government
with all its sneaky tricks, manipulations and weaving and ducking on issues.
The government should be getting serious about the problem; but it is not. If it were
serious it would be doing something positive about police numbers and powers. The
Labor government promised to do something about police numbers in its first three years
of office; it has not delivered. The incoming Labor government said that it would increase
police numbers in its first three years of office. The government did not deliver.
The government said that it would do something about police powers; but it has
continually failed to deliver on that. The former chief commissioner, Mr Miller, said that
the force was dangerously undermanned. How many times does the government have to
have those words repeated before it does something about it? It appears that the members
of the government are slow learners and prefer to put resources into other ventures rather
than into law and order so that Victorians can have the decent protection they deserve.
The government should examine in depth the problems of crime and violence so that
long-term plans can be formulated to reduce the current level of lawlessness in the State.
It has not happened overnight; the deterioration in community standards has been occurring
over a long period and has led to a situation where far too many people live by the rule
that, if it feels good, one should do it.
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That is really what it all boils down to: people know that if they feel like smashing up a
phone box or punching somebody's face in they can go ahead and do it. They know that
not only is there a tolerance in the community and in the government of that kind of
behaviour but also that their chances of being apprehended are next to none because there
is an undermanned Police Force in this State. People know that if they are hauled before
the courts their chance of getting a meaningful sentence is very low because of the record
of sentencing in the courts. If someone does get a sentence, as honourable members have
heard today, he or she is granted remissions. It seems that one can be granted a remission
for blowing one's nose. Before a person is inside the prison gate he or she is granted a
remission of one-third of his or her sentence!
The question that is being asked around the State of Victoria is: what is the government
doing? It is no good the Premier and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
trundling in here and talking about gun laws, when everybody in Victoria knows that that
is only part of the problem and that the government is failing to address the bulk of the
questions being asked relating to crime, violence, and lawlessness in Victoria. The solution
to the problem is not simply with the introduction of gun control; it is in community
attitudes, and in education at home and at school. There are a wide variety of influences
on people through peer group pressure, the media and the well-publicised violent videos.
All those areas need to be meaningfully addressed and not pushed aside and ignored by
the government in its attempt to gain votes in a by-election.
The use of guns needs to be strongly but not stupidly controlled. There must be an
overall plan on the control of crime and violence and not just a mindless knee-jerk reaction
to one or two terrible events. The government is achieving nothing positive by that
reaction. It has been violent in its rhetoric concerning law-abiding citizens who happen to
own guns and use them. The government wonders why it has had a reaction from the
shooting fraternity in Victoria. If they do not know, then members of the government
must indeed be slow learners. The Premier in particular and the government in general
have been violent in their rhetoric. There have now been threats of massive disobedience,
and huge protest meetings have been held around the State and even here on the steps of
Parliament House. People have been running for cover right, left, and centre on the issue
of gun laws.
I have been to many of the public meetings held by the shooters of Victoria. I have seen
only one government member with enough guts to attend a public meeting and try to put
the government's case. The honourable member for Springvale did not in fact put the
government's case. He turned up at a protest meeting held at the Springvale Town Hall a
couple of weeks ago. The meeting was attended by 3500 to 4000 people and the honourable
member for Springvale got up on the stage at that meeting.
Mr Shell interjected.
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Geelong would not have got up at a
meeting at Warmambool! We all know why-he was skulking in the corner!
The honourable member for Springvale got up on the stage at the public meeting and
said to the people present, "I do not know anything about guns; I do not know anything
about the Bill; I do not know anything about anything". Then he said, "But I am here and
I am willing to listen and report back to the caucus and the Cabinet".

It will be interesting to see whether the honourable member for Springvale will contribute
to the debate and display his knowledge of the Bill which he denied knowledge of at that
public meeting which, as I said, was attended by 3500 to 4000 shooters. It will be interesting
also to note whether, in the protective atmosphere of Parliament, the honourable member
for Springvale says the things he said after that public meeting. He described the Premier
in the most unflattering terms; his comments about the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services-as reported to me-and the attitude of the Minister and the Premier to firearms
control and whether the proposed legislation is sensible, were definitely not flattering! He
was heard to make those remarks by more than one or two people. I will give the honourable
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member for Springvale this: he at least was prepared to front up before the people in his
electorate.
That did not happen in the electorates of Ballarat, Bellarine or Bendigo West. The
honourable member for Bendigo West did not attend a public meeting held on a Sunday
afternoon at which there were 1000 to 1500 shooters present. He decided instead to attend
a function of the Catholic Church, for the first time in four or five years-he had never
been there before, but was prepared to seek the protection of the church from the shooters
who wanted answers from the government!
The law-abidin~ shooters of Victoria want to know what they have done wrong to
deserve the rhetonc directed at them. It has been implied that anybody who owns a gun is
either a homicidal maniac or a potential homicidal maniac. The shooters of Victoria want
those implications explained to them. They deserve an answer to their questions because
they have done nothing wrong.
There are people who have abused and misused the licence to possess and use a firearm.
Those people should be treated properly within the full stricture of the law, but the lawabiding majority of gun owners do not deserve what has been heaped upon them by this
government.
The Labor Party candidate for Glen Waverley-who believes he will unseat the present
brilliant member for Glen Waverley who is doing such a good job-happens to be the
Mayor of Springvale. He turned to me at the public meeting and said, "Those idiots don't
know what they are doing"! That is a fair description of the government by one of its
chosen candidates who is, I believe, a member of the socialist left faction. He is a hopeful
of the Australian Labor Party and will be a candidate in the next election.
Does the government see the unhappiness and the division it has created in the
community as a major achievement? The ~overnment could have approached the issue of
gun laws in a sensible and sane manner. If It had played its cards correctly, the government
could have had the total cooperation of all the people in Victoria to do something in
respect of the proper, effective, enforceable, and equitable control of firearms. That should
surely have been the objectives of the government.
If the government considers its current action a major achievement, then it has seriously
misjudged the people of Victoria. The Opposition considers what has been done by the
government to be a disgraceful piece of manipulation and political showmanship WhICh is
designed to make the government appear to be doing something meaningful on the issue
of law and order, whereas it is not doing a single thing on that issue.
The government is now trying to bulldoze the Bill through Parliament. Here is a Bill
which was seen for the first time last Thursday. Sufficient copies were not provided at that
time. The Premier delivered a speech on Thursday which was dated the following day,
Friday. That was a clever trick!

There were assurances given by the Premier, the Deputy Premier, and the Minister for
Labour that, if honourable members needed more time to consult with the community, it
would be granted to them. The government has now proceeded to force debate on the Bill,
despite the protests of those people in the community who have contacted the Premierand who have sent copies to me of their protests-wanting to know why they have not
been given enough time to examine the Bill and to make submissions on it.
Letters have been sent to the Premier on behalf of all kinds of groups who could be
expected to be interested in the Bill. They want to examine the Bill and make submissions
not only to the Opposition and the National Party but also to the government.
The President of the Shooting Sports Council of Victoria wrote a letter on 8 March
addressed to the Premier. The letter states:
The Shooting Sports Council of Victoria is deeply concerned at the proposed rushing of the Firearms
(Amendment) Bill (No. 2) through Parliament.
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Copies ofthe Bill have been in very short supply and only became available to us on Monday, 7 March 1988.
This means that the council and its affiliated organisations have had little time to review the final Bill and to
identify and consider changes from the draft Bill. Other interested parties obviously are in the same situation.
Good legislation can only result from well thought out and reviewed Bills and we are concerned that the
proposed timetable will mean more firearms legislation which is unworkable.
We would strongly urge that at least an additional seven days be allowed for all interested parties to consider
the Bill and make representations to members of Parliament as is their democratic right.
If the Bill is rushed through to the present timetable we can only assume the worst motives behind the
government's action.

The sentiments in that letter have been repeated by other organisations. The Victorian
Clay Target Association Inc. has expressed its dismay at and objection to the blatant
bulldozing of this Bill through Parliament. It finds it quite staggering that a Bill of this
importance should be put before the House in such a ridiculously short period. I have a
letter from the Big Game Rifle Club, a division of the Sporting Shooters Association of
Australia (Vic.), which protests at the attempt by the government to rush this Bill through
Parliament.
The Victorian Small Bore and Air Rifle Association Inc. wrote to the Premier on 8
March indicating that it was able to obtain a copy of the Bill only the day before, due to
the short supply of copies from the publications office. The letter states:
We can only assume that the rushed timetable is intended to deny this association and other members of the
Shooting Sports Council of Victoria the opportunity to review the final Bill and make representations to our
members of Parliament ...

The Australian Deer Association wrote to the Premier on 8 March protesting at the
government's indecent haste in rushing the Bill through Parliament. The North-Eastern
Deerstalkers Association said that it was with great alarm that it learned that the Firearms
(Amendment) Bill (No. 2) was proposed to be passed so rapidly throu~ Parliament. That
association protests against the failure of the government to give suffiCIent time for debate.
The Victorian Amateur Pistol Association protests at the government's indecent haste
in rushing the Bill through Parliament. The favourite organisation of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.),
wrote a letter dated 8 March protesting at what it described as the indecent haste and
failure of the government to give sufficient time for interested bodies and the public at
large to examine the contents of the Bill and its impact.
The Victorian Field and Game Association Inc. has also protested both in a letter to the
Premier and in a press release where it refers to the fact that the government is rushing the
Bill through without giving those interested bodies time to do anything fair and proper in
regard to considering the Bill and making representations to members of Parliament. The
charges laid by those organisations are well based and should be considered by the
government. The government should give those organisations sufficient time to make
submissions on the Bill.
The Liberal Party supports firearms legislation that is effective, equitable and enforceable.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) fails, in many instances, to meet those criteria,
and the Opposition is determined that it will meet those criteria. The Bill is weak in some
instances and in other instances it is draconian and ridiculous. The Bill has as its basis the
rigid doctrines of socialism, not justice or meaningful reform. It is another chapter in the
domination of the individual by the giant corporate State that is so beloved by the people
who decorate the government benches but who will not do so after the next State election.
Ifamendments are not made to the Bill, it will be ineffective in protecting the community
against lawlessness, and that is why the Opposition will not let it pass unaltered. To enable
the Opposition to achieve the objective of providing effective legislation for the people of
this State, it will not vote against the Bill at the second-reading stage, simply to ensure that
it can move a number of proposed amendments during the Committee stage designed to
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toughen the Bill and to remove the inequitable provisions that are both unfair and
meaningless.
The Opposition will insist that, if the government wants a clause setting out the objects
of the Bill, the objects should put the well-being of the community to the forefront. The
meaningless socialist dogma included in the Bill has no place in proposed legislation
dealing with firearms or any other piece of legislation passed through this Parliament.
Surely the government can see that the Bill's objects should be along the following lines:
firstly, to protect the public against the criminal or irresponsible misuse of firearms;
secondly, to condemn the misuse of firearms in the community for acts of violence, crime
and vandalism; thirdly, to foster education in the safe use and handling of firearms; and,
fourthly, to restrict the number and availability of firearms to licensed shooters for lawful
purposes.
I want to know whether the government supports those objectives. If it does not, it has
some big questions to answer, questions not only from members of Parliament but also
from members of the Victorian community. Any Bill that amends firearms legislation
which does not address itself to the well-being of the community should be thoroughly
questioned. I question the dogma and ridiculous rhetoric that has been stuck in the Bill. It
is mindless stuff designed to pander to the loony left of which the government is so fond.
The object in the Bill relating to the resolution of personal and interpersonal conflicts is
interesting. I assume that means stopping family violence. However, if that is what it
means, why does the government not spell it out? Why is it not written in language people
can understand instead of this mindless, hocus-pocus rubbish about interpersonal conflict.
Mr Kennedy-You yahoo!
Mr COOPER-Where were you when the meeting was held in Bendigo?
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Mornington to control
himself. He is out of order through his actions, and if he continues on that course, I will
rule him out of order.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask for you to rule
whether the term, "You yahoo" is Parliamentary or unparliamentary. If it is
unparliamentary, I ask you to request the honourable member for Bendigo West to
withdraw the remark.
The SPEAKER-Order! I did not hear the expression upon which the honourable
member for Berwick is asking me to rule. If the honourable member for Bendigo West
used the expression, I rule that it is unparliamentary and ask him to withdraw it and to
resume his seat.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I withdraw.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Bendigo West to sit in his
proper place.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The honourable member for Bendigo West has delusions
of grandeur.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member should speak on the Bill.
Mr COOPER-If the resolution of personal or interpersonal conflict means the
diminution of family violence, I believe something more should be done than talking
about the situation because that is all that the Bill does.
Why not do something meaningful about family violence? The Crimes (Family Violence)
Act 1987 needs amendment to allow the Police Force to seize and hold firearms in
situations of domestic violence when in their opinion the situation is threatening. That
would be a meaningful act by the Government; it would be doing something specific about
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the situation. The Government had the opportunity of doing something but it walked
away from the opportunity.
The front page of the Age has an article on family violence; wife bashing appears to have
become a major sport in this State. The Government has ignored the situation when it
could have done something meaningful about it.
In his second-reading speech, the Premier said that in Victoria, since Christmas, there
have been fourteen violent deaths, nine of which have involved firearms. He went on to
say that every day since 1 December 1987 there has been at least one report of domestic
violence which involved firearms.
In many cases the police and other people have known beforehand of the situations
because they have been reported. People usually have a track record of domestic violence,
and, as a result, they are known to the police.
The Government should give the police the power under the Crimes (Family Violence)
Act to seize firearms when there is domestic violence or when in their opinion a situation
is threatening and to hold the firearms until a magistrate orders their return. That would
be a meaningful gesture. It would improve the situation in domestic violence cases.
The honourable member for Melbourne interjected earlier that "that is all a load of
garbage". That is a nice defence of the people who use firearms in the commission of
violent domestic crimes. The Opposition is endeavouring to make an impression on the
government to do something meaningful about the issue.
I note that the Premier has not interjected. He is probably considering the suggestion as
any sensible person would when it is put in the way I have done-not in a nasty pointscoring way-to improve the situation on violence In the State. The honourable member
for Richmond appears to be agreeing with me.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member will ignore
interjections.
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Melbourne described what I have said as
a load of garbage. I am sure he will not ~o on with that suggestion because he will wait to
see whether it can be worked up to achIeve something meaningful to achieve the results
that all in Parliament, irrespective of political party, would like-that is, that the criminal
and the irresponsible misuse of firearms, particularly in the case of domestic violence,
should be eliminated or reduced.
My suggestion is important and it should be acted upon. It will be acted upon by the
Opposition if the government once again drops the ball.
We will continue to bring the matter to the attention the people of the State and if the
government decides that it does not want to do something positive about domestic violence
we will introduce a private member's Bill. We will then see whether the government wants
to debate the issue and perhaps vote against it.
In the Committee stage the Opposition will move to strengthen penalties for various
offences involving the criminal misuse of firearms. The Government, I note, has moved
in many areas to increase the penalties and that is to be strongly supported but in some
instances it has not gone far enough, such as in relation to the criminal or irresponsible
misuse of firearms. The Opposition proposes to beef up the penalties more than the
government is willing to do.
I make no criticism of the government's decision and the level to which it believes
penalties should go, but the Opposition will propose an amendment in the Committee
stage for the penalties to be increased. I hope that it will be considered in a bipartisan way
because that is the way we intend it.
We want legislation that is effective, workable and equitable. We are determined to
achieve that. We shall propose that it is an offence to carry a concealed firearm. This is an
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extremely important proposed amendment and we hope it will receive the support of the
government. It will mean that people who carry concealed weapons, whether short or long
arms, to pull hold-ups or to threaten people will receive a penalty in addition to the
penalty for committing an offence with the firearm. The proposed offence of carrying a
concealed firearm should receive stroD3 support from the government benches.
The Opposition supports the government's proposal to increase penalties for carrying
firearms in the commission of indictable offences. The proposal will increase the penalty
of imprisonment, which was set last year, from two years to five years. The Opposition
will support that with pleasure but it will also move to ensure that the sentence of up to
five years shall not be served concurrently with the other penalty and shall not be suspended
in the case of a person convicted of carrying a firearm in the commission of a crime.
A person sentenced for each of those offences should not serve the sentence concurrently
for carrying a firearm in commission of an indictable offence and for the other crime
committed. The community wants meaningful penalties imposed and sentences to be
carried out. This should receive the unqualified support of the government party when the
matter is before the Committee.
The Opposition will not support the government's proposed abolition of the appeal
rights available to firearm owners; nor will it support the draconian and massive rise in
licence fees.
The Premier made a promise to the State-and the Opposition intends to ensure that
he keeps that promise-that no government charges will rise beyond the consumer price
index.
The Opposition does not want the shooting fraternity of the State to be used as a
milching cow by the government when it suits it. The government increased the fees in its
first firearms Bill, which came into operation in January of this year, and now it is again
proposing massive increases.
The Opposition will not cop that-it will hold the Cain government to its election
promise of not increasing taxes and charges beyond the level of increases in the consumer
price index. The people of Victoria have had enough of being taxed out of existence by the
highest taxing government in this country. The Opposition will ensure that none of its
actions endorse any proposal by the government to push increased taxes and charges onto
any section of the community or the entire community beyond the level of increases in
the consumer price index, as promised by the government.
During the Committee stage the Opposition will move an amendment to add another
category of person to the list of those who are eligible to obtain shooters' licences. That
category will include a person who has any other good reason to possess a firearm. This
will overcome my party's total objection to the proposal that shooters who are not farmers
or who do not require guns for their jobs, must join a gun club. That is a meaningless
requirement that the Opposition does not support. The Opposition strongly urges every
responsible shooter to join a gun club or association. It is in their best interests these days
to be members of gun clubs or associations. If ever shooters needed protection, they need
it now, but the Opposition will not support the frogmarching of shooters into shooting
organisations. Such a requirement is mindless nonsense that achieves nothing and certainly
will not achieve the objectives the Bill should have.
The Opposition totally rejects the provision in the Bill that seeks to give the Minister
power, through the Governor in Council, to approve shooting clubs. This is nothing more
than a blatant attempt by the government to gain political control of shooting organisations.
Approval of shooting organisations, for the purpose of the Act, should be left in the hands
of the Firearms Consultative Committee. That body should make recommendations to
the Governor in Council, and the Governor in Council should be required to act upon the
recommendations of the committee. The Opposition will also take action on that aspect
during the Committee stage.

404

ASSEMBLY

9 March 1988

Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)

In summary, the Liberal Party, as Her Majesty's Opposition, totally rejects the approach
the government has used in this Bill as superficial and ineffective. It is typical of the
government. The Bill is all show and no go. It does not address the real issues. The real
issue is crime and violence, but the Bill directs its total attention to the law-abiding
shooters of the State. That is why it is superficial and ineffective, and can be described as
all show and no go, or, all blow and no go. The latter description might be more apt.
The Liberal Party stands for strong, effective, equitable and enforceable gun laws. It will
do anything it can as the Opposition to ensure that the Bill meets those criteria. The
Opposition calls on the government to come out from its hiding hole, the bunker, to
address the real issue of crime and violence, which is the largest growth industry in this
State. The burgeoning crime rate in this State is the issue that worries most Victorians, but
it is not the issue to which the government has directed itself in this Bill, or at any stage.
The government has failed to maintain the faith of the people, as the rocketing crime
rate clearly shows. The government must institute measures that will assist to diminish
the burgeoning crime rate, thereby meeting its obligations to all Victorians. This Bill fails
on all counts.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-AlI Victorians were horrified after the tragedies of Queen
and Hoddle streets but, unfortunately, the government did not offer a practical response
that would lead to a long-term solution, and that is what the public of Victoria wanted.
The government's response was a knee-jerk response, and some people have even put to
me that it was more sinister than that. Honourable members know that the government
has for many years had a philosophy favouring the abolition of firearms in private control,
and it used the tragedies of Queen and Hoddle streets in a most callous fashion to bring
forward the implementation of that policy by several years.
The public has seen what the government proposes. The government's solution to the
problem of violence concerns the National Party. The House is not merely discussing
firearms control but the wider issues of violence in society. What is proposed in the Bill
will not solve the overall pro~lem. On that basis, the National Party intends to move a
reasoned amendment. Therefore, 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 an inquiry has been conducted into (a) the relationship of firearm
possession and the level of violent crime in the community; (b) the causes of the doubling of all forms of violence
since 1982 with particular reference to- (i) media, cinema and video violence; (ii) lack of police numbers and
powers; (iii) domestic pressures, particularly financial; (iv) the need for tougher penalties for violent offenders;
and (v) the need to instil social responsibility and self-discipline at school; and (c) the need for new legislation
based on the New Zealand Arms Act with an emphasis on education and training as a prerequisite to obtaining
a shooter's licence; and (d) the abolition offirearm registration and permits to purchase.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I rule that honourable members
contributing to the debate from now on will be speaking to both the Bill and the amendment
moved by the honourable member for Benalla.
Mr McNAMARA-The National Party believes it has a responsibility not only to
criticise the government for a measure that fails to achieve its objectives but also to put
forward viable alternatives that it hopes will lead to long-term solutions. There is growing
concern in the community about the increasing levels of violence and crime.
The reasoned amendment allows honourable members the opportunity of debating the
whole issue, not just one narrow segment of it. It is obvious that police have depleted
resources and are having problems coping with the increasing levels of violent crime in
this State. As a knee-jerk response the government has tried to inhibit the valid criticism
of the government by both the Liberal and National parties by trying to divert the issue to
firearms control. The National Party strongly believes that it is not appropriate at this
stage to single out 300 000 or 400 000 law-abiding citizens for penalty, but rather that the
problem of those who misuse firearms, those who behave in a violent fashion with any
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implement, whether it be a firearm or a piece of four-by-two, a knife or whatever, should
be addressed.
At no stage has the National Party said that it agrees with the broad thrust of the
proposed legislation. It has also said that compensation is not the issue because any
politician who talks about compensation as the issue is already negotiating surrender
terms. The National Party does not support the total ban on semiautomatic rifles.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr McNAMARA-I could advise the House of what the honourable member for
Springvale said about the Premier at Springvale, but perhaps the honourable member
would prefer that I did not do so. However, if he does not cease interjecting I will tell the
House what he said.
The National Party is concerned about the issue, and obviously there is much concern
among members in the government ranks. A number of members of the government party
do not support the thrust of the proposed legislation and believe it is idiotic, unenforceable,
and will not protect the public. The measure will merely penalise 300 000 or 400 000 lawabiding citizens. I direct to the attention of honourable members an article published in
the Hamilton Spectator of7 January 1987 in which a Mr Bill Sharrock, the endorsed Labor
Party candidate for Portland electorate, was reported as having said the following:
Semiautomatic pea rifles and shotguns owned by farmers would continue to be legal fireanns . . . Mr ShaITock
says he has raised the matter with the agricultural Minister, Mr Evan Walker, and gained an assurance that
semiautomatic pea rifles and shotguns could be owned by farmers.

That story is being spun in the bush by the Labor Party and is causing the government
some embarrassment.
The honourable member for Bellarine has made representations directly to the Premier
on this issue because he is concerned about holdin$ his seat. Honourable members who
represent Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo would be SImilarly concerned. So they should be
because this issue should not be party political; it should be approached sensibly. For a
number of years members of the National Party have been trying to convince the
government to bring a sense of reason into the firearms debate.
In a debate on firearms the first argument that one needs to knock on the head is that a
correlation exists between ownership or possession of firearms and violent crime. One of
the most heavily armed countries in the world is Switzerland. In that country people are
obliged to undertake 30 years' part-time military service because there is no standing
army; every citizen is involved in military service. If one achieves officer status in that
country, one serves an additional five years.
Everyone is compelled to take part in this operation and there are no conscientious
objectors. The Swiss are unlike the Premier in his days at Scotch College when he avoided
the cadet unit. Every individual in the army reserve in Switzerland is obliged to take his
military assault rifle-not a pea rifle-home and store it.
Mr Crozier-With ammunition!
Mr McNAMARA-That is right. Almost every house in Switzerland has a military
assault rifle with ammunition. The officers also take home their pistols with ammunition,
yet Switzerland has the lowest level of violent crime in the Western World. Immediately
that illustrates that other factors beside the possession of a firearm influence violent
people. That fact must be accepted.
The Premier is being unrealistic ifhe believes all violence will be prevented by removing
firearms from private hands. He will not get them out of criminal hands. Can honourable
members imagine criminals lining up outside police stations to hand in their pistols and
sawn-off shotguns? Those firearms were not registered in the first place! It is a fallacy to
suggest that will happen.
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All Victorians were horrified by the death of Anita Cobby. A firearm was not used in
that crime but perhaps after 1 hour or so with those animals, Anita Cobby mi~t have
welcomed a firearm. How would honourable members feel if their mothers, SIsters, or
dau$hters were put through the same anguish suffered by Anita Cobby? That should be
the Issue addressed by the proposed legislation. The community is demanding tougher
penalties for perpetrators of violent crimes in this State.
The government has not adopted a system of tougher penalties for criminals; instead it
has introduced a revolving door policy. At a meetin$ I attended recently I was told that,
since 1982, the air-conditioning unit at Pentridge Pnson has been turned off because the
revolving door circulates the air so well! Violence in our society must be seriously
considered. The subject concerns members of the National Party and in some respects it
must also concern members of the Labor Party, yet the government is not doing much to
address the need for tougher penalties.
Honourable members ought to consider some of the underlying causes of violence. It is
not only firearms that urge people to be violent; some of the reports of violence portrayed
on television, on videos, and in the daily newspapers must have some impact on society.
For example, the Hoddle Street incident was portrayed disgracefully by the daily
newspapers.
Mr Norris-Do you want press censorship?
Mr J. F. McGrath-You support that!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogartr)-Order! The honourable members for
Dandenong and Warmambool should cease Interjecting.
Mr McNAMARA-Are members of the government party advocating that sort of
journalism? Victoria would be better served if violent crimes were reported as they were
ten or fifteen years ago. At present, reporters scramble, one almost tripping over the other,
to try to film the most gory shot. Ten or fifteen years ago reporters probably waited a little
more discreetly until the body of the victim, say, was shrouded before it was filmed.
I object to my three }'oung daughters being exposed to graphic shots of violence on the
6 o'clock news. What effect does that have on our society? I believe it numbs us to violence.
I am disappointed that the honourable member for Dandenong supports coverage of
violence. That is an irresponsible attitude. I am not suggesting censorship be introduced
heavy-handedly, but all responsible people, includin$ those in the media, should be urged
to cover these Incidents more responsibly and sensitIvely. Perhaps they should introduce
self-censorship rather than scramble for ratings.

It is interesting that the person responsible for the Queen Street massacre kept a scrapbook
of newspaper clippings reporting the Hoddle Street shootings. How much effect does
media coverage have on an unstable mind? Does it prompt such a mind to consider
violent action? Everyone has a responsibility. As legislators, we should introduce effective
and enforceable measures that are acceptable to the public, and the media. have a
responsibility to the community in the way they cover certain news items. People are
affected by different things.
I am concerned about the Premier's apparent obsession with the firearms issue. What
prompted it? The subject should be considered objectively. It is well known that the
~overnment rushed in proposed legislation after the Hoddle Street shootings; at that time
It had been handed four reports.
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One report was from Chief Superintendent Brian Fennessy on the New Zealand firearms
and system. Another report was made by Chief Inspector Newgreen, the
Vlctorian Registrar of Firearms, who recommended scrapping registration of firearms.
This gentleman must be one of the most self-sacrificing of public servants because he
offered to put himself out of a job. He has since been moved to Mooroolbark and I hope
that is not a demotion because of his report. He is a fine police officer who has much to
offer the Victoria Police Force. The National Party wishes Chief Inspector Newgreen all
the best for the future.
le~slation

The government had also received a report from the Firearms Consultative Committee,
the government's advisory body, which made a number of recommendations. The fourth
recommendation received by the government was from Mr Robert Emslie, Deputy
Secretary, Ministry for Police and Emergency Services.
If we took notice of those four reports we would not have built on the system of
as we did last year and added the permit to purchase. We would not be
bnngmg forward further bureaucratic controls and making it harder for law-abiding citizens;
we would be moving towards the New Zealand system, which places the emphasis on
obtaining a shooter's licence with a process of strict testing before a person obtains a
licence. There would also be a number of strict penalties for the misuse offirearms.
re~st!ation

I thank Mr J. A. Preston, Consul-General for New Zealand, for forwarding to me a copy
of the New Zealand Arms Act and regulations. It is worth reading, and I hope the Minister
will take that opportunity. I shall make copies available to him.
In 1983 the New Zealand government introduced amendments to its Arms Act,
equivalent to our Firearms Act. It abolished the system of registration of firearms, that
system having been in operation for 63 years-from 1920 to 1983.
Victoria brought in registration in 1983, the same year as New Zealand threw it out.
The New Zealand police report gave numerous reasons why registration should be thrown
out and made recommendations similar to those made by Chief Inspector Newgreen in
his 1987 report.
New Zealand realised that one achieves more, not by bureaucratic control and heavyhanded government intervention, but by cooperation and a more thorough system of
vetting before someone obtains a shooter's licence. We have had a lax system of issuing
shooters' licences in Victoria. Until the 1987 amendments-and the National Party gives
the government credit for tightening up that system-it was a mickey mouse system where
applicants were asked a dozen questions, such as, "Do you leave a loaded firearm around
the house? Yes or no?" If one could answer that sort of question one obtained a shooter's
licence. Licences were being handed out for A and B permits, allowing a shooter to have a
shotgun and a ·22 rim-fire, but on first application shooters' licences were also being
handed out for centre-fire rifles.
The National Party has always believed that there should be a probation period covering
·22 rim-fires and shotguns before a centre-fire licence is granted. I ask the government to
examine that issue of high-powered weapons. If people can justify a need related to a
particular sport, such as deer hunting, they are the areas we should be examining.
The people involved in the Queen Street and Hoddle Street shootings-particularly the
Queen Street shooting-were given A, B, and C permits immediately. As the honourable
member for Portland would probably know, ten years ago those licences would not have
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been given out so easily; a more strict requirement would have been placed on the person
applying for the licence, but in some areas the system has become lax.
In Victoria, as has occurred in New Zealand, we need to introduce a strict system of
licence testing so that before a person can obtain a shooter's licence he or she must
demonstrate knowledge of how to handle a firearm and the legal responsibilities and
obligations of gun owners. That area has not been addressed in Victoria. I hope the
Minister can expedite the provisions dealing with the approval of training officers under
the 1987 amendments and have them put in place quickly to ensure that we can have that
system up and running.
Some people who have applied for licences for the first time have been told that they
cannot obtain licences until the training officers are in place. One must accept that there
has to be some lag-time before those officers are in place, but the matter should be
expedited.
I bring to the attention of the Minister an anomaly that arises with young people who
may have been operating with junior permits for four or five years but who, when reaching
eighteen years of age, cannot obtain shooters' licences. One youth in western Victoria is
currently a national champion in his chosen category of shooting. He has now turned
eighteen years of age and wants to go duck shooting on Saturday week and has had a junior
permit for five years but cannot obtain a shooter's licence. I have been told of similar
instances where youths who have had junior permits for four or five years and have had
instilled in them the basic principles of how to handle firearms safely cannot obtain
shooters' permits after reaching the age of eighteen years. If nothing else, we should
immediately address that problem. The Act is in place now; therefore, let us do something
about it.
We must examine the ability of the police to ensure that they reduce the incidence of
crime in Victoria. We all know that the Victoria Police are horrified at the growing level
of crime of all sorts in the State, not only crime involving firearms.
In 1960 the homicide rate in: Victoria was a little greater than 2 per 100 000 persons and
that ratio has been relatively stable, but the incidence of rape has increased from a little
greater than 3 per 100 000 to approximately 13 per 100 000. The major crime index, which
covers robbery and serious assault, has increased from 5 per 100 000 in 1970 to more than
70 per 100 000. In 1960 there were approximately 9 robberies per 100 000 persons, but
that rate is now 50 per 100 000.
The incidence of motor vehicle theft and fraud has also gone through the roof. Motor
vehicle theft has increased from approximately 225 per 100 000 and is now approaching
800 per 100 000. The fraud rate in 1960 was about 250 per 100 000 persons but it is now
more than 1000 per 100 000. Offences such as arson have risen from a rate of 4 per 100 000
to more than 45 per 100 000. Offences involving drugs, as one would expect, have risen
dramatically. The figures were almost negligible for 1960 but a more appropriate figure
would be that for 1975, when the drug problem was increasing; it was then more than 100
per 100 000 persons, but is now approaching 400 per 100 000. They are alarming statistics.
Offences involving prostitution peaked in 1980 and have decreased since legislation
legalising prostitution was enacted. Figures for firearms offences, which peaked in the
years between 1970 and 1978, show a drop in recent years. The rates for other offences,
such as minor assault and sex offences, not including rape, have been relatively static since
reaching a peak in the early 1960s. Property damage is of real concern to the public; the
figure was 90 per 100 000 persons in 1960 and is now more than 850 per 100 000.
I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard the charts to which I have referred. Those
charts are from the Victoria Police Statistical Review 1986-87.

Leave was granted, and the charts were as follows:
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Mr McNAMARA-We must ensure that something is done about the rising level of
crime in Victoria because the government has not been addressing the problem. Both the
National and Liberal parties have placed on record their support for increasing police
numbers from the present 9000 to 11 000. That positive step must be taken immediately.
It would certainly be a step in the right direction.
Another step that should be taken immediately, which would cost the government
nothing, is to increase police powers. It amazed members of the opposition parties that
provisions in the firearms Bill introduced in the last sessional period proposed the
fingerprinting of 350 000 law-abiding citizens merely because they had shooters' licences
whereas the government has done nothing about gIving police the power to fingerprint
criminals. It is a glaring anomaly which even this government should recognise.
This firearms Bill has had that fingerprinting proposal removed. Perhaps the government
is sick of being bltted around the head by that argument. The opposition parties want
police to be given the power to fingerprint criminals.
They also want what the Chief Commissioner of Police, Kel Glare, and the former chief
commissioner, Mick Miller, articulated so well: the power for the police to demand the
name and address of any person suspected of committing a crime. The police have been
given less power in dealing with the criminal than they have been given when dealing with
the driver of a motor vehicle. If a person driving a motor vehicle is pulled up by the police,
he is obliged to give his name and address. That provision is contained not in the Crimes
Act but in the Road Safety Act. I suppose the advice given to criminals is: when involved
in a felony walk away from the scene of the crime, do not drive away. So long as they are
on foot, the police cannot demand their names and addresses.
Other powers that should be given to police include the coopting of people to take place
in a line-up, taking of photographs, hair samples, and so on. Those powers are vital in
order to solve many crimes.
A prime example occurred near my home town in the small town of Murchison. Some
twenty years ago a young couple, Gary Heywood and Abina Madill, were murdered. The
crime was solved after twenty years as a result of some very good police investigative
work. The police found the culprit by tracking his fingerprints through the New South
Wales registry. The culprit was picked up in Albury on an indecent exposure charge and
was fingerprinted as a matter of course, as is done in New South Wales, and his fingerprints
went to the central registry. Through diligent work, members of the Victoria Police matched
those fingerprints with those taken at the scene of the older crime and also with those
taken at the scenes of a number of other murders and rapes. Had the Victorian police had
power to fingerprint, that person could have been locked away twenty years ago; he was
allowed to roam and commit other serious crimes simply because the Victorian police did
not have those powers. It is vital that honourable members should address that issue.
Many people are concerned about firearms. They are concerned about the government's
hea~-handed approach in attempting to penalise 350 000 law-abiding citizens rather than
singlIng out criminals and offenders. I have spoken to more than 100 000 people in the
past six weeks, including the people at the large rally held in Melbourne. I commend the
organisers of the rally, the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vie.), who did an
excellent job. Every person taking part in it should be commended for the law-abiding
manner in which he or she behaved.
It was interesting to note that those attending the rally represented a significant crosssection of the community. Large sections of the ethnic community were represented. I
spoke to numerous people from Greek, Italian and Yugoslav backgrounds after the rally.
These people, all Melbourne based, were concerned about what the Premier and the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services were doing.

About half a dozen people tried to upstage the march. Unfortunately Laurie Levy and
those few radicals received all the media coverage, not the 60 000 or 70 000 law-abiding
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people who behaved in an exemplary fashion and who showed in this bicentennial year
that Victorians are still prepared to stand up for their rights. They will not be bulldozed
by any government which wants to introduce a totally unacceptable law.
Many meetings were also held around country Victoria. I have attended meetings in
Sale, Warrnambool, Ballarat, Bendigo, Wodonga, and Shepparton.
Mr Cooper-The "everywhere" man.
Mr McNAMARA-I have been just about everywhere. Some 25 rallies, including one
at Camberwelllast night, have been held and they have all been attended by unprecedented
crowds. Virtually every rally was the biggest ever held in those centres. There were 3500
people in Shepparton; more than 3000 in Ballarat - Mr Crozier-Was the Minister there?
Mr McNAMARA-I am getting to that. There were 2500 people at Sale; some 1200 to
1500 at Warrnambool and so on. However, at every meeting there was a vacant chair: the
chair that was left for the Minister.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services was invited to all these meetin~s. He
even apologised in bulk for his non-attendance. I received a facsimile from the MInister
apologising in one hit for not attending the Sale, Warrnambool and Shepparton meetings.
We just did not see him. It was pretty obvious that he was shirking his responsibilities by
not attending those meetings.
While talking about the present Minister for Police and Emergency Services, I take the
opportunity of paying tribute to the former Minister, now the Minister for Community
Services. We had our differences over the years; I recognise that he is Secretary of the
Fabian Society, and there are other areas where we do not agree.
Mr Dickinson-He will be at a Fabian Society conference in Geelong.
Mr McNAMARA-I know I will not attend that conference, but I must say that the
former Minister for Police and Emergency Services showed some backbone; he had the
guts to front at many meetings. He turned up to every meeting that he could, and received
much credit for that.
The former Minister was given much more credit than can be given to this Minister. He
was given more credit than can be given to the honourable member for Bendigo West and
the honourable member for Ballarat South. It is obvious that those honourable members
have squibbed the issue, just as the present Minister for Police and Emergency Services
and the Premier squibbed those meetings. The Premier was invited to many of the
meetings but I do not even know whether he acknowledged them. It was beneath him to
talk to Victorian citizens. Again, I reinforce the fact that those meetings were not stacked
by National and Liberal party voters.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McNAMARA-I hear cries of derision from the government benches. Recently I
attended a meeting in the electorate ofWarrandyte near Lilydale. I believe that seat needs
a swing of only 78 votes. There were 500 people at that meetin~ and the bulk of them had
either a tattoo or an earring. They were your real blue-rinse LIberals! Most of them were
in blue singlets. Those people were not going to cop that sort of rubbish from the
government.
Almost single-handedly the Minister for Labour-the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services-has been able to muck up every portfolio that he has had. In the transport
portfolio, he was the $90 million man involved in the early retirement scheme. One can
follow the trail through the disastrous wreckage the Minister has left behind. More than
anything, he has managed to get people angry with the government.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The ACflNG SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo
West, who is interjecting, is out of his place.

Mr McNAMARA-It is good to hear from the honourable member for Bendigo West,
because honourable members may not hear from him again. After talking to thousands of
blue-collar Labor voters in Bendigo, I can assure the honourable member that his political
future will be very brief.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has, almost single-handedly, forced a
great many people who were rock-solid Labor voters to switch their allegiance to the
opposition parties. I have not known another issue to make people so angry.
The stationmaster in my electorate informed me that railway gangers held a meeting up
our way, and they decided to assist the National Party at the next election. The National
Party welcomes that support.
The issue has stirred up people of different backgrounds, no matter whether they are
third generation Labor Party supporters or conservatives. They believe the government is
infrin~ng on their rights. They have a right to possess firearms and they have not abrogated
that nght. They have held their firearms in good faith-they have not misbehaved with
them or gone up and down Queen Street and Hoddle Street with them-yet they are to be
held responsible for the irresponsible behaviour of the people who were involved in the
tragedies of Queen Street and Hoddle Street. That is objectionable.
Law-abiding people in Victoria should not be held responsible for such misbehaviour.
Law-abiding people want the government to have a balanced and reasoned approach to
the problem of the misuse of firearms.
The National Party supports the system administered by the New Zealand Labor Party,
which emphasises the vetting of shooters at the licensing stage. There are heavy penalties
for those who break the law-and the National Party has no argument with heavy penalties.
Under the system that operates in New Zealand, shooters are licensed for life, and they
pay only once for a licence. If a shooter breaches the law he will lose his shooter's licence,
and his firearm and may end up in prison. No law-abiding citizen can object to such a
system. Honourable members should argue for such a system in Victoria.
The National Party is concerned by the cowardly attack made by the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services on the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia.

Mr Crozier-It was cowardly and costly.
Mr McNAMARA-It will be costly for the taxpayers of Victoria! The Minister said
that the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) was a phoney club. The club
represents approximately 50 per cent of the total members of all sporting clubs in Victoria,
yet the Minister called it a phoney club!
The accusation was irresponsible and the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia
(Vic.) has taken legal action against the Minister. As an estate agent and auctioneer, I will
offer the Minister half commission rates when I sell his house-I will give him half of the
proceeds, if that would be of any assistance!
The taxpayers of Victoria should not have to foot the bill for the slanderous comments
made by the Minister. If a group of people offends the Minister, are the ground rules to be
that he can make a slanderous comment and yet be protected by the taxpayers of Victoria?
If so, will the same protection be given to all honourable members so that if they make
comments about members of the Trades Hall Council or other individuals, those
honourable members will be similarly protected?
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has made many irresponsible statements
on the firearms issue---especially when he proposed to become the southern hemisphere's
No. 1 arms dealer! All honourable members will remember that proposal. The Minister
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said, "The government will gather up perhaps 300 000 semiautomatic rifles and flog them
off to the United States". It was to be a quick cash deal! The Premier jumped on the
Minister very quickly because of what the Minister said.
I have obtained information from the Consulate of the United States of America that
shows that what the Minister proposed could not be done. Under the United States of
America's internal revenue system, there is an importation code. Perhaps the Minister
should listen carefully to what it says.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Will the honourable member inform
the House what he is reading from and who signed it?
Mr McNAMARA-It is the internal revenue code of the United States of America,
regarding importation, No. 5844, which states:
No firearms shall be imported or brought into the United States or any territory under its control or jurisdiction
unless the importer establishes, under regulations as may be prescribed, by the Secretary, that the firearm to be
imported or brought in is:
(I) being imported or brought in for the use of the United States or any department, independent establishment,
or agency thereof or any State or possession or any political subdivision thereof.

The US Army or police groups come under that category.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services was not proposing such sales; he was
proposing to flog the guns off in corner stores! The code further states:
(2) being imported or brought in for scientific or research purposes; or
(3) being imported or brought in solely for testing or use as a model by a registered manufacturer or solely for
use as a sample by a registered importer or registered dealer.

That is, dealing with lots of half a dozen.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Murray Valley, who is
interjecting, is out of place.
Mr McNAMARA-The Minister would not have been able to get the guns into the
United States of America-but that would not faze him! There are other good markets!
On the West Bank there are many Palestinians looking for firearms. Surely a few
Palestinians would be happy to buy those guns! The frontline States would provide a good
market. As well, there are the Contras in Central America. The government could send
the guns to one of the right-wing dictatorships in South America to be used against
socialists.
It is amazing that the Minister could suggest, on the one hand, that Victorians should
be protected against the use of firearms by reducing the ownership of firearms or removing
them from the community, but, on the other hand, suggest that the government would sell
those guns to other countries. How totally irresponsible! The only reason the Minister
gave for such a suggestion was to make a quick quid.
The National Party supports a reasoned and sensible approach to the issue. A number
of steps can be taken. The government should support a system of firearms instruction for
all secondary students in the State. Firearms should not become forbidden fruit-as was
the case with liquor in the United States of America in the 1920s. Prohibition did not
work. The prohibition offirearms will not work, either.

People should be made to realise how dangerous firearms can be in the wrong hands;
they should learn how firearms should be handled responsibly.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! There is shouting coming from the government side;
I wish that shouting to cease.
Mr McNAMARA-I draw to the attention of the House a manual--
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The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Mitcham, who is
interjecting, is out of his place and disorderly.
Mr McNAMARA-I draw to the attention of honourable members a manual entitled

Firearms in New Zealand. Much can be learnt from the safety code incorporated in that

document. I will make it available to the Minister, if he is prepared to examine it; the
police have asked him to read it but I do not think he has yet examined it.
That booklet details a basic firearms safety code and contains provisions that should be
implemented in Victoria. The code is simple: treat every firearm as if it were loaded;
always point firearms in a safe direction; load a firearm only when ready to fire; identify
the target; check the firing zone; store firearms and ammunition safely, and remember that
alcohol impairs judgment. They are rules that ought to be instilled into people.
One does not have to take a firearm into a classroom to be able to instruct people on
basic safety codes. For example, people in Switzerland have a universal familiarity with
firearms; each household has a firearm, but everyone in the household knows how to
handle it. Countries like Switzerland have the lowest levels of violent crime in the world.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McNAMARA-The countries with excessive levels of firearms are probably those
that have not only very little in the way of firearms restrictions but also very little in the
way of safety training. The National Party emphasises that a system of safety training and
not one of handing out firearm licences willy-nilly must be ensured. That is a responsible
view.
The other matter to be considered in any legislation relates particularly to the ri$hts of
sporting shooters; I refer to those who will be at the duck hunting season openlng on
Saturday week. Their rights must be protected from the irresponsible behaviour of people
such as Laurie Levy and others. I am disturbed when I hear threats from those individuals
about buzzing people in planes at levels below accepted flight levels; they say they will put
themselves between the ducks and the shooters on the swamps. That is a totally
irresponsible attitude; it has even been suggested by some of those people that they intend
to take their children with them.
Mr J. F. McGrath-That is how irresponsible they are!
Mr McNAMARA-An attempt must be made to knock on the head what I call the
Bambi syndrome that was perpetrated by WaIt Disney and others that supposedly endows
animals with the feelings and intuitive capacities of humans, which of course they do not
possess. It is important for people to have a right to carry out their pursuits as hunters,
and to allow them to harvest a crop of ducks each year. The hunters fulfil an important
function, particularly for the benefit of the rice farmers of New South Wales; little rice
would be grown in the Riverina if there were no duck hunting season in Victoria and New
South Wales. Similarly, vermin such as foxes and rabbits must be controlled.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McNAMARA-If the honourable member for Coburg is to be responsible and
contributes something to the debate, that is good, but he has enough on his plate to worry
about at the moment!
The government has to ensure that people can perform their functions and control
vermin, to ensure the continuance of a viable primary industry in Victoria.
The subject of licence fees must be examined. The government increased those licence
charges during the spring sessional period; the cost of a shooter's licence, formerly $30 for
a three-year period, was increased to $45, and it is now proposed that it be increased to
$75, all within a matter of months. Apparently that is a revenue-raising exercise, and the
money raised should be used to promote wildlife habitats and the like, as was proposed
years ago. However, the money seems destined for diversion into consolidated revenue.

Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)

9 March 1988

ASSEMBLY

423

Many have heard the John Crook proposal; he has a philosophy similar to that of the
Australian Labor Party of some five or six years ago. John Crook is a leading protagonist
who is pushing for total abolition of the private ownership of firearms. He has suggested a
gradual increase in the level of firearms licence fees and a simultaneous progressive
outlawing o~' various categories of firearms. He has also suggested that the revenue raised
from increa~ed licence fees should be used for compensation.
The government has not done that. In the second-reading speech on the Bill the Minister
stated that compensation would be paid. The Premier gave a wonderful assurance as to
compensation when he said that "full and fair compensation would be paid at a market
value which prevailed at the time the prohibition became effective". However, the proposed
legislation simply states that the Minister "may" approve the making of a payment by
way of compensation to a person who surrenders to the registrar a prohibited firearm.
There is no assurance that compensation will be paid. Commitments are made in the
second-reading speech but they mean nothing when the Bill is read.
It is the right of any law-abiding citizen who can demonstrate an ability to use a firearm
conscientiously and properly to hold a firearms licence. Shooters should have security
arrangements commensurate with the type and number of firearms owned by them. If a
person owns a single· 22 rifle, the security for that firearm certainly would not be as strict
as that provided for a person who owns seven or eight firearms-that is commonsense.
Heavy penalties should be imposed particularly when firearms are used in crime and
vandalism.

The National Party is opposed to the compulsory membership of sporting clubs and to
the clause that gives the government power through the Governor in Council to nominate
the sporting clubs it shall accept. It has already threatened to cut the Sporting Shooters
Association of Australia (Vic.) offat the socks for no other reason than that the association
stood up for the rights of its members. It has a right to do that without being bludgeoned
or threatened by the government.
The National Party is opposed to a system of registration and supports the arguments
put by the Registrar of Firearms, who said that registration was a complete waste of time
and should be abolished forthwith. An enforceable system should be introduced in Victoria.
I refer to the recommendations made by Chief Inspector Newgreen as to what should
be contained in the Firearms Act.
1. He said it should repress the criminal and irresponsible use of firearms.
2. It should look after the public interest.

3. It should not place harsh restrictions on responsible and mature sporting shooters
while at the same time educating the public, particularly juniors, in the safe use and
handling of firearms.
There would not be a better definition as to what should be required in any Firearms
Act. Legislation including those provisions would not only meet the genuine concerns of
Victorians about the growing level of violence but also would ensure the full cooperation
of sporting bodies. The government should bring in a system that penalises the offenders,
not the innocent parties. That is the direction that should be taken.
The National Party believes the provisions in the Bill that the Minister proposes are
idiotic and unenforceable, and their introduction appears to be a pre-election stunt. I
should like the government to test support for the provisions by way of an election. The
National Party would love the opportunity of debating a number of issues in an election
campaign, and the firearms issue would certainly create a considerable amount of
resentment towards the government.
Mr Crozier-As it is doing to Mr Unsworth in New South Wales!

424

ASSEMBLY

9 March 1988

Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)

Mr McNAMARA-The Victorian Premier made many promises prior to the 1982
State election. In Ballarat South, the Labor Party placed advertisements in the press to
protect its interests in that electorate by using a system that could almost be considered
fraudulent. The Labor Party conned the voters by assuring them it would not take the
action that it is now taking.
When in opposition, the Premier gave clear undertakings that there would be no
confiscation of firearms. However, in December last year the government prohibited the
ownership of all licences for semiautomatic weapons. I believe the Minister is on the verge
of extending that ban to automatic shotguns and, if one follows the John Crook philosophy,
there is no doubt the government will place bans in each area, one by one.
There is a need for a system in this State that is acceptable to the Victorian public, and
the proposed legislation IS certainly not acceptable. The National Party would be happy to
debate this issue in an election campaign; it would be happy to have an election tomorrow.
With this measure, the fact that $3 billion has been lost on WorkCare, and with many
other issues, the Victorian public has had a gutful of this State government and the
conniving that took place in regard to the Nunawading Province re-election scam.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The House is not debating the
Nunawading Province re-election at this stage, and I ask the honourable member to return
to the Bill.
Mr McNAMARA-Thank you for your direction, Mr Deputy Speaker, and I accept
your point. However, these are very important issues about which the public is concerned.
Action such as the government has taken in recent times will see it go down the chute
very quickly, and I can tell the House which seats the government will lose first. It will
lose Bellarine, Ballarat South and Bendigo West, and it has some problems in Morwell,
too. The loss of those four seats would put the Labor Party out of government for a start.
I am sure there would be some doubt about the government retaining the seats of
Warrandyte, Ringwood and others.
The National Party will be working in close harmony with the Liberal Party to ensure
that the government does go down the chute. I advise the Minister to watch very closely
what occurs in New South Wales, because he might be astounded by the result, which will
shortly be mirrored in Victoria. There is nothing that the National Party would like more
than for the government to call an election; I invite it to call an election whenever it
wishes, because the National Party is certainly ready, willing and able to participate in the
election campaign.
Mr Norris interjected.
Mr McNAMARA-The National Party is not panicking; I have just said it would be
pleased if an election were held tomorrow. In conjunction with the Liberal Party, the
National Party is moving to knock out the ridiculous regulation dealing with semiautomatic
firearms and has accepted the proposition that semiautomatic ·22 rim-fire weapons should
be legal in this State. After all, such weapons have been around for 50 years and have not
caused any problems. So far as the centre-fire weapons are concerned, the National Party
accepts that any centre-fire weapon with an underclip with a capacity of eight bullets
should be a legal firearm.

When canvassing the proposed legislation around the countryside last year, National
Party members said they would support a ban on military-style semiautomatic firearms. I
gave that assurance to the then Minister for Police and Emergency Services, now the
Minister for Community Services. In fact, within a day or so of the Queen Street shootings,
I made a point of coming to Melbourne and discussing with the Minister what assistance
the National Party could give the government to introduce proposed legislation that would
be acceptable to the Victorian community and would prevent the recurrence of horrific
incidents such as the Queen Street and Hoddle Street shootings.
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I am sure the former Minister will verify that that was the case. Both the Honourable
Roger Hallam, one of the honourable members for Western Province in another place,
and I visited the Minister's office and gave that assurance, but we did not expect a measure
such as this, which has gone completely off on a tangent and is so irresponsible that it is
hardly worth a comment.
There is a need to ensure that shooters' licences are refused to people who have a history
of violence; that persons with convictions should not be allowed to own firearms; that
people who have a record of mental instability should also be refused shooters' licences;
and that people who have a history of intemperate habits, particularly the use of drugs and
alcohol, should also be refused shooters' licences. The National Party would do away with
firearms registration and the permit to purchase, but it would institute a far more stnngent
testing procedure for obtaining shooters' licences similar to that which operates in New
Zealand.
It would replace the Registrar of Firearms with a licenser of firearms who would be a
senior police officer and who would receive and have referred to him any police report
involving an act of violence, and the case could be cross-checked to find out whether the
individual involved had a shooter's licence and owned a firearm. If that person did have
a licence and owned a firearm, a set scale of charges should be able to be levelled against
that person, leading to his loss of the shooter's licence and the firearm.

The same procedure should apply in cases of domestic violence. It is known that at
present the police have power to confiscate firearms at the scene of domestic violence.
They should also be required to report the incident to the National Party's proposed
licenser of firearms. If a person is picked up for violent or irresponsible behaviour, as were
the 120 people at the Melbourne Cricket Ground, his name and address should be reported
to the licenser of firearms and a check should be made on whether that person owns a
firearm.
The government is legislating by panic; it has introduced a measure to penalise everyone
because of the actions of a few. The other day someone said that the government had
applied the "nanny" syndrome; it says, in effect, "You are naughty children and we will
have to take the ball away from everyone".
In regard to irresponsible and loutish behaviour, such as that of some 100 or so people
involved at Bay 13 at the MCG, why did not the government take specific action rather
than penalise all 80 000 spectators? Why did not the government impose penalties of
imprisonment for two weeks, a month for a second offence, or two months for a third
offence, if necessary? If that occurred, antisocial behaviour of that sort, which spoils the
enjoyment of a sporting spectacle at venues such as the MCG, would be stopped. We
should zero in on the offenders rather than penalise the entire community. The government
did not do so in regard to the MCG incident, and it is not doing so with the firearms
measure.
The government is virtually saying that 400 000 Victorians must pay the penalty because
of the actions of half a dozen people. They are being made the innocent sufferers, as the
honourable member for Glen Waverley says. It would be responsible for a government to
introduce legislation that is both enforceable and acceptable to the public.
It is worth noting the sorts of groups that the government is funding. This year, the
Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders received $99400 from the
government yet, in the same Budget, the government funded VOCAL-that is, the Victims
, of Crime Assistance League Inc.-to the tune of a miserable $1500. One often wonders
whether one would be better off being a criminal than a law-abiding citizen while this
government is in power, because it is doing very little in a practical way to protect the
citizens of this State.

The police are concerned about it, as are associations such as VOCAL. The National
Party and the Liberal Party are certainly concerned. Something must be done to get the
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government off the backs oflaw-abiding citizens and to ensure that it turns its attention to
the offenders. I make it clear that the National Party has been consistent on its view on
the firearms legislation for approximately six years.
In 1983 we said that legislation was the first step to confiscation. The National Party
said that if registration were allowed to be introduced, the government would know what
firearms everyone owned and it would then step in to confiscate them. Some people
laughed and said that it would never happen. They quoted John Cain's press release in a
Ballarat newspaper before the 1982 election and said that the government would never do
it; but it is happening today.
Unfortunately, the National Party is the only group going in the direction it took in
1983. In 1987 the government built further on that failed registration system, a system
that had already been condemned by the Registrar of Firearms, the senior police officer
who had administered the system, and whose exact words were that registration should
forthwith be abolished.
The government did not abolish it; it added a permit to purchase system. Again, it was
a failed system. One could apply it to the old Chinese philosophy: "If you are going down
the wrong road, you do not get to the destination by running faster; you should go back
and get on the right road." That is not what the government is doing, and it has to address
that problem. The government is getting itself in a real quagmire.
In 1980 the National Party was the only party to say no to that legislation and in 1988 it
is saying a very firm no again because the government is building on a failed system. We
have to return to something which works and which is acceptable to the Victorian
community.
The National Party will oppose the Bill during the second-reading stage if the government
does not support the reasoned amendment put forward by the National Party. If the
reasoned amendment is accepted, we can start to make some progress on firearms reform
in the State and start going some way towards protecting the citizens of Victoria.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-What is remarkable about what has been said today
by the spokesmen for the two opposition parties is that they have spoken a lot about
shooters' rights and views but not much about the rights of other people. We have to
consider the rights not only of shooters-and I have done a fair bit of talking to them,
too-but also the people who have not been marching, demonstrating and lobbying; the
people who have been expressing their concerns privately, peacefully and domestically,
and they are the 75 per cent or more of Victorians who do not own guns, have never
owned guns and will never own guns.

They are the people who do not have a vote on this issue-the quiet multitude. They
are rightly concerned with the growth of uncontrolled firepower in the homes of Victorians.
For them the Bill is a measure to rid them of some of the fears they have of violence.
Violence in a society where gun ownership is rising at a rate of 35 000 weapons a year,
leads to people being afraid. These people do not understand guns.
We have all seen the car stickers saying, "Our aim is shooters' rights". The government's
aim is to maintain not only shooters' rights but everybody's rights-the right of ordinary
Victorians to live their lives free of the fear of sudden, unpredictable, and inescapable
violence. It is one thing to talk about shooters' rights-their rights are undenied-but after
the weapon has been fired, the dead do not have rights.
Let us talk about why people are worried about guns. The Hoddle Street and Queen
Street killings highlight the problems with guns, but the fear is much more deep-seated
than that. We all know it is virtually impossible to stop an isolated psychopathic violent
outbreak; but it is not only the psychopaths that worry the citizens of Victoria-it is
necessary also to look at everyday experienced gun owners.
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We need to look at our own experiences and feelings to understand why people are
anxious. Everyone knows anger; we have all felt it. It is a common experience. There
would not be a member of this House who has not felt extreme anger or the desire at some
time or another to kill somebody.
Honourable members interjecting.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! This is a serious debate and there
must be decorum in the Chamber.
Mr Kennett-He ought to withdraw that!
Mr Hann-It is a serious accusation!
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, a serious
accusation has been made against every member of this Parliament-but I am directing
my point only towards me. The Minister suggests that I have had in my lifetime a desire
to kill someone. I object to that implication and I ask the Minister to withdraw it.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! An objection has been raised by the honourable
member for Mornington.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-Mr Deputy Speaker, if you direct me to withdraw,
I withdraw. The issue I am putting to you is that every single human being-Mr Ross-Edwards-He has to withdraw!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! To make things perfectly clear, I have accepted the
Minister saying that he withdraws the imputation.
Mr CRABB-Every person who has lived and breathed has known the feeling of
uncontrollable anger and people are kidding themselves if they say they have not. The
point is that anger-Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr Norris interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! I am getting sick and tired of this business. I want
some decorum from the Leader of the National Party, and the honourable member for
Dandenong is in the same situation, without the responsibility of the Leader of the
National Party.
Mr CRABB-Anger is a common emotion and the combination of anger and guns is
an explosive mixture, which is why the government wants to reduce the number of guns
in the community.
There are other human feelings that can trigger off the use of guns; there is depression
and the feeling of despair, unworthiness and the sense of hopelessness. They are all parts
of the normal moods that people have and it is during this feeling of depression that the
easily available gun becomes a way out for the depressed person, by murdering who they
see as their enemies or, often, by suicide. That is why we want to reduce the number of
guns in the community.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr CRABB-Are the opposition parties capable of running a debate on an intelligent
level? Do I have to listen to this goose across the table saying that knives and strangling
are just as bad?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member will address the Chair.
Mr CRABB-I am sorry, Mr Deputy Speaker, I got angry!
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Apart from those circumstances, there are the accidents that occur regularly with guns.
A recent letter to the Age newspaper described the dangers of what the writer called "the
gun in the cupboard". There are all sorts of guns lying around and every one of them is a
fatal accident waiting to happen-the gun that is hidden but not hidden well enough to
stay hidden from the kids, the lost gun that the kids find, the forgotten gun that shows up
after the owner has long forgotten it. Examples can be found in all newspapers in the State
of the tragic accidents that occur not with Rambos wielding machine-guns but with the
humble ·22 rifle. These accidents happen and the people we represent die as a result of
them.
Domestic violence is one of the other features of the debate. The times in which we are
living are such that domestic violence is increasing and the victims of domestic violence
are largely women and children.
It is worth noting that it is mostly men who own guns; 25 per cent of the male population
own guns and 4 per cent of women own guns. When considering domestic violence, one
must also consider depressed, angry, and despairing people because they often become
involved in domestic killings that are made possible by the ready availability of guns.

Mr Hann-When will you tackle anger and despair?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! This is not a quiz show. If the honourable member
for Rodney wants to be called, he must behave himself.

Mr CRABB-In the past eighteen months, aside from the Hoddle and Queen streets
shootings, 20 people have been killed by rifles. Of those 20 people, 16 were killed by ·22
rifles. They were not killed by criminals, hit men or gangsters, but by ordinary citizens.
I have various news clippings here and I shall briefly go through them to illustrate my
point. The first concerns a 29-year-old killed by a sixteen-year-old with a ·22 rifle during a
domestic argument; in November 1987, a woman was shot in the sight of her two children
by a man with a ·22 rifle because of a domestic argument; a young man who could not
stand being jilted by his girlfriend who then ran off with another man shot the other man
and then himselfWlth a ·22 rifle. These illustrations go on and on.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-I am responding to the National Party spokesman, who put the view that
somehow a ·22 rifle was a peashooter that was not really dangerous. It is not because of
criminals but because of people in difficulties with their own society, that these rifles are
being used as lethal weapons.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-Honourable members can read these newspaper articles for themselves.
These tragedies relate to ordinary people in difficult circumstances. In May last year a 68year-old man shot his wife dead then shot himself. In June the same thing happened with
another elderly gentleman. Another illustration of domestic violence occurred in Mount
Waverley. A 68-year-old pensioner shot his wife in the back of the head with a ·22 rifle
and then hanged himself in the garage. Another incident involved a party where a brawl
erupted and a young man grabbed a gun and shot one of the guests before shooting himself.
These tragic incidents are happening at the rate of one a Inonth.
I make no exaggerated claims about the Bill. Tragedies will still occur with the use of
firearms, but the government is attempting to reduce the number of those tragedies and to
reduce the prospects of our citizens being killed with firearms.
The gun lobby is fond of arguing-as we have heard again today-that it is people, not
guns, that kill. That may be so but it is the gun that places an enormous and easy power of
killing in people's hands. It is the gun, especially the rapid-fire, modem gun, that multiplies
the killing power of an individual.
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Honourable members should remember that ordinary people in the community want
the ordinary right of being left in peace. They do not want to have their heads blown off.
Those ordinary people-75 per cent of the population-are spread over all sections of the
community and are part of all shades of political beliefs and ideologies. This should not
be a political matter; it should be a bipartisan or a tripartisan issue because it concerns the
basic right of survival of people in our community. The Bill should be supported because
it does not harm anyone, yet it will save people's lives.
During debate today neither opposition party mentioned anything other than shooters'
rights. In a little over 2 hours, neither opposition party has mentioned or even showed
compassion towards the people whose lives have been ruined by firearms.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-Not a word of compassion! All we heard were some smart alec comments
from the honourable member for Benalla who uttered his usual, typical trivia and not
once spoke out of compassion.
Mr Hann interjected.
Mr CRABB-It is amazing that a guy can stand up here in these circumstances-The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the Minister to address the
Chair. Interjections from the honourable member for Rodney are too frequent.
Mr CRABB-I am concerned that honourable members can advocate in this House
that it is a good thing for every adult male to have an assault rifle at home.
An honourable member-I didn't!
Mr CRABB-You did! Later on in the debate it was suggested that firearms instruction
should be compulsory in schools. That is an insult to this society.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-Frankly, I have had some difficulty in keeping up with the position of the
Liberal Party. Before Christmas and after the Hoddle Street shootings, when these matters
were under considerable discussion in our community and were receiving considerable
coverage in the media, the position of the Liberal Party was:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the
legislative authority of the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in this society.

I wholeheartedly agree with that. It was put so succinctly that I used the same wording in
a motion I gave notice of earlier today.

>

In December last year the Liberal Party supported the position the government had
taken. That was to ban semiautomatic weapons. Indeed, the Liberal Party said that
registered weapons which had recently been declared illegal by regulation, that is,
semiautomatics, were to be surrendered and proper compensation was to be paid. I agreed
with the position stated by the Liberal Party in December last year. In fact, that was still
the Liberal Party's position in January and I again agreed with the Leader of the Opposition
when he accused the National Party of being politically motivated and said the party was
causing trouble in the community. He was dead right! Especially the honourable member
for Benalla, who has been revelling in his role as a rabblerouser for the past three months.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-In January, when the Premier released details of proposed legislation, I
was pleased to see that the Leader of the Opposition said:
If the legislation contains what Mr Cain referred to in his press statement, I do not think it will be any trouble
in going through the Parliament.
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He indicated his general support. However, on the same day as the Leader of the Opposition
said that, the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) came out and said it would
not have a bar of the government's proposition of processing its membership in a way that
gave the government confidence about its members' role as sporting shooters. In fact, the
assOCiation said it had no intention of doing so.
The rot set in for the Liberal Part~ when it discovered that the gun lobby did not agree
with it. The Liberal Party backed off. Instead of the eminently rational position taken by
the Leader of the Opposition in December and January, by February the Honourable
Bruce Chamberlain was reported in the Herald as saying that shooting was just as natural
as playing golf. That is the view now being put forward by the Liberal Party.
Today, the Liberal Party has a different position. It does not believe in people having to
join gun clubs; it does not believe in the banning of semiautomatic weapons-as it did
before-and now we find that all the Liberal Party wants the government to do is to
double the fines and that will fix up everything. I know that because I read it in the Herald.
I did not hear that from the Liberal Party spokesman; maybe he does not know it yet!
I admit that it must be very hard being a spokesperson in the Liberal Party, because the
Leader of the Liberal Party has had more positions than those displayed in the Kamasutra in the past few months, and heaven knows how many other positions he will adopt
in the next few months.
The fact is that the Liberal Party should talk to its own members and see what they
think about the issues. Honourable members opposite should go doorknocking in Kew
this weekend and ask the people there what they think of gun laws.

Mr Kennett-Have a look at the poll figures.
Mr CRABB-The Liberal Party is now being led by Gary Morgan! Who is the Leader
of the Liberal Party, Gary Morgan or the honourable member for Burwood, JeffKennett?
Every time there is a shift in the poll figures the Liberal Party has a shift in its policy. At
least the National Party, which has not been renowned for its principled pursuit of policy
in the past, has been consistent on this issue: it does not believe in any of it.
The Liberal Party has changed its position time and again. I appeal to members of the
Liberal Party to give consideration to this issue, not just from the point of view of the
sporting shooters lobby, but from the point of view of everyone else.
Honourable members should appreciate some of the statistics that are available: 20 per
cent of people who buy guns buy them not because they are shooters but for self-protection
or for the protection of property. That is a wrong reason for purchasing a weapon. Of
people who own guns 50 per cent rarely use those guns; they do not need to have them.
The government has adopted the position that farmers and policemen ought to have
the right to have guns, as should security people-people who need them in their
occupation. The government has changed the Bill after discussion with the farming
community to accommodate the position of farmers. The only people who have the right
to hold weapons are legitimate sporting shooters, and the only way to pursue that matter
correctly is for the person to prove that he or she is a genuine sporting shooter by providing
evidence of membership of a genuine sports shootin~ club. The Sporting Shooters
Association of Australia (Vic.) is a phoney club because It does not operate as a sporting
shooters' club. Anybody can join that organisation: in fact, Laurie Levy is a member of
that organisation and they would even let the honourable member for Benalla join.
I appeal to the Liberal Party to think again about this issue and to consider the people
from whom it has not heard. It should go out and listen to the views of people who are not
gun owners, people in the community who are afraid.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-What a miserable contribution by the
Minister for Labour, who is also the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, a
Minister who was not even entrusted to introduce the Bill into Parliament. The Premier
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has not the strength to appear in Parliament and debate the measure. The Minister has
spoken for approximately 20 minutes, attacking the Opposition policy, without coherent
argument as to how or why the provisions of the proposed legislation would work.
I place on the record quite clearly that there is no doubt that the horror of Hoddle and
Queen streets has deeply scarred the community. Those massacres have aroused fears that
were perhaps latent, and Parliament has a duty to do whatever it can to prevent acts of
violence. No-one argues about that.
I reject entirely the comments of the Minister that the Opposition represents only one
side of the equation. I have said before, and I say again, that the Liberal Party will support
tough firearms legislation, but, as the honourable member for Mornington has said, it
must be equitable and effective and ultimately it must be enforceable; otherwise the legacy
of the government to the people of Victoria, when it leaves the Treasury benches in
approximately twelve months' time, will be less control over firearms in the community
than exists today and the Minister, for political reasons, will be putting the community at
greater risk.
All honourable members have a responsibility to do whatever they can to reduce the
mass violence, theft, burglary and thuggery in the community that are increasing at a
damning rate and to reduce domestic violence, as well as reducing violence with firearms.
No-one argues against tougher firearm legislation, so long as it is workable and recognises
two aspects. This is what the Liberal Party has been saying throughout the community as
it has consulted widely with farmers, sporting shooters and the Coalition for Gun Control.
The Liberal Party has not just listened to one side of the equation. When it issued the
statement oflast December, the Liberal Party said clearly that this was an important issue,
but the government has failed by producing a knee-jerk reaction to shore up political
support without consulting with those people involved in the industry or the community
at large. The government has produced proposed legislation which, in part, is against the
public interest. The interest that I am talking about includes those people who do not have
firearms, of whom I am one.
The Opposition has two overriding concerns. Firstly, it wants, so far as possible, to
ensure the safety of the general public from irresponsible or criminal use of firearms. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Services would not argue with that policy because it is
a good objective. Secondly, where people in the community are responsible and have met
their responsibilities under the law, they too should expect Parliament to treat them as
having equal rights and should not expect a campaign, as the government has attempted,
to deliberately build up the expectations of the community so that it believes, by Parliament
passing the Bill, the community will be made safer. It will not be safer. That, unfortunately,
is the bottom line.
Ultimately the government has sought, in a most divisive way, to divide the Victorian
community in a way that need not have occurred. If the government had had the foresight
to put into practice what it preached when it first came to office in 1982-that it was a
government of consultation-things might have been different. The government did not
consult but governed by press release and, because of submissions put to it, backed away
from fingerprinting, but introduced compensation, although there is a greater need for
definition on that issue.
The Minister is not greatly concerned about the rights of all Victorians. He should not
pe allowed to continue a policy of division and to raise the expectations of the community
in such a way that it believes the passage of the proposed legislation will make people
safer. As I said, the community will not be safer, because firearms are only part of a much
broader approach. Firearms are only part of the overall law and order issue. The Minister
has the effrontery to cite the deaths that occurred with weapons in recent times. Everyone
is appalled by violent deaths, whether by firearms, bricks or knives. Honourable members
may not be aware that in 1986, 256 Victorians fell to their deaths.
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On the basis of information available to the Opposition, only one of those homicides
utilising a firearm was committed by a person who was a licensed shooter or had a
registered firearm. That was the unfortunate incident where the father put a weapon to the
head of his daughter and executed her in the front seat ofa car. That person had a shooter's
licence that was issued in Queensland, but it was issued to him using an alias.
At present 550 000 firearms are registered and, because the government has not resourced
the office of the registrar properly, 109 000 are waiting to be registered. There is a total of
approximately 900 000 firearms In Victoria.
Mr Crabb interjected.
Mr KENNETI-The Opposition knows the figures because it has spoken to the office
of the Minister's Registrar of Firearms. I assume the number of firearms has been reduced
slightly because the Minister has already sold some on the open market in the United
States of America.
If the government is not prepared to address the issue seriously and accept the
amendments to which the OpPOsItion has devoted a good deal of thought, the situation
will worsen the moment the measure passes throu~ the House. The Opposition has been
prepared to accept much of what the government IS putting forward.
However, if the government does not pass the amended measure, it will not be the
opposition parties that will be responsible for what happens in the community. As a
Parliamentarian I am not going to take part in the passing of proposed legislation that puts
the public at risk. It is not as though the House is dealing Wlth a Bill to increase the fares
on the public transport system which would result in a reduction in revenue for the
government; the House is speaking about firearms which, in the wrong hands, kill.
For political reasons the Premier wants to push the Bill through without seriously
considering amendments, and his action will put the community at greater risk. The
Opposition will not have a bar of it. Today the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
has gone public on self-loading firearms. I do not know what the Minister thinks of the
Victorian Farmers Federation, but it is hardly a right-wing organisation.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT- The Minister should speak to the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs about what he thinks of the Victorian Farmers Federation. It is a responsible
organisation representinJ tens of thousands of law-abidins citizens. The federatIon said,
as the Opposition has satd, that if the Minister seeks prohIbition through the regulations,
Victorians will be put into a situation not of their own choosing and massive civil
disobedience will follow. Any legislation that involves massive civil disobedience cannot
be in the public interest. It is all right for the Minister to accuse the Liberal Party-as he
has done today-of going soft on guns. That is not the case. The Opposition is saying that,
for goodness' sake, the government should accept that this is more than a political issue;
it is an issue in which the security of the community is at stake. If anyone wants to play
politics, let him do so, but the Opposition will not be a part of it.
With respect to the regulation, the Liberal Party has focused on the firearms that
everyone agrees should be banned in all situations. Federal assistance will be needed to
stop the importation of most of the other weapons. The low calibre·22 rifles have been in
place for a long time and do not present the same problem. They will present a greater
threat if we lose control of them through the re~ster. That is the position in which we will
find ourselves if the government does not put Into place the regulations suggested by the
Opposition.
Earlier this afternoon the honourable member for Mornington said that the Liberal
Party will, on this occasion, support the second reading of the Bill. After having given
notice that the Opposition does not like parts of the Bill and that it will require amendments,
the honourable member adequately outlined the proposed amendments.
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I put the government on notice: if it continues to deliberately divide the rural and
metropolitan communities and uses the issue as a political weapon during an election
campaign, it will come a cropper because it treats the public like a fool. The public has
more intelligence than the government gives it credit for.

Mr Simpson-Y ou said we would win the election!
Mr KENNETT- The quicker the "Simpsonettes" are thrown out of this place the
better. They are an absolute disgrace. If one member had not had his superannuation fixed
up for his benefit, I bet he would stay here for another go. They should not come into this
place with their hypocritical whingeing.
The "Simpsonettes" represent the worst element of human contribution to the life of
this society. They are not interested in good legislation or the public safety; all they are
interested in is fun and games and playing cheap jokes until they get caught.
As I was saying before the honourable member for Niddrie so rudely interrupted, if the
government is stupid enough to believe this issue is so important that the public cannot
understand what lies behind it, and seeks to use it as a political exercise, it will come a
cropper. The Opposition is prepared to work seriously with the government on the matter.
This morning I wrote to the Premier about the regulation which is the subject ofa Notice
of Motion on the Notice Paper in another place. I said that the regulation should and will
be disallowed because it is unenforceable and puts the public at greater risk.
The government has the option now of putting in its place immediately-by arranging
the necessary Governor in Council approval-the regulations suggested by the Opposition
banning military-style semiautomatic weapons. The Premier could do so immediately.
Yesterday honourable members saw how quickly Governor in Council approval could be
obtained when certain other legislation needed to be dealt with quickly.
If the Premier is serious about protecting the community, he can obtain Governor in
Council approval and protect the public from military-style semiautomatic weapons. Now
we will see how serious the Premier is about public safety. The Opposition is prepared to
work with the ~overnment which has already made a move in respect of fingerprinting
and compensatlOn. However, no detail has been provided.
The one concern of the Opposition is the Victorian community. The Opposition is not
about division. It has always said that its responsibility is to the community as a whole. It
has clearly spelt out that, on an issue like this, where one group perceives itself as being
attacked and another group perceives itself as being protected, it will ensure that everything
is done to find the middle ground and achieve gains for both sides.
If in the next week or two we do not recognise that the proposed legislation is important,
and unless the government realises that the Opposition is prepared to cooperate, it will
ultimately mean that the situation will be worsened. If the Premier does not take up the
Opposition's offer and, instead, tries to force through the proposed legislation, the legacy
of the Cain government, apart from its economic mismanagement and intrusion, will be
that it has opened the floodgates once and for all and there will be a massive underground
market for firearms, the majority of which are currently registered and controlled. If that
occurs, those weapons will be totally out of the hands of the registrar.
The honourable member for Mornington outlined the amendments to be proposed by
the Opposition. As the amendments are dealt with, I hope the Minister-preferably the
Premier-will be prepared to assess them one by one. If the Minister is not prepared to
give an answer today or tomorrow, the proposed legislation should be adjourned so that
the amendments can be given due consideration. There is no point at all with a Bill of this
importance-given that the Opposition has had only six days in which to examine it-in
believing that either side of politics has all the answers. It has not.
The tragedy is that the Premier is telling the public that the proposed legislation will
make people good. Both you and I, Mr Speaker, know that Parliament cannot legislate to
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make people good. A whole range of means exists whereby Parliament should be better
educating the community to ensure both individually and collectively that greater
responsibility is accepted than has been the case in the past.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the Premier have included in the
proposed legislation a reference to compensation, which the Minister concedes is an
important matter. There is no detail on how the proposed compensation will be paid.
I ask the Minister whether he intends to pay compensation to those people who have
surrendered firearms which are not currently in the possession of licensed shooters or
which are not re$istered? It is an important question and I ask it of the Minister. Can he
answer the questIons?
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition is out of order.

Mr KENNETT- The Minister's lack of response indicates the arrogance of the
government.
Mr Crabb-Is this question time?
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition is out of order.
Mr KENNETT-The point of my question to the Minister, who refuses to answer it, is
this: the big threat to the community is not from firearms which are in the hands of
licensed shooters and which are registered, but from those people who have unre$istered
firearms in their possession. They are people who do not have licences to use theIr guns.
If the government is serious about reducing the number of firearms in our community and
expects to get those firearms back, it has to pay compensation to those unlicensed people
as well. If it does not pay that compensation, the only owners of firearms it is attacking are
those who abide by the law. Otherwise, the proposed legislation does not make sense.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services said that this is a House of debate and
that this is an issue which should be so debated. Here I am trying to solicit a response
from him and the Minister is mute!
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition knows the rules of debate in this
House.
Mr KENNETT-Of course I do, and you know, Mr Speaker, as well as I do that when
a proposition is put to the Minister at the table he will normally in good faith give an
indication whether what is being asked of him is correct. It is only the arrogance of the
government which allows the Minister to refuse to respond to the question.
The issue of compensation must be properly considered and worked through so that the
public interest is the No. 1 priority.
Other sections of the proposed legislation cause the Opposition concern. The Minister
referred to the Opposition being opposed to membership of shooting clubs; we are
supportive of it. However, the Opposition is not saying that people should by law be
forced to join a shooting club.
The Opposition uses the Geneva principle which the Labor Party supports and enunciates
whenever it suits the government to refer to the principle on compulsory membership.
The Liberal Party does not support the notion of compulsory membership of unions,
employer organisations or of shooting clubs.
When people meet the criteria set down for possession of a firearm but do not want to
be forced into joining a sporting organisation, they should be given the opportunity of not
having to join that organisation.
It is important for the Minister to understand that there is a huge difference between the
position being put by the Opposition and the position he is putting. The government, the
Premier, and the Minister-when it suits them-talk about the legal system and the rights
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of individuals, and so on. The government seeks through the proposed legislation to
remove the right of appeal from those people who are refused a shooter's licence. In
denying them that right of appeal, the government is treating law-abiding citizens in an
entirely different way from the way that a convicted criminal is treated. If a person is
convicted as a rapist, a murderer, or r thief, he has the normal right of appeal under our
judicial system; but if the person happens to be a law-abiding citizen who has been refused
a licence-a piece of paper-the government proposes that that person should have no
right of appeal.
That position is totally untenable. The government cannot assume an attitude of high
dudgeon and refuse what is the common right of every citizen of this State.
The Premier has had only one meeting with shooters' organisations, which was at
Horsham, where he met farmers and shooters. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services has met with them twice. Unlike the Premier and the Minister, members of the
Opposition have met with interested persons from all sides of the debate. There is great
concern in the community.
The honourable member for Mornington referred to the honourable member for
Springvale and the comments he made. Those comments were made privately. What he
said about me was a lot better than what he normally says and I thank him for that.
A number of Ministers and members of the government are concerned about some of
the basic issues in the proposed legislation. The honourable member for Bellarine has
addressed groups of workers outside the premises of Alcoa of Australia Ltd at Geelong.
He has also made comments which have appeared in the local press. He is concerned not
because of the political ramifications for him in his seat but because of the equity problems
associated with the proposed legislation.
The honourable member for Ballarat South has been expressing concern to the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services about the proposed legislation. I had planned to read
into H ansard, but I will not, a copy of a letter sent to me which was written by the
honourable member for Ballarat South in which he expresses his concerns over the firearms
controls in the proposed legislation. He is obviously concerned about the equity and the
enforceability of the Bill.
The honourable member for Monbulk faces real difficulties in his electorate where there
are many sporting shooters. He will not even give them the courtesy of speaking with
them. People have been telephoning my office and saying that once again the honourable
member for Monbulk is not prepared to speak with them on this issue. He may be
concerned about the equity and the enforceability of the proposed legislation but, at the
end of the day, he will face difficulties, as will the honourable member for Bendigo West.
The honourable member for Bendigo West is a great fence-sitter. He will have the
dubious honour of being-with the honourable member for Oakleigh-one of only two
members who have lost their seats in both Federal and State elections. Those two
honourable members will understand better than others that this issue involves both sides
of the equation and that two lots of community interests have to be dealt with and met.
The community interests must be served in an equitable and apolitical fashion.
A couple of matters always cause me difficulty when they arise. One is where honourable
members are asked to judge matters of a moral nature. It is not easy and at times I
question whether it is right that honourable members should be debating matters of moral
concern.
It is also difficult to debate proposed legislation, such as this Bill, because the expectation
is built up in the community that when the Bill is passed everyone will be safer. It results
in the community being let down ultimately. Honourable members have in the past come
to a set of conclusions believed to genuinely assist the public, but which have not.
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Under the leadership of the honourable member for Greensborough the Adoption Bill
was introduced. She involved members of both the Liberal and National parties in the
consultative process and Parliament worked as a Parliament should.
The issue of firearms control has been turned into a sorry political event. Ultimately,
the government is chasing votes. It does not seem to be concerned about whether the
proposed legislation will affect the public. I appeal to members of the government to
consider the effect on the public; I appeal to the honourable member for Box Hill whom I
believe to be a concerned and compassionate member of Parliament. At the end of the
day, she cannot concede that the proposed legislation, if considered in its present form
clause by clause, is fair, equitable, or enforceable.
Members of the government are desperate to effect changes to the proposed legislation
but they have basically been told to "shut up"!
As I said, I do not know what it takes. I have spoken to the Premier by telephone and
today I wrote to him again. The Opposition has consistently said that it is prepared to
debate this issue in a sensible discussion. After the Premier began legislating by media
after the events of Hoddle Street and Queen Street, the Opposition deliberately did not
respond because it did not believe it was in the public interest to do so until it knew what
type of legislation would be best for the public. It took many months, but the Opposition
is now in a position where, through the consultation in which it has taken part and through
the work of the honourable member for Mornington, it understands the nuances of the
proposed legislation better than the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the
Premier, whose other responsibilities have not allowed them sufficient time to fully consider
this matter.
The Victorian community has a right to expect its Parliamentarians to behave as adults
when dealing with an issue as important as this. Given the tragedies that have rekindled
public concern, the people of Victoria have a right to expect that members of Parliament
will work together to produce legislation that can work. I know the government has the
numbers in this place to push the Bill through in any form it likes. I know, with the support
of the National Party, that the Opposition has the numbers in the other place to amend
the Bill in any way it likes.
Mr Micallef-That is another mistake!
Mr KENNETT-It is tragic that we are all making a mistake with this proposed
legislation because we are getting ourselves into a situation where the Bill will be considered
on party lines and not people lines. Regardless of whether they vote for the Liberal or
Labor parties, members of the community have the same basic concerns for their families
as I have for mine and as the honourable member for Sprin~vale has for his. My wife does
not like guns. I used guns during my period of national servlce and I have not touched one
since and I do not want one. My wife and family do not want guns and there are many
people like that. Many citizens share my concern about and fear of guns and they believe
the provisions of the Bill will not make the community safer.
Parliament should rise above the political ruck. When the Bill is between here and the
other place, the Leaders of the parties should get together to try to arrange a solution that
meets everyone's aspirations so that the proposed legislation will work and will leave the
public genuinely better off than is currently the case.

Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warmambool)-I support the reasoned amendment moved by
my colleague, the honourable member for Benalla. From the outset, we must ask ourselves
whether the Bill is right and whether it will work. The answer to both those questions is,
"No". Any proposed legislation that cannot satisfy that criteria should, as the Leader of
the Opposition suggested, be discussed in a consultation process with the three parties so
that such proposed legislation reflects in some way the views of the community.
One aspect of this debate that has drawn my attention has been the attitude of the
community. When one considers the tragic events of Hoddle Street and Queen Street, or
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any other homicide for that matter, one must consider the attitudes of people and what
makes them commit horrendous crimes. It is inappropriate that the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services responded in such an angry and demonstrative way to what the
honourable member for Benalla said. The Minister totally misrepresented the points made
by the honourable member.
It is appropriate to talk about the importance of attitudes in everyday living, particularly
the use of firearms. The Minister for Police and Emergency Services claimed that the
honourable member for Benalla was canvassing the view that Victoria should allow the
use of military-style weapons such as occurs in Switzerland. The honourable member did
not say that. He cited the experience of Switzerland and drew the analogy between the
incidence of firearms in the home and the crime rate. The Minister totally misrepresented
the honourable member for Benalla and demonstrated the importance of attitudes.
During my short time as a member of Parliament, I have received enormous response
about this issue, as have most honourable members. It is important to remember that the
response, especially from sporting shooters, has been responsible and calculated; it has
never been emotional. Sporting shooters have always presented well thOUght out and
responsible arguments. Reference has been made to the massive march that recently
occurred in the streets of Melbourne involving between 60 000 and 70 000 people.
Mr Norris-Do not exaggerate!
Mr J. F. McGRATH-If the honourable member for Dandenong had attended the
march on that day, he would know how many people were involved. The enormous crowd
filled Bourke Street from Swanston Street and spilled over into Spring Street. The important
aspect about the march was the responsible attitude demonstrated by those involved.
They had a responsible approach to an issue that is extremely important to them. Many
of them were facing the possibility of losing access to a sport they have pursued for many
years and in which their families have been involved for generations.
Following a request from a group of sporting shooters and farmers from the Warrnambool
area, I travelled to Melbourne to attend the march with two bus loads of shooters. During
the bus trip and subsequently during the march, the shooters demonstrated to me that
they were a concerned group of people who believe they have the right to pursue their
sport.
The Minister has admitted that, regardless of whatever proposed legislation is introduced,
it will never prevent events such as the Hoddle Street and Queen Street massacres. The
Minister referred to the hopeless feeling some people experience prior to committing a
homicide. We must ask what causes that feeling. I su~est it is the policies of the
government. The government's financial policies are pushIng more and more people into
the poverty area. Many of those people voted to put the Labor Party into government in
this State. It is my observation that those same people will vote the government out of
power.
One honourable member spoke about the lack of Labor Party supporters involved in
the demonstrations against the government's proposals. The number of people who have
been prepared to declare their political support for the Australian Labor Party in a manner
which can best be described as frustrated and angry is amazing, and most honourable
members would support me on that observation. Those people believe the principles of
the party they have supported have been sold down the tube. The phrase, "Voting with
one's feet" will be extremely appropriate at the next State election. Many people have
demonstrated to me that they will vote with their feet and move away from their support
for the government because the government has turned its back on them.
The issues are many and varied. We could talk all day about issues that affect the
standard of living of people today, which cause people to fall into feelings of hopelessness
and which then causes them to commit crimes such as homicide or massacres such as
those that occurred in Hoddle Street or Queen Street.
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What is the government doing about the portrayal of violence on video and in the
media?
Mr I. W. Smith-Nothing!
Mr J. F. McGRATH-The honourable member for Polwarth is right because the
government has not had the decency to acknowledge a letter that I wrote to it regarding
the portrayal of violence on video and in the media. I am sure other honourable members
have had the same nil result.
The Bill has disastrous ramifications. The ~overnment is not prepared to address one of
the major issues that have already been mentIoned, the portrayal of incidents by the media
and the way in which they are used. The file of the material held by the person who
perpetrated the Queen Street disaster contained a graphic illustration of the horrific scene
in Hoddle Street.
The government is not prepared to address media portrayal of violence, nor is it
prepared to deal with video violence. It is not prepared to take up these matters with its
Federal colleagues. If the government were serious about the problems we face these
matters would be mentioned in the Bill.
We are all horrified about what has happened, but let us be realistic and consider what
is behind those incidents. Why do people perpetrate crimes? What makes them act that
way?
It is obvious we must address the question of discipline in our school system and seek
to instil self-discipline in our young people. The Minister was not able to respond rationally
to that point in his response to the honourable member for Benalla. Discipline should be
taught so that our young people can cope with the rigours of this tough world. They are
not being equipped properly.
The government has walked away from its responsibility, but I call it back to the issue.
If it were serious about what is happening in our society, it should be prepared to address
issues such as media and video violence, school discipline and so on. The government's
silence is deafening. Its attitude shows a lack of sincerity.
When one considers the thrust of the proposed legislation in driving firearms ownership
underground, thus creating a black market, one must refer to pistols. An illegal pistol can
be obtained from any suburban hotel. As a result of the Bill, that will be the case with
other firearms. Organised crime is sophisticated and the opportunity of curtailing the
illegal acquisition of firearms will be nil.
Not all Labor Party members support the Bill. The honourable member for Ballarat
South used strong words when he spoke to the press. That was uncharacteristic of the
honourable member; he is not an outspoken man; he is an unassuming type who goes
about his business. In this instance, he was fired to make a public statement not only in
his electorate but also to the metropolitan media. That is the importance he placed on the
issue in opposing the government. He said the proposed legislation was not appropriate.
I could mention other honourable members who have marginal seats. Mr Bill Sharrock,
a long-standing supporter of the Labor Party, who has contested elections for the Labor
Party at various times, and who is now the Labor-endorsed candidate for the next election
in Portland, made a press statement about the matter in which he said that it would be
absurd to ban semiautomatic pea rifles and shotguns. Other endorsed members of the
Labor Party have said that it would be absurd. We must ask ourselves whether the Bill is
right and whether it will work. Of course it is not, and it will not.
It is important to acknowledge the contribution made by the honourable member for
Benalla and his reference to the statistics. In respect of heavIer penalties we must consider
not only this Bill but also other Bills. Some people who fall foul of the legal system are
sent to Pentridge Prison to serve their sentences. In the Sun on Tuesday, 26 January, a
headline stated:
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New Jika a four-star paradise ...
A Pentridge prisoner last night described the revamped Jika Jika section as "pure paradise" with a personal
TV in every pastel coloured cell.

Tougher penalties are necessary for criminal misuse of firearms. If someone has criminally
misused a firearm he can go to this supposed penal system and enjoy four-star lUXUry
accommodation. A Pentridge prisoner was able to brag about it to the media on his directdial telephone. That is what is wrong with our gaols; we are treating our criminals better
than we treat victims of crimes. As the honourable member for Benalla demonstrated, the
government gave a $99 000 grant to prisoners and a $1500 grant to victims of crime.
Our attitudes and direction should be reconsidered. We have taken a soft line with
people who offend. If we are to do anything about crime, whether firearms-related or any
other crime, we must be tougher with penalties and we should certainly not provide fourstar accommodation in prisons and provide each prisoner with a television set and directdial telephone.
The Bill also deals with the implication of additional work for the Victoria Police Force.
That is intriguing when one considers the enormous challenges issued to the government
by members of the National Party and of the Liberal Party to provide the police with extra
powers.
Statistics of the Victoria Police Force show that the Victorian population in the past 40
years has increased by 105 per cent, while the Police Force has increased by 202 per cent.
The difference may seem to be equitable and balanced, but the effect of the increase in
police numbers has been dissipated by the 1059 per cent increase in crime. Because of the
additional stress on police and limited police powers, the number of cases that are finalised
or dropped has actually declined from 39 per cent to less than 25 per cent.
The proposed legislation will impose more onerous responsibilities on the police, giving
them more work to do. It is nonsense for people to think that what the government is
doing is correct and will work. There is no way known that the Bill can work because
Victoria does not have the police necessary to do the job.
The decrease in the rate of cleared cases is a major concern. I am sure every member of
this House is concerned that the Victoria Police Force is not given the necessary support.
Police feel frustrated; it is little wonder that senior police are taking the option of early
retirement. However, they are leaving behind a group of people who do not have the
qualities ofleadership that their predecessors may have had as they stepped up the ladder.
Somebody raised the issue of stabbings earlier, and an honourable member interJected
across the table to say it is nonsense. A letter dated 29 February 1988 that I have In my
possession from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services details the 1987 statistics
of traffic fatalities and homicides. In 1987, 48 people died from incidents involving the
use of guns, 26 from stabbings and 21 from bashings. As all honourable members know,
693 people died on the roads in that year.
When one considers those figures one cannot help thinking that the Bill is a knee-jerk
reaction to the horrific experiences in Hoddle and Queen streets. The Bill is certainly not
addressing the real issue. I direct the attention of the House back to attitudes. I believe
this is one Bill on which honourable members cannot get away from the implication of
attitudes, whether it be attitudes of the legislator, the sporting shooter or the criminal. One
needs to think about the matter and think about it hard.
The Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) supports the continuation of a
compulsory shooter's licence, which it believes should be the right of any stable, lawabiding citizen. It is important that the association recognises the need for an education
system, and that is why the National Party has put up what it believes to be the only
reasonable alternative, namely, legislation based on the New Zealand system. A licensing
system based on that model would involve an in-built and intensive training and
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educational program that would require applicants to undergo a thorough test, which
would have to be passed satisfactorily before a licence would be granted.
I fail to understand why the government is not prepared to adopt that sort of approach.
Ifit were serious about reducing crime in society, it would do so. The National Party, like
the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia, strongly opposes compulsory membership
of sporting shooters' organisations. National Party members believe no-one should be
compelled to join an association, and that right is enshrined in the United Nations
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which ought to be as applicable today as it was
when it was written.
One of the sportin~ shooters' clubs has been castigated by the Minister, and probably
enough has been sald about that in this debate. The measure will place enormous
responsibility and onus on people involved in sporting shooters' organisations because
they will be charged with the responsibility of vetting and accrediting the people who seek
licences. I do not consider those organisations have the range of expertise and human
resources to adequately to fulfil that role. The House should consider that issue as it relates
to the compulsory membership of sporting shooters' organisations.
Sporting shooters support the approved training course. They say that the report from
the course should be reviewed by the appropriate officer, probably from the Victoria Police
Force, and that the end result should be handed back to the applicant within fourteen
days. The Shooting Sports Council of Victoria and the Sporting Shooters Association of
Australia (Vic.) have adopted a responsible attitude towards the proposed legislation.
They realise the importance of trying to control crime, but they have asked themselves
whether the proposed legislation will work. As I said earlier, I do not believe the Bill is
right and I do not consider it will work.
The issues are well spelt out in a letter from Mr Bruce Ruxton, State President of the
Returned Services League, Victorian Branch, dated 7 March 1988. The letter states:
The RSL believes that there should be a restriction and censorship on violence on television and with the
purchases and hiring of videos. A little more discipline among our youth whilst at school and heavier penalties
for criminal activities could see a reverse in community attitudes.

Mr Ruxton refers to community attitudes and to violence in videos and television programs.
He is saying the same as the Chief Commissioner of Police, who was recently appointed
by the government.
Mr Pope interjected.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-The honourable member for Monbulk will be interested to hear
what I say if he wishes to address the issues of video violence and media violence, and if
he is sincere about doing something to curb that violence.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member to refer
to the Bill.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-These issues, which the National Party believes must be
addressed, are raised in the reasoned amendment, and one of the reasons why the reasoned
amendment was moved was because the Bill did not address the real issues.
The real issues concern violence in society, yet the proposed legislation does not address
those wider issues. The paragraph I have quoted from the letter from Mr Ruxton of the
Returned Services League hits the nail on the head. Recent statistics of the Police
Association of Victoria indicate that major crime in Victoria increased by 11·8 per cent
from 1985 to 1986, and 13·8 per cent from 1985-86 to 1986-87, an increase of 2 per cent
over a one-year period. The crime clearance rates reveal that, although on the one hand,
crime is increasing, on the other hand, the clearance of crime has decreased. Perhaps the
honourable member for Monbulk will deal with that issue as well.
The crime clearance rate was 24·5 per cent in 1984-85; 25·3 per cent in 1985-86; and
23·79 in 1986-87. Due to lack of numbers and financial support from this government it
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appears that the Victoria Police Force does not have the human resources required to
carry out the responsible role the police play in a losing battle against organised crime and
crime in general. I find it difficult to understand how the government can make pay-outs
of enormous sums-nearly $100 aaa-to prisoners' organisations when the police are
virtually on their hands and knees begging for additional numbers. One should question
whether the government is genuine about addressing law and order in society because the
proposed legislation does not seem to make sense.
In conclusion, as the honourable member for Benalla has said, the National Party has
been consistent in its stand on firearm measures. It still believes the New Zealand system
is the most appropriate to protect the Victorian community. That system contains all the
necessary criteria to successfully prevent the events that led to the introduction of the Bill.
It is not necessary to say any more on that subject.
It does not matter whether this Bill or another Bill is introduced because it is impossible
for the horrific events in Hoddle Street and Queen Street to be completely prevented. That
is human nature. People's attitudes caused those shootings and that is what we should be
dealing with.
Why have people's attitudes changed? They have changed because the government's
policies have placed financial constraints on people, caused a crisis in housing and swelled
the Family Court. This has led to the breakdown of the traditional family unit and the
support networks that have been developed over many years. The Minister for Labour
asked, "What are they experiencing?". They are experiencing hopelessness.
Why do people feel hopeless and feel there is nothing else to do but to take their lives or
the life of someone else? We should be questioning the change in attitude. What effect
does televising of violence on video and in the media have on a community? The
honourable member for Benalla has already cited the Switzerland example; there are many
others.

It is not the car that causes an accident; it is invariably the person behind the wheel. It
is not the gun that kills people; it is the person who uses it. More importantly., it is the
attitude of the person who owns the firearm. The government has a responsibIlity to the
Victorian community to address the televising of violence on video and in the media. If
the government is genuine and seriously wishes to address lawlessness in society and
wishes to introduce constructive measures on law and order in the community, it should
be doing what has been suggested.
The sitting was suspended at 6.24 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Prior to the suspension of the sitting I heard a number of
Opposition members speaking on the Bill but, as pointed out by the Minister for Labour,
in reality we did not hear one word about the people of Victoria; what we heard from the
Opposition was a perspective with regard to shooters in Victoria.
The diatribe we heard from the Leader of the Opposition was once again on political
lines and, unfortunately, did not point out that most Victorians are looking forward to the
Firearms Act amendments being promulgated.
I received in my electorate office this morning a letter dated 7 March 1988 which
encapsulates the many letters I have received in support of the Bill. The letter is from Mr
Brian Audsley, the Anglican priest from the Kilsyth-Montrose parish ofSt James and St
Peter, and states:
Dear Mr Pope,
I write to support moves to greatly restrict the availability of guns in our community. While this may not stop
determined criminals, it will limit gun violence which takes place in sudden anger, as well as limit accidents,
especially with young children.
I am appalled at the trend in our country to follow the example of the United States of America, and hope that
we may be able to stop and even reverse this development. I also write as a person who was a member of two
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different gun clubs in my youth, who served in national service and as such was trained in the use of ·303 rifles
and automatic machine-guns. I might add that I sold my last gun (a target rifle) when my first child was born as I
did not want the risk of a firearm being kept in the house.
I believe that only those who are trained and licensed and who need a gun for their work or sport should have
them. I can see no necessity for any automatic or semiautomatic weapons being in private hands at all.
Yesterday, Sunday 6 March 1988, I mentioned to my congregation that there were petitions regarding the gun
laws in the narthex, asked them ifthey were all interested, to carefully read the preamble, and if in agreement, to
sign the petition. These are also attached for your use.

I telephoned Mr Audsley this morning and asked him if I could read the letter in the
House, and he agreed. That letter encapsulates the many letters I have received in support
of the government's decision on the proposed legislation. This person has been a member
of two gun clubs, done national service and is familiar with various firearms, including
machine-guns. He has expressed the sentiments of the great majority of Victorians. The
petition attached to the letter was presented to Parliament this morning.
We have heard about various statistics from the National Party, but not to a great extent
from the Liberal Party, supposedly supporting their position. One can provide statistics
on the issue of firearms. I am certain that speakers from the government who follow me
in this debate will quote from numerous statistics.
Trends in different countries were referred to by the honourable member for Benalla,
who claimed that the huge number of firearms in existence substantiates his view that,
proportionately, the number of homicides involving firearms is not very large.
I shall refer to a number of statistics, the first appearing in an article in the Compiler, a
magazine published in Illinois, USA. The 1988 winter issue states:
Countries with gun control laws have fewer homicides.
Countries with strict firearm control laws also have fewer homicides, an ongoing study by the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) shows. Each month since July, the association's newsletter, IACP News,
has matched representative cities in the United States with cities with similarly sized populations in countries
with strict firearm control laws and has compared the homicide rates for each.
Gun laws in the countries compared through December 1987-Canada, Denmark, France, Great Britain,
Japan and West Germany-all include very strict licensing procedures for handguns, and most also include
licensing requirements for hunting guns.

The chart attached to that article illustrates that compared with cities of similar size, such
as Tokyo, New York has sixteen times the number of homicides. I do not believe these
are the only statistics that will be presented in this debate but it certainly puts to rest the
position adopted by the National Party that a number of firearms in a society does not
affect the number of homicides. The chart compares a number of cities WIth similar
populations which have significantly different suicide rates: Copenhagen and Atlanta,
Hamburg and Philadelphia, Sydney and Los Angeles, London and New York, and Paris
and Houston. Cities which have strict gun laws have few homicides compared with the
open slather approach adopted by cities in the United States of America.
I refer to an article in the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd Bulletin of October 1981.
Although that was six and a half years ago, the article is relevant to the debate because it
relates to provisions in the Bill and matters in respect of firearms restrictions since the
government adopted its approach. The article states:
The gun lobby's favourite argument that firearm ownership is an integral part of the freedom ofindividuals to
protect themselves in a democratic country fails to take into account that in any civilised community, individual
liberty is constrained by the legitimate demands of public order and safety and by consideration of the rights and
welfare of others. In using the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights to support their debate on human
rights, the gun lobby should take special notice of Article 29, which refers to the citizens' obligations to the
community ...
Proper gun control should not only require shooters' licences, but also registration that links every firearm to
its owner. In addition, permits should not be issued without an applicant showing good cause for possessing a
firearm (if sporting is the reason then membership of a bona fide club could be compulsory), passing of a test of
competence to use it, and meeting strict conditions of safekeeping and security.
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The private possession of firearms is not a right, but a privilege which, where granted, must be qualified by
regulation which recognises the dangerous potential for abuse.
Some governments are willing to accept the arguments of pressure groups for the sake of political expediency.
What is more important-votes or the preservation of human life?

The arguments expressed by members of the opposition parties so far are encapsulated in
that last comment: votes or the preservation of human life. The Liberal and National
parties have considered only the issue of votes to be gained from the proposed firearms
legislation. They believe there are votes to be won, especially in rural Victoria, by adopting
a position which is weakening what we have, or at least not embarking upon tighter
firearms control as enunciated in this Bill. The position adopted by the Opposition cannot
be better exemplified than the chronology of statements by the Leader of the Opposition.
Prior to the suspension of the sitting for dinner, the Leader of the Opposition gave a
diatribe on why we should get together and why we should adopt a bipartisan view, and
he attempted to point out the divisions within the ranks of the government. I can assure
the House that there were no divisions within the Parliamentary Labor Party when this
matter was debated.
From the whisperings I have heard around the corridors I am aware of many divisions
in the Liberal Party. This morning I was advised that an 11.30 a.m. meeting of the Liberal
Party was called to discuss this measure. The Leader of the Opposition has suffered great
heartache over this issue. He attempted to adopt a reasonable position in December 1987,
a position which I understand was supported by a number of his metropolitan colleagues.
However, they were overruled within the party room. That can be demonstrated by the
changing position on this issue over the past few months. As the Minister for Labour said,
the Opposition has had more positions than has Kama-sutra. The reality is that there are
divisions on that side of the House and no divisions on the government side.
On 16 December 1987 the Leader of the National Party announced his support for
regulations banning semiautomatic rifles. He urged the government to recall Parliament
to pass emergency legislation on that matter. On 17 December he acknowledged the
Parliament's legislative authority to reduce the number of guns in the community. That
message was encapsulated by the Leader of the Opposition in a press release which stated:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the
legislative authority of the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society.
The Liberal Party believes metropolitan Melbourne should become a 'no shooting zone', Mr Kennett said.

He went on to qualify areas where firearms would be accepted in metropolitan Melbourne.
The only exceptions he put forward were police, security guards, legitimate gun club
members, farmers and other people approved by the police as having a legitimate need for
firearms.
The Leader of the Opposition apparently does not like to hear about the somersaulting
that has taken place in his party. His changed attitude was brought about by his rural backbench members who won the day because he did not have the numbers. The Leader of the
Opposition was prepared to support the ~overnment in 1987 but that support fell away
when the rural rump won the day in the LIberal Party room.
An article in the Age of 18 December states:
The Leader ofthe Opposition, Mr Kennett, had called for a ban on possession of firearms in the metropolitan
area except for police, security guards, gun club members, farmers and others specifically approved by police ...
A cooling-off period of six months should apply before the applicant could buy a firearm.

There was then a lull in press releases issued by the Liberal Party but, on 18 January 1988,
the Leader of the Opposition restated his support for proposed firearms legislation and
launched an attack on the National Party. That attack was reported in the Age of
18 January.
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The Leader of the Opposition said his party supported the broad thrust of the legislation.
He went on to say:
Mr Kennett accused the National Party of being "politically motivated" and said the party was causing trouble
in the community".

On the basis that the National Party was adopting a laissez-fare position on firearms, the
Leader of the Opposition was in support of stricter firearms control. At that time the policy
remained one of not allowing guns in the metropolitan area-with the few exceptions I
have mentioned.
On 19 January the Leader of the Opposition said there would be no problem with the
proposed legislation passing through Parliament. A number of press releases were issued
stating that the Liberal Party would do everything in its power to assist the government to
tighten gun controls. On 31 January the Leader of the Opposition attended a gun lobby
march in Melbourne. To his credit, he strongly backed tighter gun controls. But he changed
his position in the next few days. How the gun lobby had influenced the Leader of the
Opposition-and indeed, the Liberal Party!
The backdown had started. Although a headline in the Herald of 2 February stated:
"Kennett-no backdown on gun laws", trouble was brewing within the Liberal Party.
Members of the Liberal Party had abused the National Party for its stand on gun laws;
suddenly the rural rump of the Liberal Party asserted its authority. The Herald article
states:
The Opposition Leader, Mr Kennett, today denied the Liberal Party had shifted ground over the debate.
Mr Kennett said he had not backed down from supporting tougher gun laws despite comments made in a
speech to the Young Liberal movement last night.
At the meeting, Mr Kennett appeared to back away from a general support of the government's tighter
restrictions on gun ownership.

The article later reports the Leader of the Liberal Party in the Upper House, the Honourable
B. A. Chamberlain, as saying:
There is an ethos in the bush that is much more comfortable with firearms. Shooting is just as natural as
playing golf or walking down the street.

The Honourable B. A. Chamberlain said that at the same time as the Leader of the
Opposition was quoted as saying there would be no backdown on gun laws.
The Age believed the Leader of the Opposition had the numbers within the Liberal
Party and its editorial of 2 February states:
Still, Mr Cain does have the support ofthe Liberals in this matter, and that is encouraging. For it means that
his legislation should have no trouble getting through the Upper House. The Opposition leader, Mr Kennett,
deserves some credit for this.

The Leader of the Opposition had not performed a somersault as yet!
What occurred in the following few days? The events are well covered in a number of
press cuttings, of which I shall mention only two or three. On 27 February an article in the
Sun by lan Munro and Leon Gettler commenced with the headline: "Libs 'cave in to ~un
pressure' ". The somersault had occurred! The Kama-sutra was in action! The artIcle
continues:
But they are likely to push for amendments to the proposed laws to allow shooters to use ·22 semiautomatic
rifles.
Mr Kennett said the Liberals would also oppose moves to make gun club membership a prerequisite for a
shooter's permit.

Even the Insurance Council of Australia had supported the introduction of such measures
in 1981, as well as many other organisations. The government saw the need for responsible
~un ownership in Victoria, yet the Liberal Party had begun its somersaulting on the issueIt looked like one of those Olympic somersault dives into the 10-metre pool!
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In an article in the Weekend Australian of27-28 February, the Leader of the Opposition
spelt out the Liberal Party's new policy:
These would include:
recreational hunters and shooters who satisfied stringent licensing tests would have the right to own a firearm;
appeals would be allowed against decisions of the firearms registrar;
compensation provisions would be included;
increases in shooters' licensing fees would be withdrawn;
membership of a gun club would not be a compulsory qualification for obtaining a shooter's licence.

An article in the Age of 27 February was headlined: "Doubt on gun law reform". I shall
not read to the House from that article.
The rot had set in! Articles in the metropolitan daily newspapers threw doubt on the
Liberal Party's commitment to gun law reform. The Leader of the Opposition had lost the
votes within his party. He was trying to regain some ground, but it was. too late. The
Leader of the Opposition was probably trying to regain some ground this morning in the
11.30 a.m. meeting of the Liberal Party. Honourable members can only wonder at the
debate on the issue of gun law control in the Liberal Party room yesterday and today.
Many honourable members would have loved to have been flies on the wall!
The Liberal Party is divided on the issue. The rural rump of the Liberal Party has
overturned the Leader of the Opposition's position. Mr Bruce Ruxton wrote a letter to
every member of the Liberal Party highlighting the somersaults the Leader of the Opposition
had made on the issue of gun control. Mr Ruxton said that the flexibility of the Leader of
the Opposition was such that either he or his advisers had to go!
The Liberal Party does not know which direction it is heading in on gun control. The
honourable member for Polwarth, the honourable member for Hawthorn and the
honourable member for Bentleigb are sure to look at the performance of the Leader of the
Opposition; they are sure to consider the possibility of challenging the Leader of the
Opposition once again because of the way in which he has wavered on this issue.
In his speech to the House the Leader of the Opposition tried to highlight the difficulties
on the government side. What a load of claptrap! The Liberal Party has changed its
position on this issue many times; the government has not changed its attitude to the
question of gun control.
The coup de grace was delivered on 1 March, when the Melbourne media realised that
the somersault dive of the Leader of the Opposition had taken him to the bottom of the
diving pool-and he is finding it very hard to come up for breath!
The Herald editorial of 1 March entitled "Mr Kennett's big bang", states:
In November last year the State Opposition Leader, Mr Kennett, delivered a tough law and order message to
the State Council of the Liberal Party. There was, he said, "a major community issue facing us that Labor cannot
and will not resolve and that is the rising rate of crime and violence on our streets and in our homes and on our
public transport". In line with this laudable sentiment, Mr Kennett supported the general idea of legislation
aimed at reducing the number of guns in the community.
But that was before the strident and powerful gun lobby flexed its considerable muscle against the new laws-.
Now Mr Kennett, anxious not to drive country voters into the arms of the National Party, is backing off. The
Nationals are unequivocally opposed to the tougher laws, declaring them undemocratic and impractical, although
their view on whether the law might help save people from being shot down in the street is less clear. Mr Kennett,
while deploring the Nationals' total intransigence in the one breath says in the next that he wants to water down
the legislation-particularly the ban on semiautomatic weapons which were used in the Queen Street and Hoddle
Street massacres. Mr Kennett accuses the Premier, Mr Cain, of running "on the emotions and tragedies" of
Queen and Hoddle streets.
But the Opposition Leader came perilously close to being accused himself of inciting a breach oflaw and order
when he said the Premier was going to "create a situation where there is massive civil disobedience". Mr Kennett
predicted that most of the 300 000 semiautomatic weapons would not be relinquished and that "ultimately they
will go underground".
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The editorial further states:
The Opposition Leader needs to be reminded once again that he can't have it both ways: ifhe really believes
in law and order he can't reasonably justify frustrating the efforts of the government to reduce the threat posed
by the massive arsenal in our midst.

Constituents of mine have asked me whether the Leader of the Opposition is immoralor indeed, amoral.
I have not mentioned that earlier, but that is what has been said to me in the electorate
I represent. The Leader of the Opposition has a slight but genuine concern about ti~ter
firearms legislation but he also looks towards the ballot-box. Unfortunately, he beheves
the ballot-box determines that maybe he should be a little softer on the issue. What is the
greater determinant in the position he now adopts?
Mr Micallef-His leadership!
Mr POPE-It is not only his leadership; he is trying to maintain the numbers on his
back-benches because the honourable members for Polwarth, Bennettswood and Hawthorn
are trying to split his vote on the leadership question. That is what it comes down to; that
is why there has been a total somersault on the question.
That is why, even before the dinner suspension today, the Leader of the Opposition
stated that there was divisiveness on this side of the House. He was trying to score cheap
political points. He did not refer to the need for the Victorian communIty to have not only
tougher gun controls but also the support of the Victorian community for them.
As the Minister for Police and Emergency Services stated, everyone knows the position
of the National Party. It has enunciated that from the beginning and has adopted and
consistently adhered to its Rambo style. It has not shown flexibility but a blinkered
outlook, possibly on the basis of its philosophies-although I think the philosophies are
shallow, and indeed the National Party is simply looking at the votes of its power base.
That is not the case with the Liberal Party; it has members who understand the concern
in the community and the need for tighter gun controls. It understands that community
security and safety would be improved if the 200 000 semiautomatic firearms in the
community today were outlawed. The Liberal Party cannot get the numbers in the party
room. The minority of members are supported by the political aspirants who are looking
towards leadership, not as a philosophy, but walking a tightrope with the rural rump to
ensure their support. It is a travesty of justice that the debate has been conducted on the
basis of what is occurring in the Liberal Party room.
Honourable members from the government benches will be illustrating many aspects of
domestic violence and quoting statistics which totally support the government's position
on the Bill.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I preface my remarks by stating that I hold a shooter's
licence and I have a number of registered weapons.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) is opportunism at its worst. Parliament debated
amendments to the Firearms Act last November; only because of an unfortunate set of
circumstances where some maniac slaughtered more people has the Premier decided to
break his promises to the electorate by introducing the Bill, thereby making a liar of
himself.
In the Ballarat Courier of 9 March 1982 there appears a large advertisement carrying a
photograph of the Premier. It is headed. "Shooters-this concerns you ... from John
cain on the ALP firearms policy". The article states:
The ALP will not confiscate your guns, limit the number of guns you may own, create a central repository (or
storage place) to house your guns, require membership of a gun club as a prerequisite for gun ownership.

That article refers to two of the four things that the Premier promised the electorate he
would not do; thereby he stands condemned. The only thing that has changed in the six
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years is that the government's ineptitude in running the system of justice in Victoria has
led to a near doubling of violent crime in Victoria. That is the only thing that has changed,
apart from the Premier having broken his promise.
Parliament is used to the Premier breaking his promises: he promised that the price of
petrol would rise by only 2 cents a litre, or even go down by 2 cents a litre, but it has
increased by 50 per cent. He promised more police, but the force is approximately 1500
under the number he promised; he promised to reduce hospital waiting lists but there are
now 20 000 people waiting. It is all about credibility; the Premier promised that the
government would not include the provisions now contained in the Bill.
The Premier went to the electorate promising not to do that, but last November, when
the Firearms (Amendment) Bill was before the House - Mr Gavin interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Coburg will keep; he opens people's
mail and will have to account for that before a committee of inquiry. The honourable
member ought to be ashamed of himself, and oUght to be quiet.
The Firearms (Amendment) Bill passed by Parliament last year obviously was not
understood and continues not to be understood by some government members-or is it
that some of their mates in the Federated Ship Painters and Dockers Union have been
running a little short of matters to flog from which they could make dollars?

If the government is serious about containing the growth of firearms in the community
it should examine the Firearms Act. Section 22 of the Act deals with pistols and pistol
collectors' licences. The membership of the Antique and Historical Arms Collectors Guild
has increased from 300 to 3000; one need not own just one pistol but can own a cartload
of them. Pistols are far more dangerous and used more often in the commission of crime
and antisocial behaviour than all the other arms mentioned. The government did not
understand what it was doing.
The Premier has thrown up the worst kind of smokescreen in front of the public,
attempting to convince the community in suburbia that the government will do something
about guns and gun control so there will be less violence in the community. Its record
condemns it; violent crime has doubled since the government came to power.
The system of administration ofjustice is slack. The government's lack of consideration
for police powers gives a criminal more rights than the innocent in this day and age, and
its revolving door policy for prison administration is well known. Is it any wonder that
the community no longer has any respect for law and order? It is not surprising that crime
has increased to the extent that has already been detailed by the honourable member for
Benalla.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If members of the government party understood what they were
doing, they would have made a close examination of the Sixteenth Melbourne Gun Show,
which happens to have endorsement as a bicentenary activity. The $un show offers an
award of $500 cash for the best display and $500 cash for the most hIstOrical Australian
firearm or allied item.
It is actually the display and sale of guns in this State which will clearly not comply with
the proposed legislation. How will the government get around that? The gun show has
approval as a bicentenary activity, and it is one of the well advertised features of the
bicentennial celebrations in this State. The government has clearly not studied the matter.

Both the pistols item that I have mentioned and this item relatin~ to the gun show
demonstrate that the government was not able to dovetail its own thinking in with existing
firearms legislation. That is not surprising, because the Premier took the matter over; he
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took it out of the hands of the overworked Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
who mucked up many other things.
Instead of making a second-reading speech, which is customary in this House, the
Premier made an address and, so that we would not all miss it, it was printed in such large
type there were only about 50 words on each page and it was addressed to Parliament.
Who does he think he is fooling? It is a second-reading speech to a Bill which carries a
jaundiced philosophy rather than the results of a careful examination of the root of the
problem that exists in our society.
I believe the honourable member for Warrnambool addressed very well the root causes
of some of the difficulties in our society. This is a very free and open society where there
has been a breakdown of traditional standards; where people are able to watch and indulge
in most things that were taboo a generation ago. Their respect and their care for other
people's rights tend to have been reduced. Their exposure to video violence, to reporting
on television and in the newspapers about acts of violence desensitises them to humanity.
If Parliament were seriously to address the issue of increasing violent crime in this
society, it would consider not only the punitive measures but also the causes of the
problem. That happens to be the reason that the Opposition advocated that, at the earliest
opportunity, a Royal Commission be established to study the increase in violent crime in
our society and to make recommendations to Parliament.

Is it not about time that, through this mechanism, Parliament marshalled the best brains
available to it to seek the best evidence they can find from anywhere they can find it; to
take their time about it, if necessary, but to get it right, so they can return with a series of
recommendations to Parliament on which it can act responsibly and nip in the bud any
further increase in violent crime and, it is hoped, turn it around?
This sop, this palliative, this measure introduced by the Premier will do nothing to
achieve any of that. It will simply mislead people in the community who do not understand
the psychology of those who own and use guns responsibly and within the law; it will
mislead them to believe that they will be at less risk in the community if the measure is
passed. They will not be at less risk in the community. In fact, the Firearms (Amendment)
Bill that was passed in the last session, which increased the number of pistol owners, if
anything, places people in more jeopardy than any other feature of firearms ownership or
use in the community.
Apart from suggesting the establishment of a Royal Commission, which is a responsible
approach, the Liberal Party has also tried to address the Bill responsibly. It has tried to
discover what it is that makes people want to think and behave in a violent and antisocial
way.
The Opposition has tried to draft its amendments to ensure that people will not be able
to obtain licences or renewals in the normal course of events, and that the humbug that
the Bill will place on the overwhelming majority of innocent law-abiding citizens will be
minimised. It is impossible to do away with all the humbug on law-abiding citizens.
Clearly, this Bill will make them suffer to some extent, but that is not new in measures
that the government has introduced in this House.
The Premier heralded agreement with New South Wales on these tough new gun
measures. Honourable members were not told the detail of the gun measures, but they
were told that there was unanimity of opinion between Victoria and New South Wales.
What a laugh! One needs only to study the panic of the Unsworth Labor government, in
its run-up to an election, to realise now that the tough new gun laws of New South Wales
boil down to being precisely what they were before. If anything, one could drive a horse
and cart through the proposals of the U nsworth Labor government, which will soon
become the Opposition in New South Wales. That further makes a nonsense and farce of
this measure, because New South Wales is a bordering State and there is considerable
personnel traffic between the two States.
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I should like to advise the House of the feeling of my constituents. There are certainly
some who have had problems with Rambo-type shooters, and who have had windmills,
tanks and even livestock shot at, but because that has been reported-because country
police officers are very much on the ball in this regard now-the instances of this type of
behaviour have reduced dramatically over the past ten years. These instances will still
occur in isolated cases, but I believe the police are doing a very good job in curbing the
growth of this type of antisocial behaviour.
Country people, who are much more familiar with firearms-because they use them as
part of a recreation that they pursue, and also often out of necessity in coping with pests,
stray dogs and vermin on their farms, as well as for hunting, recreation and pleasurehave a greater appreciation for, knowledge of and respect for firearms, and thus understand
the problem of violence in the community caused by firearms, with the result that the
statistics for country areas are nowhere near as high as those for metropolitan areas.
Many of my constituents have said to me, "My weapon will not be yielded to Cain,
because I believe with the rapidly growing violence in this community I will have to
defend my family at some stage".

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-That is a shocking indictment on the lapse of law and order allowed
by the government. Of the more than 400 constituents who have contacted me,
approximately one-quarter have said, "I will not yield my weapon because I believe I will
need to use it to defend my family in an increasingly lawless society". Therefore, the
problems have to be addressed far more at their roots than at the surface, which this Bill
attempts to do.
Dr Coghill interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member will ignore
the interjection.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Come the next conflict, the honourable member for Werribee will
run so fast that he will not be seen for the dust.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Polwarth should return
to the Bill.
Mr I. W. SMITH-It is pertinent at this point to mention the traditional wisdom of
the Returned Services League, which constantly reminds us and has to remind us that the
price of peace is eternal vigilance. One of the things that has stood this nation in great
stead in major conflicts in the past has been the number of responsible people who have
been able to use and understand firearms. It has given this nation a head start.
If government members are so naive as to believe world peace is with us forever-and
I am sure they genuinely believe that, even though it is ridiculous-they only have to look
to our immediate north to the 88 million people in Indonesia to see the most ambitious
territorial aims seen in many years. Those people only have to attack us with sticks and
they will defeat people such as the honourable member for Werribee.
The points made by the Returned Services League are valid; not only should people
have rights to private property ownership but also they should maintain the skills of using
firearms for, inevitably, conflicts will require a nucleus of people in this country to be
skilled and familiar with the use of firearms of some sort.
Mr Crabb interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If the Minister wishes to amend the Bill to include any form of
nuclear armament, the Liberal Party will accommodate him but the Bill does not include
that and is confined to firearms.
Session 1988-15
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The Victorian Farmers Federation, which represents nearly all farmers in Victoria, has
asked that amendments be made to the Bill to ensure that the traditional uses for guns in
country areas are at least retained and maintained, and that argument is supportable.
One of the arguments of the government has been that the Bill will do something about
domestic violence. This is rubbish. The combination of factors that lead to domestic
violence are alcohol and lower overall standards of behaviour in the household. What
ultimately leads to injury is either an axe, a knife, broken bottles, a fist, or firearms. If the
government were senous about doing something about domestic violence it would tackle
those issues.
The Premier has already admitted that he cannot take guns out of the hands of criminals
and out of the hands of the maniacs. Therefore, one should perhaps ask: what is the Bill
for? The Bill does nothing to protect us against domestic violence. If the government were
serious about that, it would amend domestic violence legislation and give police the
power, when called to the scene of domestic violence, to search for and remove any
firearms or objects that are likely to inflict mortal wounds on the people involved in the
disputes. That is what should be done but there is no sign of that whatever.
The Premier is blindly following his Fabian beliefs to disarm a society and make it more
subservient to the central government-and I thought the left wing controlled the Labor
Party! It is obviously the Fabian Society that controfs it. There has been a quiet coup!
I should now like to examine the role of the honourable member for Monbulk in all
this. We know his jaundiced views on most subjects and this is no exception. He criticises
the Leader of the Opposition for having a number of different stands on this matter but
when the Premier announced his intentions on the Bill they were far from clear and it was
not unreasonable, as the Premier's intentions were drawn out like teeth one by one, that
the Liberal Party would want to wait until the government's position was totally known,
before it finalised its position.
The Premier's intentions were not finally made clear until the Bill was introduced. We
had a fair idea a fortnight before, but that was the first time the Liberal Party could address
itself to the matter. I support the Opposition's position on the Bill.
Mr Crabb-Which position?
Mr I. W. SMITH-It has been brilliantly enunciated by the honourable member for
Mornington but, obviously, it was not listened to by the Minister or understood by him.
He has no idea at all. He does not even realise that all his mates in the painters and
dockers' union are now able to join a society that has risen in numbers from 300 to 3000
and they can receive cartloads of pistols if they want them. That is how much he knows
about the Bill!
The Minister is ignorant when he addresses meetin$s on this subject. At one particular
meeting he said, "We are going to have to do somethIng about high-powered shotguns."
He does not even know the difference between a rifle and a shotgun.
In a further conversation with more of the shooting fraternity, he said, "I am not
interested in firearms; I am only interested in votes" and therein lies the truth. I have with
me a shabby public relations document, swallowed by naive and gullible newspapers and
peddled by the Goebbels-type Government Media Unit, which has misled the community
into believing it will obtain some benefit from the Bill. That is rubbish. More pistols will
be available this way than under existing legislation and more damage will be caused by
this Bill than any proposal of the Opposition's could cause.
The honourable member for Monbulk was critical of the Opposition for what he said
were four positions. Its position could not be final until it knew what was in the
government's Bill. The Liberal Party's position was final as soon as that information was
known. This position is utterly reasonable. The Liberal Party could not lob off all options
until it saw what the government was on about.
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The government cannot be trusted; it recently put out an advertisement relating to this
matter, which was absolute lies, and it is still lying to people who are waiting for hospitals
and for cheaper petrol prices. The government cannot lie straight in bed!
It is easy for the media to lap up this spoon-feeding by the government because it costs
the government nothing. Would it do the same for grog? No, because most of its revenue
comes from grog. Would it do the same for tobacco? No, because a fair slice of its revenue
comes from tobacco. Those two items are the big killers and yet the government is
slamming guns right into the ground because it only gets a few dollars from guns, as they
appear on the back pages of the Age on a Saturday. For that reason, it can slam guns and
miss the big killers in the community. What a farce and what insincerity!
It is high time it adopted a more responsible attitude not only in reporting events here
but, more particularly, in reporting violence in the community because there is no doubt
in my mind and no doubt in the minds of constituents who have contacted me that the
portrayal of violence by the media is encouraging the weaker souls in the community to
follow down the government's track.

The Minister for Labour, who is also the Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
made a novel contribution to the Bill. As I mentioned earlier, he does not know much
about it, and he certainly knows nothing about the present Act. He actually contravened
the Bill because he gave back to farmers and sporting shooters certain rights and he
mentioned it not once but about three times, and the objects of the government's Bill are
entirely to remove people's rights. The Bill states, in part:
3A. The objects of this Act are(a) to establish a presumption against private ownership of firearms; and
(b) to establish the principle that the ownership of firearms is not a right but a privilege.

Yet the Minister admits that there are categories of people in the community who have a
right. Well, thank you, Minister! That is precisely what the Opposition has been saying
and it is nice to have his concurrence with that point.
The Minister was also casting aspersions on honourable members when he made his
unique speech admitting that honourable members suffer from fits of anger and he accused
honourable members of wanting to kill people!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The statement made by the Minister
was later withdrawn.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I should hope so.
Mr Crabb interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I thank the Minister for his interjection. He said he would have
shot me if he had had a gun.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr I. W. SMITH-If the Minister would speak English, I might be able to understand
him. The National Party has had a field day; it. is a bit like shooting the chooks. National
Party members are trying to govern from the corner. However, they must be realistic. The
reasoned amendlnent moved by the National Party is fine grandstanding but, in reality, as
the Leader of the National Party said, the National Party will join the Liberal Party in
moving sensible amendments because people in the community who understand the
legislative process, the Bill, and the original Act, such as the Victorian Farmers Federation,
the Returned Services League, the Sporting Shooters Association of Victoria, and other
community groups who have studied this issue in depth, have said that it would be
irresponsible to throw out the proposed legislation and that it should be amended to
provide better restraints on irresponsible people while maintaining the rights of those who
are not irresponsible.
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What the National Party proposes is second-best to what the Opposition proposes when
it comes to an inquiry. Nothing substitutes for a Royal Commission, although I understand
National Party members would be a little nervous about their Queensland colleagues
when it comes to Royal Commissions. If one is serious about this issue, a Royal
Commission is the only means by which one can find the deep and lasting solution to the
rising problem of violent crime in our society.
When honourable members have let off steam, finished debating the Bill and taken
another look at this public relations exercise so opportunistically introduced by the Premier
as a smokescreen, as I mentioned earlier, for his own lack of ability to control the violence
in society that has rapidly grown under his administration, and when the Bill is between
here and another place, they will see the truth of what I have said about how the Bill will
destroy recognised bona fide organisations but will do nothing to control the growth of
pistol ownership, which is probably the most dangerous aspect of gun ownership in this
State. The government may then return to the Bill and conduct the necessary consultation
to achieve effective amendment.
It is interesting that the original advertisement by the Premier in 1982 appeared in the
Ballarat Courier.
The ALP policy will protect shooters and the community from gun misuse. The only significant change to
present laws is the requirement for registration of weapons, which has the backing of the police. The registration
procedure will be very simple; it will be introduced after consultation with gun clubs, shooters, manufacturers
and distributors, the police and other members ofthe community who are concerned about gun misuse.

Where is the consultation? There has been a vacant chair at every public meeting. Any
consultation has been brief, arrogant, and misunderstood. The Premier, as usual, cannot
be relied upon and I have no doubt in my mind, nor have any of my constituents, that
this first step in the confiscation and total eradication of guns should be nipped in the bud
in favour ofa deeper, proper understanding of the issue.
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-I support the opposition of the National Party to
this crazy Bill and I support the reasoned amendment. Last Wednesday the Premier came
into the House with a fanfare and made his second-reading speech. Today the Premier has
been in the House for 4 minutes of the four-and-a-half hour debate on the Bill. If the Bill
is as important as the Premier said it was last week, he should be in the Chamber listening
to what honourable members are saying. He certainly would learn something ifhe was.
The reasoned amendment moved on behalf of the National Party is:
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 an inquiry has been conducted into-(a) the relationship of firearm
possession and the level of violent crime in the community; (b) the causes of the doubling of all forms of violence
since 1982 with particular reference to---(i) media, cinema and video violence; (ii) lack of police numbers and
powers; (iii) domestic pressures, particularly financial; (iv) the need for tougher penalties for violent offenders;
and (v) the need to instil social responsibility and self-discipline at school; and (c) the need for new legislation
based on the New Zealand Arms Act with an emphasis on education and training as a prerequisite to obtaining
a shooter's licence; and (d) the abolition of firearms registration and permits to purchase.

We should be considering the attitudes of people. Why are they killing one another? We
must get down to the grassroots and understand the cause behind the violence before we
can solve the problem.
Firearms do not kill people; people kill one another. The question is: why? The recent
tragedies in Melbourne were horrifying, but I cannot understand how the Bill can prevent
those sorts of tragedies. Many murders are crimes of passion and will be committed
whether the perpetrators have guns or not. What society must do is to come up with the
reasons for those persons' behaviour.
In 1983, 63 years after New Zealand introduced the registration of firearms, they
abolished the registration of firearms, Victoria was considering its introduction. That is a
crazy approach to take. We are all concerned about the massive increase in violence in all
forms-not only shootings but also bashings, stabbings, rapes, and so on. The answer
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must lie with families and the way children are brought up. We must also tighten up many
of the penalties for crime and stop the revolving-door operation where prisoners are
released from prison shortly after they are convicted.
In 1983 the National Party was the only party to oppose registration. In 1987 it was the
only party to oppose permits. In 1988 it is being very consistent and will continue in the
same direction.
I have never before seen such enormous numbers of people demonstrate as have
demonstrated on this issue over the past few months. People have come from miles away
to attend meetings and express their dissatisfaction at the proposed legislation. The
government should consider the interests of those people. Why did more than 50000
people march through the streets of Melbourne recently? It is obvious that people are not
simply talking about guns, but about their rights. That is what this issue is all about:
people~s rights, liberties and freedom.
Unfortunately, the government, in trying to do the right thing, has got it wrong.
Parliament must correct the problem. The whole community would win if all parties got
together and worked through the issue. No-one will win while the parties in this place are
in conflict.
One of the major problems involves violence on television, in the cinemas and on
videos. Most people would be horrified if they realised that young children, at their most
vulnerable age, between four and fourteen years, have watched murders and other horrific
crimes on television, at the cinema or on videos. Parliament must address that problem.
People should be refused a licence to shoot and the use of a gun if they have a history of
violence, if they have prior convictions, or if they suffer from mental disability.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr WALLACE- The honourable member for Springvale will have his turn shortly.
What the honourable member said at Springvale was unprintable. People with intemperate
habits or those who have been involved in excessive use of alcohol and drugs should not
be granted a licence.

The National Party supports the continued development of safety training for people
who use firearms. My family and the families who live near me have been involved with
firearms all their lives. They have used them and have been trained to use them. I was
trained by my father to use a firearm at a young age. I was never allowed to use a gun
without strict supervision. I would have been sixteen or seventeen years of age before I
was allowed to use a firearm on my own. The basic training is important. Firearms are
safe if used properly; unfortunately, they are not always used properly. Even experienced
people sometimes use firearms incorrectly. A very good friend of mine, a keen duck
shooter, climbed over a fence with a loaded gun, something that everyone knows should
not be done, and the gun discharged. He was fortunate that it only scarred the side of his
face; he is lucky to be alive today. It was his own fault and not the fault of the gun.
The government is blaming guns for the problems that exist in society, but the problems
are caused by people.
I have spoken to many hundreds of people who believe the proposed legislation is
unworkable and is not right. Meetings have been held right across the State. I attended a
meeting in Sale which was attended by 2000 people. It was extraordinary that so many
people came to express their dissatisfaction with the Bill. They were concerned at what
was happening.
The organisations that were represented included the Victorian Amateur Pistol
Association, the Victorian Field and Game Association and the Sporting Shooters
Association of Australia (Vic.). I want to know what will happen to the members of those
organisations. I know one person who is gravely concerned at what will happen to a
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collection of pistols that has been in her family for many years. She is worried that they
will be confiscated. Most of those pistols are not workable as they are black powder pistols.
A Mr Ted Hattam from Leongatha has had considerable trouble in obtaining a licence
for his proposed museum. He has spent a great deal of time in Melbourne talking with the
police and with people involved in firearms regulations, trying to ensure that he could
obtain registration. Unfortunately, he is not allowed to call his collection a museum. He
wants to know what will happen to his large collection and is extremely concerned about
it.
The proposed le~slation will have an effect on tourism throughout the State. Last ni~t
I spoke about tounsm. Organisations at that meeting at Sale also included the Austrahan
Deer Association, which was gravely concerned about the proposed legislation because its
members had been denied access to various parks and areas at which they could practise
their sport. This is the thin end of the wedge because more and more areas will be restricted
to these groups. The Victorian Rifle Association attended the meeting. It has a range at
Williamstown and it also is gravely concerned. The Victorian Small Bore Rifle and Air
Rifle Association Inc. was also concerned and expressed its concern at that meeting. The
North-Eastern Deerstalkers and the Australian Bow Hunters Association also expressed
their grave concern about this issue, as did the Victorian Clay Target Association and the
Gippsland Deerstalkers Association.
I had the privilege some weeks ago of officially opening the Victorian Field and Game
Association's range at Longford, and I was amazed at the enormous number of shooters
who attended.
More than 270 shooters attended the convention. I was amazed by the number of people
who were careful about the use of firearms because they had been briefed and had an
understanding of what firearms are all about.
It is all very well to ban guns. A further matter for thought concerns explosives. Some
years ago detonators, dynamite and gelignite were banned from use by the general
community and were available only to licensed operators. Obviously those products were
available only to a small group of people. What happened in Russell Street? Someone who
was determined to do something went ahead and did it. The same thing can happen with
guns. Persons who are determined to cause bodily harm and take out their viciousness on
someone else will obtain guns or some other weapon from somewhere. This factor must
be taken into account.

The public does not trust the government. That is the reason why in the vicinity of only
600 000 guns have been registered. Obviously the Minister is aware that more than
500 000 guns remain unregistered. Why are those people not prepared to come forward
when amnesties have provided them with an opportunity of doing so? That is an issue
that must be considered.
Mr Norris-They are law-breakers.
Mr WALLACE-If someone breaks the law, there must be a reason. I suppose the
reason is that things are not as they should be.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr W ALLACE-I do not doubt for one second that the honourable member for
Springvale-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Gippsland South should ignore disorderly interjections.
Mr W ALLACE-I appreciate your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker. Early in the piece, the
Sun was supportive of the government and its proposed legislation. Until it conducted a
poll, the Sun strongly supported the government.
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However, the Sun reported that, of letters received on the State government's proposed
gun laws, 91 per cent of the writers were opposed to the government's proposed
amendments to the Firearms Act.
What did the Sun newspaper do? It did a flip. That newspaper is now worried that it is
on the wrong track. That is what will happen to the government. The government must
get down to the basics to try to work out good legislation. The people are the ones we
should be worried about, not the parties. Members of Parliament are here to help people.
Mr Sidiropolous interjected.
Mr W ALLACE-I shall be interested to hear the contribution of the honourable member
for Richmond. Channel 10 conducted a poll-Mr Norris-How many times did you ring up?
Mr WALLACE-Not once! I left it to the people who knew what they wanted. I suppose
the honourable member for Dandenong made a number of calls. I shall be interested to
hear how many. Channel 10 conducted a poll of viewers. The question was: "Do you
support the shooters?" Some 77 000 people replied that they supported the shooters and
only 26 500 said that they did not.
Mr Norris-What are you worried about?
Mr W ALLACE-I am not worried. It is obvious that the honourable member for
Dandenong is extremely worried.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Dandenong is now
ranked third on the list of speakers!
Mr W ALLACE-The further one goes, the more obvious it becomes that the people
who put honourable members opposite into Parliament are the ones who are concerned. I
remind the honourable members concerned that their time in this place might be short
unless they consider the electors.
Mr Jim Wood, the editor of The Victorian Bullseye, which is a publication of the
Victorian Rifle Association, stated in an editorial that the end of an era is upon us. He
said that for the sake of the future of the movement, ifmembers of the association did not
start talking to their local members and present the image of the sport logically and clearly,
it would not be long before they would not have their sport.
On 14 September 1987 the Age carried an editorial article under the heading "Gun
Controls need National Approach". It states:
Effective control over firearms in Australia requires a national approach, with uniform laws and
enforcement . . .

The Premier tried that, but he was kicked in the face. It is obvious that he was concerned
about what was happening, but the Prime Minister absolutely refused to cooperate. The
editorial continues:
The lack of uniformly strict standards is one ofthe weak links in the community'S defence against the alarming
increase ...

The National Party is worried about this aspect. The laws must be applied nationally so
that they can work. One must consider mail orders.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr W ALLACE-I would be happy to have an extension of time because I have a lot of
material to go through. Unless something is done, anybody can write away to other States
and obtain firearms. We must have uniformity between the States. The Labor Party, the
Liberal Party and the National Party must work in conjunction to ensure that adequate
legislation is put into place so that people who come and listen and pay taxes-and pay
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the salaries of members of Parliament-have an opportunity of understanding what it is
all about.
Hundreds of people in my electorate have telephoned repeatedly to say that they will
not accept the proposed legislation. An enormous number of amendments must be made
to the Bill before it will be acceptable.
I repeat that the National Party is opposed to the Bill. It has led the opposition in
country Victoria and the way things are going it will slowly but surely lead the opposition
against the Bill in the city area. The National Party has been and will continue to be
consistent in its attitude to the proposed legislation.
The New Zealand model has proven on its track record that it is the only model to
follow. The Minister for Local Government, who is at the table, has had every opportunity
of introducing an acceptable local government Bill, but he seems to be heading for the
same trouble he has been in over the past two years. People must be trained in the correct
use of firearms. There are many speakers to follow and I shall give them the opportunity
of putting their views before the House.
I support the National Party's opposition to the Bill and I support the reasoned
amendment.

Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I support the Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) and I
oppose the reasoned amendment.
I quote the words of the Premier in his second-reading speech when he introduced the
Bill. What he said then encapsulates the thrust of the Bill:
The Bill reflects widespread community concern with the large number of firearms in the community and the
increasing frequency of their misuse.

That says it all.
The events which triggered the introduction of the Bill were events which we, as
Melburnians and Victorians, never contemplated could happen in our city or in our
community, but unfortunately they did. It was generally thought that this sort of tragedy
did not occur in Melbourne, or even in Australia, but it is the sort of thing that happens in
Los Angeles, New York, or Manila. Tragically, those events did take place in Melbourne.
The debate on the proposed legislation has produced a lot of passion and revealed
entrenched positions. Honourable members have heard those positions enunciated today.
One of the most chilling aspects of the debate-possibly I have been naive in not
realising the extent of gun ownership in the community-has been the realisation of the
large number of firearms in the hands of individuals. This has been one of the most
chilling aspects not just for me but for the ordinary members of the community, the
citizens in the electorate of Dandenong. There are some 900 000 guns in the community,
200 000 of which are automatic or semiautomatic weapons, and they are growing in
number at the rate of 30 000 each year. I may be naive but I find this quite frightening.
The object of the Bill is to limit, cull and curtail the growth of the number offirearms in
Victoria.
The debate has flushed out just how far down the path the people of Victoria have gone
in the philosophy of "my right to bear arms", which was thou$ht to exist only in the
United States of America. The contributions of members of the National Party-underlined
by what was said by the honourable member for Polwarth-indicates that there is still the
thought in the community which causes people to say, "It is my inalienable right to bear
arms; to have arms in my home to defend myself; what if the revolution occurs; what am
I going to use for a weapon?".
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I did not believe that that sort of feeling was still abroad in 1988. As I say, I may be
naive but it has been something ofa shock. I thought that sort of thinking went out in the
1930s, but, no, it is still alive in Victoria in 1988!
I shall give an example of the sort of attitude which concerns me. I quote from an article
which appeared in The Sunday Observer of 14 February 1988:
Mr Barry Liggins from the . . . Firearms Sports Association . . . described himself as an importer of security
systems-including teargas, razor ribbon and "hostage negotiation equipment".

We are not in the deep south, in Ku Klux Klan territory; we are in Melbourne, Victoria,
Australia! It goes on:
He said private gun ownership was a constitutional right, without which "this country won't survive".
"To give the government the sole right to determine who may bear arms is the beginning of the end of a
democratic society," he said.

Ifhonourable members bothered to read the epistle delivered today by Mr Bruce Ruxton,
they would find that he could be a Barry Liggins acolyte. It may be a bit of an effort to read
the correspondence from Bruce Ruxton but it is worthwhile on this occasion. He is the
State president of a great organisation and it is a disgrace to that organisation that he is in
that position. I speak as the son of a returned serviceman from both world wars. My father
would have been ashamed that Mr Ruxton is speaking on behalf of returned servicemen.
I quote Bruce Ruxton:
In fact, the government's reaction to the two recent massacres in Victoria seem to a lot of people to be a
maneouvre from heaven.

In other words, the two massacres were, in Mr Ruxton's eyes, a manna from heaven; they
fell into the government's lap. He does not consider them to be hideous and horrible
massacres. He continues:
. . . as an excuse "to grab the guns", knowing full well that their philosophy of socialist governments is to take
the guns off the people.

This is from the State President of the Returned Services League. It is the greatest load of
pathetic Alice in Wonderland balderdash I have ever read in my life! I am sure members
of the Liberal Party will agree. But then he made a bitter attack on the Leader of the
Opposition:
The Liberal response has been no better and for the ordinary person, they would find it difficult to really know
what is going on in Mr Kennett's mind.
In his eagerness for votes he seems to be altering his views on the gun laws day by day.

It might be difficult to argue with that statement because one has to get it right sometimes,
and possibly Mr Ruxton did in that paragraph!
Mr Ruxton continues in the document to make statements which should be exposed by
being read into the record. On the fourth page of the document, there is a heading, "Gun
laws-treasonable", and in the second paragraph he states:
An ominous aspect of this is the fact that the government is using the "camouflage" provided by the recent
tragic events to implement part of the socialist left program that derives from a communist document referred to
as the "DusseldorfManifesto". It outlined the universal communist doctrine for infiltrating and overthrowing a
democratic society. Item 8 of the manifesto reads, "Cause the registration of all firearms on some pretext, with a
view to confiscating them at a later date and thus leaving the population helpless to resist."

When can we expect the uprising? That is the question one should ask. The honourable
member for Polwarth used a similar tone in his speech.
The most distressing and depressing aspect of the debate has been the fact that the
troglodytes have come out of the woodwork; they have shown themselves to be alive and
well and active in our community in making statements such as those.
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Honourable members have heard about the communist plot and the right of every
citizen to bear arms. What a load of hogwash! I did not know such an attitude existed. The
gun lobby has found it extremely difficult to come to terms with the Bill because members
of the lobby will not see reason. I have spoken to many of them and they have a blinkered
view and will not accept any restrictions on gun control. That view is also the position of
the National Party. It speaks for the gun lobby; it wants no controls on the use of guns,
and that is why opposition to the Bill has been so blinkered. Members of the gun lobby
believe it is their right to bear arms, their right to own as many guns as they like and their
right to do with those guns as they please. That is the basis of their philosophy.
My argument is underlined by the advertisement that the Sporting Shooters Association
of Australia (Vic.) continually circulates in newspapers which states:
Our aim is shooters' rights.
This legislation denies shooters their democratic rights and defines ownership of guns as a "privilege".

It is a privilege, just as driving a car is a privilege that must be earned. What is wrong with
the ownership of guns being a privilege? In his second-reading speech, the Premier proudly
defined the ownership of firearms as a privilege, and the majority of the public support the
government on that.
The advertisement continues:
This legislation will allow the government to confiscate semiautomatic firearms and does not provide for any
compensation whatsoever.

That is incorrect as the government will provide compensation. The advertisement goes
on:
This legislation obliges shooters to sign a statutory declaration detailing all firearms owned.

What is wrong with a statutory declaration from a shooter detailing all the firearms that
he owns?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Dandenong to explain from what he is quoting.

Mr NORRIS-It is the advertisement circulated in many daily newspapers by the
Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Victoria).
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! What is the date on the advertisement?

Mr NORRIS-The advertisement is dated 12 February 1988.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! Is it authentic?

Mr NORRIS-I presume it is authentic; the advertisement asks for money so it must
be authentic. I hope no-one has been. fool enough to send any money!
The advertisement outlines what the gun lobby believes are the outrageous propositions
of the $overnment, but they are all absolutely logical and sensible. What is wrong with a
law-abiding shooter listing the number of firearms he owns? If I liked to use and own guns,
I would have no objection to telling the government the number of firearms I had.
Shooters find that most objectionable and believe it is a denial of their rights and an
intrusion by government.
The advertisement states that the Bill limits the number of firearms one can own. I find
nothing wrong with that. We have gone beyond the days where people can have arsenals
stuck on their lounge room walls. Recently an interesting article appeared in a daily
newspaper about young shooters who were boasting about how many weapons they
owned. Their only joy in life was killing animals. They proudly boasted that shooting was
their sport, and they all had arsenals of weapons hung on their lounge room walls. The
government wants to limit the number of weapons a shooter can own.
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The person who has led the opposition to the Bill has been Mr Drane of the Sporting
Shooters Asociation of Australia (Victoria). He has become a personality in his crusade
against the proposed legislation. Mr Drane has said that he will break the law. He said that
he owns two or three semiautomatic weapons-he does not know how many he ownsand that he will not turn them in. He is supposedly a law-abiding citizen. Some laws we
like and some laws we do not like, but we obey them.
The honourable member for Gippsland South more or less supported the fact that
several hundred thousand shooters have not registered their guns. He asked why they had
not done so and I asked by interjection whether he approved of people breaking the law.
The law and order party believes there is a law for one group and a different law for
another group. The National Party supports people like Mr Drane, who has said that he
will not turn in his semiautomatic guns. If he does not do so when the Bill is passed, he
will be breaking the law. I sincerely hope members of the Opposition do not support
citizens breaking the law. The law is the law and it must be upheld. One can overturn that
law only by winning office and introducing new laws, not by encouraging the populous to
break existing laws.
The Opposition has found itself in an extremely difficult position. As that unguided
missile, the geriatric from the north put it, the Opposition has found itself like a person
with one leg on either side of a barbed wire fence. As the honourable member for Monbulk
pointed out, the Opposition has been caught ~twixt and 'tween. The rural rump of the
party is espousing one philosophy while the city members are espousing another.
The dilemma of the Liberal Party was underlined in a press release issued by the Leader
of the Opposition on 17 December 1987 when he came out with the greatest lulu of all
time. I suppose it was the silly season and Christmas shopping may have been getting the
better of the honourable gentleman.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Dandenong to inform the House from which press release he is quoting?
Mr NORRIS-It is a press release issued by the office of the Liberal Party. It does not
ask for money, unlike the other press release to which I referred, but, nonetheless, any
money is gratefully received. The press release states:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the
legislative authority of the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society.

That is exactly what I was criticised by members of the Opposition for saying a moment
ago. The press release continues:
The Liberal Party believes metropolitan Melbourne should become a "no shooting zone".

That was the angle the Leader of the Opposition was taking. I understand the dilemma he
was in with the rural rump and the more progressive city members of his party. They were
probably sitting in the dungeons of Liberal Party headquarters when they came up with
the ripper idea of drawing a circle around Melbourne with anyone living within the ring
being strictly controlled regarding the use of firearms while anyone living outside the ring
being able to carry on, business as usual, and being allowed to own as many guns as
possible to stick on the wall or on the gunrack in the ute. That proposition was presented
by the Liberal Party just before Christmas.
The same press release states:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party today called for a ban on the possession of firearms in the metropolitan area
with the following exceptions:
police
security guards
legitimate gun club members
farmers and other people approved by the police as having a legitimate need for a firearm.
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That is the government's policy! The Leader of the Opposition is now saying that shooters
do not have to be members of gun clubs.
The Leader of the Opposition has said that it is not right to force people to join gun
clubs but on 17 December he believed it was perfectly all right. That is the dilemma that
the Opposition faces.
The Opposition had another emergency meetin~ this morning and finished up as
disunited as ever. It still does not know which way it IS going. It has its feet either side ofa
barbed wire fence and its middle is hurting. It is schizophrenic. It is having two-bob each
way.
At least we know where the National Party stands. It has been solid from the beginnin~.
Its position is right of Sylvester Stallone. It wants no restrictions, no registration, no limIt
on the number of guns owned.
In a recent edition of the Times on Sunday there is an interesting article about two
men-I believe the honourable member for Swan Hill represents that area-who are
proud to be residents of Kerang, which is the Australian League of Rights homeland and
the Eric Butler homeland. The article illustrates the attitude of some people in Kerang,
which is disturbing.
I accept that I am a city slicker. I do not know about guns. The article states:
... there is no shortage offirepower in the hands of two young men who live in a run-down house on the outskirts
of town. Between them Murray Ray and Mick White, both aged 21 have seventeen or eighteen guns. They are
not sure of the exact number. One of the weapons is the notorious Ml, the gun used by Frank Vitkovic to kill
eight people at a Queen Street office building.

The lifestyle and attitude that these young men have about guns is disturbing. Members
of the National Party might say that I am naive and there is nothing wrong with two young
men owning eighteen guns between them. The article continues:
Shooting is the pair's main joy.

The proliferation of guns disturbs me. One is not enough; two guns are not enough!
The honourable member for Polwarth said that we must have arms to defend ourselves.
From whom? As a result of this attitude there is a proliferation of g~ns, which are
increasing at the rate of more than 30 000 new weapons a year. This territying spiral must
be stopped. The Bill sets about correcting the situation and providing a proper balance.
One may be asked whether one is concerned about the pressure of the gun lobby that
may cause one to lose one's seat. Ifhonourable members cast their minds back to the 1982
election, when the gun lobby was active, it threatened that I might lose my seat but,
instead, my vote increased by 7·5 per cent.
It is not new for the gun lobby to threaten but we must come to a point in our political
lives when we must decide whether we are going after cheap votes or whether we are going
to stand on a point of principle. We must go for the principle!
The Bill has not been introduced to attract votes. It may not attract votes for whatever
philosophical and ideological stand a party takes which is concerned about law and order.
An honourable member-Rubbish!
Mr NORRIS-The government is concerned, as are members of the' Opposition, about
the issue of law and order. This is part of our law and order plan.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Honourable members will cease
inteIjecting.
Mr NORRIS-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your protection. The government
has the courage to stand firm. In 1982 the public accepted its stand and it received an
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overwhelming majority. The government has had the coura~e to stand firm on this matter
because it believes in law and order. It knows that the publIc is on the government's side
in its attitude on the use, ownership and proliferation of weapons in our society.
Crime and violence is of concern to normal citizens in our community. There is an
upsurge of crime all over the Western World, whether it be the United Kingdom under its
Prime Minister, Maggie Thatcher, who has a philosophy which many members opposite
admire, or in Ronald Reagan's United States of America.
The government supports law and order and it supports the Police Force. We are
fortunate to have had two splendid Ministers for Police and Emergency Services. The
former Minister for Police and Emergency Services did a magnificent job and the present
Minister is also doing a splendid job. It cannot be denied that we have a proud record in
law and order.
The Police Force are the best equipped, best housed and best paid of Australia's police
forces and we have the best proportion of police numbers to population of any of the
larger States, far outstripping the proportion in Queensland. The government has upped
the police budget year after year. It has paid the police proper wages and has provided a
pension deal as well. The government is on the side of law and order; it is on the side of
the force. The Bill supports that situation.
Without doubt, firearms control will reduce the homicide rate. Honourable members
opposite should read the available information. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in answer to a recent question without notice said that a study by the International
Association of Chiefs of Police found that countries with strict firearms control laws have
fewer homicides. I should have thought that was logical, but Opposition members dispute
those facts.
The Minister said that in London in 1986 there were less than 100 homicides while in
New York, with a similar sized population, there were 1600 homicides. He said that of the
102 people murdered in Victoria last year 48 were killed by guns. The number of homicides
in the community reflect the number of guns available.
The Herald recently published a letter to the editor from Sergeant Mike Hammond,
Policy Division, Victoria Police Force. He stated in part:
Of the 102 alleged homicides in 1987, more than 50 per cent involved perpetrators and victims who were
either related or previously acquainted and about one third of these alleged homicides involved the use of a
firearm.
The possibility of a firearm being introduced into a domestic violence situation should be avoided at all costs
and it would appear to me that both the new and the proposed legislation has the potential to do just that.

Sergeant Hammond says that the Bill has the potential to reduce homicides, particularly
domestic homicides. He continued:
In the meantime, where sporting shooters are not being denied the right to either own or use most types of
firearms. They may however be required to justify their need and demonstrate their suitability to own and use
them.

That excellent letter from Sergeant Mike Hammond, Policy Division, Victoria Police,
indicates that the police support the proposed legislation as well. Honourable members
have heard many of the old arguments-more people are killed on the road and so forth;
all those hoary, silly arguments. The car is manufactured as a means of transport while the
gun is manufactured as a means of killing. That is the difference. The gun is manufactured
for one purpose: to kill. The fact that cars kill is incidental to their primary use, which is
tranport.
I repeat that no genuine shooter will be disadvantaged by the proposed legislation. I
congratulate the government for its courage in introducing the Bill. The government will
support law and order, and the Bill is part of its law and order policy. The Bill does not
remove one single right from the legitimate shooter or farmer. As the Premier said, the
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Bill will reinforce the existing right of all civilians in society, the inalienable right of all
Victorians to go about their daily lives in safety. I support the Bill and oppose the reasoned
amendment, and I congratulate the government.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-I am not sure whether I should declare a pecuniary interest
before I commence my remarks because I have a shooter's licence and I own a gun.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr AUSTIN-I do not have to declare how many. Honourable members heard an
extraordinary contribution from the honourable member for Dandenong, who may be a
great actor and certainly has the gift of the gab; but when it comes to an understanding
and knowledge of firearms and the whole issue under debate, he is wanting indeed. The
argument about guns has been raging since the Queen Street and Hoddle Street massacres,
which horrified Victoria, the natioIl }~nd the world, and which triggered a change in
environment. At that time the majority of Victorians believed something needed to be
done and that action should be taken, at least to reduce the chance of the same sort of
thing happening again.
In recent years there has been a spate of domestic violence, holdups and murders, some
of which have involved firearms, but not all. The Premier rightly decided that he had to
take some action. The people expected the Premier to take that action but what he has
done is just plain stupid. It is a classic example of a politician trying to make political
capital out of several tragedies.
I remember watching the Premier being interviewed on television about the massacres,
shedding the odd tear and saying that if taking guns out of the metropolitan area would
save one child, it was worth doing. What a ridiculous, emotional statement that was! The
result was to drive thousands of guns underground and to put thousands of guns in the
hands of the wrong people. There is no doubt that some of those $uns will kill people, and
that has happened because of the way in which the Premier, CabInet and the government
have tried to resolve the problem.
The political slant that the Premier initiated at the time has been carried right up to the
present day, and I might add that only six days were allowed last Thursday on the
adjournment of the second-reading debate on the Bill. The Opposition could not even
obtain sufficient copies of the Bill to distribute to people with a real interest in this vital
issue-law-abiding citizens whose very way of life will be substantially changed by the
steps that the government is trying to take. People interested in the draconian proposed
legislation the government has introduced were not able to get copies of the Bill. It was
impossible for Opposition members to inform our constituents about the contents of the
Bill, and it was therefore impossible for them to make contributions to this debate.
I ask you, Mr Speaker: on what other legislation of such importance that would affect
people throughout the length and breadth of the State has the second-reading debate ever
been adjourned for only six days? The gross inefficiency of the government is a disgrace. I
remind the House of what the Leader of the Opposition said when the proposed legislation
was first suggested. He said the Opposition would consider the proposed legislation,
support the general thrust of it and amend that part of it that was either stupid or
unworkable. I think the phrase the Leader of the Opposition used at the time to describe
the provisions that he would support was, "equitable, effective and enforceable". The
attitude of the Premier, as indicated in the Bill, is that when something is wrong, when a
tragedy occurs or when something is outside his control, he must ban something.
The Premier has often quoted statistics on murder and domestic violence, mostly from
New South Wales, as one can read in his second-reading speech. The question of why the
government must refer to New South Wales rather than Victoria is more than I can
answer.
As the honourable member for Dandenong said a moment ago, the Premier's answer is
to take away guns; in other words, to punish the law-abiding citizens of this State. The
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same attitude has been adopted by the Premier, the government and Cabinet, and that
same attitude has been displayed In many of the problems in this State in recent times.
We do not seem to want to find the reasons behind crime in order to get rid of those
problems. The government wants to make society suffer from heavy-handed bullying
tactics that are part of the way in which the Premier and the Ministers operate. There is
no doubt that the Premier, the government and especially Cabinet are hell-bent on taking
guns away from legitimate gun owners.
I do not believe that what the Premier is doing will succeed this time, and it will not
succeed because of public opinion. There has been a successful gun lobby by those who
understand what is going on, and that lobby has been too strong, too professional and too
sensible for the government to withstand.

Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr AUSTIN-The honourable member for Bendigo West may as well say something
now because he will not be a member of this place for very long and will not have the
opportunity of saying anything again. He is finished! I should like to commend the people
who have virtually come out of retirement, because they have never been involved in this
issue before and they felt so strongly about it they have given up their time and money to
fight this cause on behalf of law-abiding citizens. I mention only two, Mr Ted Drane and
Mr Bill Woolmore; they have done a magnificent job and have been fair-minded,
professional and sensible in their fight on behalf of law-abiding citizens of the State.
In some elements of the Bill the government has been forced to adopt a more
commonsense approach. Where it has not done so-and there are plenty of examples of
that-the Opposition will propose amendments during the Committee stage to right those
anomalies. We should be considering why crime has increased tremendously in this State
in recent times. It has very little to do with gun laws and certainly it is not just guns. We
should all consider when and why attitudes in this State have changed.
I can remember many years ago when the House debated and openly voted on the
abolition of capital punishment. Maybe it goes back to the days when capital punishment
was removed from the statute book. Perhaps it was when the powers of the police were
diminished. In making both those changes perhaps we made criminals feel safer.
Maybe it is because the economic environment has changed. A contributing element is
also the increase in drugs throughout the nation. In particular it could well be the violent
videos that we have to suffer in this day and age. It could be a combination of all those
factors. One thing that is certain is that the change in attitude has not been caused by
responsible gun owners.
The majority of gun owners-this would not be known by members of the government
who would not understand or have any knowledge of the subject-especially those who
belon~ to shooting sports clubs, are very responsible people no matter whether they are
shooting clay birds, live birds, or involved in trap or field sports. They value their sport,
take care of their guns, and look after the youth of this State in a way in which you, Mr
Speaker, can be very proud.
The Premier and his Cabinet are hell-bent on a path of banning guns and removing the
right of people to hunt and shoot. What an extraordinary second-reading speech by the
Premier! The Premier made a reference to fishing rods which no-one could understand.
Someone has told him that fishing rods can be dangerous and can be used to kill someone.
. What nonsense! If the Premier remained in power long enough-which he will not-he
would ban them, too!
The action by the government reminds me of my childhood days. If a child misbehaved
in class, instead of punishing that pupil the whole class was kept in for the rest of the
morning. That is what the Premier is doing. Look at what he has done with the Melbourne
Cricket Ground! A few people misbehaved, and who was punished?
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Mr Kennedy-You!
Mr AUSTIN-How many percentage wise? Approximately 90 000 people are punished
because some people misbehaved. What ought to happen and used to happen is that a
policeman would v.ab a person who was misbehaving by the scruff of the neck, give him a
kick up the backsIde, and kick him out. The rest would behave and there would be no
worse punishment than that. We have gone soft and that is what is wrong.
The Premier referred to semiautomatic weapons as though they all belon~ed in the same
category. That is absurd because ·22 rifles are completely different. TraditIonally farmers
have referred to ·22 rifles as "bunny guns". People have always owned them and used
them to shoot a few rabbits. Those rifles are not nearly as dangerous as some of the guns
that have not been banned.
Mr Crabb-You could kill them with a shanghai.
Mr AUSTIN-They could be killed with a shanghai.
Mr Crabb-That is pathetic!
Mr AUSTIN-The Minister for Labour is pathetic. Does he believe that people do not
know that a ·22 rifle can kill someone? Those rifles, which are banned under the Bill, are
less dangerous than many of the guns that are not banned. That is where the Premier and
his cohorts have been stupid.
As has been said before, and I shall say it again, the Opposition agrees that militarystyle, high-powered, semiautomatic rifles ought to be banned. It approves of that restriction
but, surely, the Premier does not believe that banning· 22 rifles will mean that they will be
handed in. That is a nonsense! They will not be handed in because people understand the
absurdity of the Premier's proposal. It is an invitation for people to break the law and for
civil disobedience. I think the Premier understands that but he hopes to score political
points and to win the political argument. He is trying to win a few votes by sticking to the
proposal when the true situation has already been explained to him.
The Opposition supports and applauds the amendments for safer storage of firearms.
The Opposition supports every sensible amendment in the proposed legislation that will
make for safer gun laws in the future. It supports better education, training, and vetting of
those who will handle guns. It applauds any move that makes the State safer for the
community and places guns in the hands of responsible people.
As a responsible Opposition, it cannot allow stupid and unworkable measures to be
passed. It cannot agree to decisions that have been made for purely political reasons. The
worst aspect is the cynical approach of the government and the Premier. Let all people
who enjoy recreation, hunting, shootin~ and fishing take heed that the path the Premier is
on is ultimately to prevent people taking part in those activities. The Government was
reluctant to open the duck hunting season this year. I congratulate the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands on being able to stand up to the pressure that was
brought to bear on her.
She did one sensible thing, she took note of departmental advice that there was no
conservation problem in opening the duck hunting season. I know that she is philosophically
against duck shooting, as is almost, I suppose, the whole of the Labor Party, but she took
a responsible attitude on that.
The advice obtained from the department was that the duck population is not at risk or
in danger and never has been. The only way it will be in danger is if there is no culling,
whatever that means, because the duck population could be hit with a virus or contract
botulism and die in droves.
.
The duck shooters, and particularly the Field and Game Association members, have
done a great deal not only to assist the population of ducks, but also to increase the habitat
of wildfowl in the State. They have contributed to increasing the whole of the wetlands
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because they understand, unlike the government, about flight paths of waterfowl and
ducks. Ifpeople examine the situation sensibly and rationally, we will have a duck hunting
season for years to come. I shall quote an article in the Sun of Friday, 5 February 1988
headed "Guns, essential to help conservation'" written by lan Jackson. I hope the
honourable member for Dandenong is listening to this because he does not know anything
about it:
Shooters need their guns to protect Victoria's wetlands.
That's the view of Kerang hunter/conservationist Des Thomas, who believes the State's proposed new gun
laws will do more harm than good.
Mr Thomas, awarded a Queen's medal on Australia Day for his services to conservation, said shooters played
a vital role in regulating animal numbers on the wetlands near Kerang, the mecca of Victorian duck shooting.
"I'm a hunter and a conservationist and the two are compatible," Mr Thomas said yesterday.
"Guns are only a tool. If a person wants to get a gun to kill someone and he can't, they just use something
else."
Mr Thomas is one of a growing crowd of shooters, farmers and business people in Kerang which is preparing
to dig in over the Cain government's plan to tighten Victorian gun laws.

The Bill is purely a political exercise. Over eight weeks, public debate went backwards and
forwards; it has given sensible members of the community the opportunity to have proper
consultation.
In the early part of the debate the Liberal Party was criticised for sitting on the fence
and for not coming out clearly on a defined path.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr AUSTIN-If you knew what you were talking about you would not be saying that,
because the Opposition supported the general thrust of proposed legislation that would
tighten gun laws, and the government knows it!
The right way to go about making decisions on matters as vital as this is to look at the
issue over the period available. That is what the Liberal Party has done. Over the eight
weeks since the debate began until we knew that the proposed legislation was to be brought
before the House, we have had consultation with people who are involved on both sides
of the argument. As a result, the Opposition has come up with the right decisions at this
stage. We will amend this ridiculous, ratbag measure and then we can tackle what is in the
best interests of the people of Victoria.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) is a measure
that brings the Labor Party's philosophy to the fore. The proposed legislation is summed
up in the first object of the Bill, which is:
to establish a presumption against private ownership of firearms.

That is the whole philosophy of the Bill. It is to deny people the right to private ownership
offirearms. It does not matter whether they are law-abiding citizens-and 99·5 per cent of
the population who own and possess firearms are law-abidin$ citizens, which is something
the honourable member for Werribee has lost sight of in hiS pursuit of the Labor Party
ideology of eradicating firearms. He should be honest rather than using some weak excuse
after an atrocity takes place as a means of denying private ownership. I should like to hear
Dr Coghill be honest about his beliefs and his ideology.
A number of interesting comments have been made by government members in this
debate today. The Minister for Labour said early in the debate that we, members of the
opposition parties are debating shooters' rights against people's rights. That suggests that
shooters are not people. The Labor government is endeavouring to divide the population
by making comments like that.
Over the past two or three months shooting organisations, associations and clubs have
come together in masses around Victoria in opposition to the government's proposal and
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its possible legislation. The other people who have rights, as the Minister for Labour
suggested, have not come out in favour of the proposed legislation in the same manner.
I have received letters supporting the Labor government in its intention, but I have
received ten times that number ofletters opposing the government's proposal. That is
consistent with the views that hav(been expressed in areas represented by the National
Party. A poll conducted by the Sun revealed that 91 per cent of people were opposed to
the government's proposed legislation compared with 9 per cent in favour.
The honourable member for Monbulk quoted from the Insurance Council of Australia
Ltd Bulletin of 1981. He attempted to justify his stance by quoting a document written in
1981. If the Labor government is willing to research back to 1981 to qualify its argument,
I shall refer to advertisements appearing in the newspapers in 1982.
Mr Cooper-Who is that person?
Mr W. D. McGRATH-The person photographed alongside that advertisement is none
other than the Premier, John Cain. The advertisement appeared in 1983 in the Ballarat
Courier, which is distributed in the area from which the honourable member for Ballarat
South comes. I am certain he would be aware of that advertisement.
Mr McNamara-The government was elected by misrepresentation.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-That is an accurate statement. The advertisement accompanying
the photograph of the Premier states:
Shooters! This concerns you . . .
From John Cain on the ALP Firearms Policy
The ALP will notConfiscate your guns.
Limit the number of guns you may own.
Create a central repository (or storage place) to house your guns.
Require membership of a gun clu~ as a prerequisite for gun ownership.

That advertisement is a tremendous slur on the credibility of the Premier of Victoria. Six
years ago he gave a guarantee to Victorians, particularly those in the Ballarat area where
the Labor Party was tryin~ to hold its seat, but he is now prepared to backtrack on a public
commitment by introdUCIng a Bill that will deny private ownership of guns. One wonders
about the credibility of the Premier on this issue.
I attended a few meetings that were not organised by the National Party, which was
suggested by members of the Labor Party, but by concerned shooters and citizens of
Victoria. A number of concerned citizens took the platform and spoke about their position
on the government's proposed firearms legislation.
More than 2000 people attended a meeting in Ballarat. The honourable member for
Benalla was invited to speak, together with Ted Drane, the President of the Sporting
Shooters Association of Australia (Victoria).
Mr McNamara-The Labor Party would have been invited.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-Naturally, they would have been invited. The honourable
member for Ballarat South would have been welcome at that meeting if he had had the
conviction and courage to take his place on the stage. The honourable member would
know very well Monsignor Henry Nolan, who is a prominent Catholic in the City of
Ballarat.
Mr Sheehan intetjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-Monsignor Nolan, when he stood on the stage, said that he
was not representing the Catholic church or any organisation. He was there simply as a
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concerned shooter. He is a clay bird shooter not a game shooter and shoots as a means of
recreation and sport. The point he made, which the honourable member for Ballarat South
should consider is that the government is concerned about the number of guns used in
homicides, but it has not properly' addressed legislation dealing with the killing of unborn
children in Victoria and experimentat~on involved with the in vitro fertilisation program.
I shall say no more on that subject, but it is a matter than one should put into perspective
when considering this whole argument.
If one is to be sanctimonious on one point, one should be sanctimonious on all points
and be consistent in dealing with the broader community.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-Honourable members need not worry about the honourable
member for Bendigo West. I am sure the Catholic Bishop of Bendigo will have his way
with the honourable member at the appropriate time.
I have already referred to the meeting that took place at Ballarat. There was a public
demonstration in Horsham-a middle of the day protest-when the Premier visited
Horsham to open a Holeprooffactory in that city. The gun shooters and firearms owners
of the region had a public demonstration to personally voice their opposition to the
Premier. To the credit of the Premier, he had some private audiences with the Victorian
Farmers Federation, the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) and a couple of
students representing the local technical school students who were invited at the Premier's
request. From the feedback that I have been given, it appears that the Premier went out of
his way to set up the students who attended that meeting. That does no credit to the
Premier if the murmerings aboufthose meetings and negotiations are true.
That was a strong protest from another region of Victoria which demonstrated that
people have completely opposite views to members of the government who are responsible
for introducing this Bill.
I refer also to the township of NhiU, which is about 80 kilometres from the South
Australian border. A meeting was organised by a Mr Stan Mackenzie in that area. He has
always made public the fact that he is a prominent member of the Australian Labor Party,
yet he visited me at my electorate office and said that he wanted to hold a public meeting
on the firearms issue at Nhill. Mr Mackenzie believed the government had gone right off
the rails in attempting to legislate the use, control and ownership of firearms in Victoria.
This man has identified himself quite openly in my region as a member of the Labor
Party.
Mr McNamara-He is disgusted with the party.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-He is disgusted with a party that he has supported publicly for
many years. He was one of the chief organisers of a public meeting held in Nhill. I mention
that for the benefit of members of the Labor government so that they will recognise what
is happening to many of their rank and file members.
Mr Sheehan-He was conned by you.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-Mr Mackenzie was not conned by me. He wanted a meeting to
be held and he convened that meeting. The honourable member should ask Ted Drane
and his associates who flew up from Melbourne to attend that meeting. It is ridiculous for
the honourable member to make an accusation such as that. One of the most positive
meetings I have been asked to attend took place in Horsham on Monday night. It was not
a large gun rally but occurred because of a decision made by traders, concerned citizens,
the Victorian Farmers Federation, field and game clubs, rifle clubs and gun clubs from the
Wimmera and Horsham areas.
There were 26 people in the room. They formed a group which calls itself the Wimmera
Shooting Sports Council. The people in that group are representative of people in the area.
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The group does not merely represent farmers or particular clubs. The people within the
group have a common aim: to further the opposition to the Bill before the House tonight.
I shall read from the letter that was sent to me by the Wimmera Shooting Sports Council.
It contains the resolutions that were unanimously passed at that meeting:
1. that the proposed Firearms (Amendment) Bill 1988 be rejected in total;

2. that the question of compensation for confiscation never be an issue;
3. that legitimate sporting clubs in this State not be asked to authorise a person's credentials to hold a shooter's
licence;
4. that once a licence is issued no permits or restrictions should apply to the number of firearms a licence
holder may own;
5. that a comprehensive system of shooter education be pursued;
6. that the need to join a competitive shooting club as a prerequisite to field shooting be totally rejected;
7. that the emotive banning of semiautomatic rifles should be rejected on two grounds: (a) the banning of
lawfully held and lawfully purchased private property is against all accepted rights; and (b) the ban does not take
into account the ballistic performance of different rifle calibres;
8. that increases to the cost of a shooter's licence and the authority to hunt not exceed the CPI;
9. that the government of the day increase police powers enabling them to deal with the criminal misuse of
firearms;
10. that to obtain a shooter's licence is a privilege but, once obtained and lawfully held, the ownership of a
firearm becomes a right;
11. that fingerprinting should never be advocated or condoned, conveying as it does an image of criminality
on law-abiding citizens;
12. that reciprocal benefits for interstate shooters be recognised where shooters: (a) abide by the conditions of
the licensing system of their home State; (b) obtain the appropriate permits or authority to hunt; and (c) are
participating in competition events controlled by a recognised shooting organisation or body;
13. that the government of the day ensure proclaimed game seasons are allowed to proceed without unlawful
harassment by self-proclaimed conservationists;
14. that the system of having to obtain a permit to purchase a firearm be abolished;
15. that the registration of firearms be abolished; and
16. the council expects the conservative governing parties, on gaining government, to repeal all unrealistic
and unworkable legislation and to consult fully with all interest groups to formulate practical, progressive, and
positive firearm legislation.

They are the sixteen resolutions passed by the Wimmera Shooting Sports Council. They
are positive suggestions and the National Party has little argument with those resolutions.
I shall speak about two or three of them. The National Party advocates the proper use of
firearms in this State and believes there should be a comprehensive system of shooter
education, such education to be undertaken before a licence to use a firearm is granted.
The licence fee is to increase by $30. What has happened to the Premier's commitment
that licence fees and taxes will not increase by more than the increase in the consumer
price index? The government has overlooked that commitment in its pursuit of additional
money. Country people feel--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-It does not matter whether it is expensive or inexpensive! The
government is dishonouring the commitment it made that taxes and charges will not rise
more than the rise in the consumer price index. By increasing the licence fee by $30, the
government has dishonoured that commitment. For some time the fee charged has been
$45; it will now increase to $75 for a three-year licence.
Country people think the government is increasing the fee so it can provide compensation
for the confiscation of firearms. The Minister for Police and Emergency Services should
explain whether that is the intention of the government.
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Honourable members have heard a great deal in this debate about the reasons for the
act of homicide being committed. The Crime Digest of the Australian Institute of
Criminology states:
The year 1987 saw a number of well-publicised multiple murders in Australia. Such incidents may lead some
to form the impression that violence in Australia has reached unprecedented levels and ferocity. This digest will
provide some basic statistics on homicide in order to place this issue in a comparative and historical perspective ...
During the period 1915 to 1986 the Australian homicide rate fluctuated between a low of ()OS (in 1941) and a
high of2·1 (in 1919) per 100 000 population.
These rates, covering a period of 72 years, show two general trends-a declining rate of homicide until 1949
and a rising trend since 1950.
The homicide rates have levelled off since the mid-1970s.

Honourable members should be concerned about the rate of homicide in Australia. The
government is pointing the finger at firearms as the weapons commonly used to commit
such acts. There are other types of homicide which are just as brutal, but the government
is not taking action to deal with those. Knifings account for 25 per cent of homicides in
Victoria; bashings and strangulation are other means by which homicides in Victoria are
carried out. To focus only on firearms as a means of reducing the homicide rate is wrongyet that is what the government is doing.
The reasoned amendment moved by the honourable member for Benalla contains
examples of the actions the government should take to deal with this problem.
I attended the prayer breakfast held in Parliament House this morning. That breakfast
was addressed by Bishop Peter Hollingsworth, who said that an important cause of family
breakdown, which causes a great deal of social disruption, is a lack of suitable housing for
those who need it. The government has not taken sufficient action to deal with that
problem.
I was interested to hear comments things said by a bishop of the Church of England. He
is the chairperson of a prominent group looking at government housing policies and how
the problem of the housing shortage should be remedied. Bishop Hollingsworth highlighted
the fact that many family break-ups were caused by a lack of suitable housing tor needy
families. That is an issue the National Party identifies in the reasoned amendment it has
moved.
Tougher penalties are needed for violent offenders. One has only to remember the tragic
and very sad incident in South Australia last weekend, when a seven-year-old boy was
picked up in a car, taken away and brutally murdered. No firearm was connected with that
tragedy. Those offenders have no right to be free within our community.
That is one reason why there should be tougher penalties. There is a need to instil social
responsibility and self-discipline; social responsibility is something about which everyone
should be concerned. The high degree of violence portrayed in videos, in some of the
media and in other ways which make it appear acceptable cannot be allowed to continue
in our community. People who continually watch violent movies become desensitised to
the actions they see portrayed in those movies and regard the actions as normal in a
community.
I sponsored a meeting in Horsham last Friday week when a prominent Adelaide
psychologist, Or John Court, stated that the desensitisation ofyoun~ people is now one of
the biggest problems in the community. That very real and vexIng issue ought to be
addressed to overcome the irresponsible actions undertaken by some people.
The community observes and hears about violent bashings, particularly in city areas;
often people leaving a disco may be attacked by a mob and bashed-that is irresponsible
social behaviour. If those issues could be addressed, there may no longer be a need to
introduce to Parliament a Bill designed to place tremendous impediments in the way of
law-abiding citizens who wish to own and use firearms.
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I have a gun and a rifle at home; I do not have a shooter's licence because I do not shoot.
I do not have a vested interest in the Bill. It is the right of any law-abiding farmer to have
a shotgun or a ·22 rifle for vermin control or perhaps for destroying an injured animal in
distress. It should be the right of any law-abiding citizen to own a firearm and be issued
with a shooter's licence.
It should not be necessary for anyone who is not a farmer or who is not an affiliated
member of a shooting club to establish an affiliation in order to be allowed to own and fire
firearms provided they are law-abiding citizens. The Bill will deny that sensible right to
those people. The proposed legislation will deny law-abiding citizens the right to own and
use firearms. It is the responsibility of Parliament to ensure that the rights of those people
are protected. There is a reasoned amendment before the House and the government has
the opportunity of accepting it and withdrawing the Bill.
I agree with the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition that there should be
all-party agreement to the proposed legislation to enable the problems in society to be
overcome. One of the objectives in the Bill is to establish a presumption against private
ownership of firearms WIthin the State of Victoria which is what the Bill of the Labor
government is all about.

On the motion ofMr KENNEDY (Bendigo West), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

ADJOURNMENT
Toxic waste dump for Melton-Music teacher for Cobram High School-School crossing
supervisor scheme-Ambulance services-Subdivision of City of Horsham-Application
for home finance-Sale of government land-Government environment strategy
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I raise a matter with either the Minister
for Water Resources or, in his 'absence, the Minister for Planning and Environment or, in
his absence, the Deputy Premier. It concerns the proposed toxic waste dump at Melton.
That proposal has proceeded in such a way that the government is now arrogantly
informing the local community that Victoria's toxic waste dump will be located in that
area. Having met with residents of all political persuasions in the area, I am concerned
that the planning procedures were not properly followed in the location of the toxic waste
disposal dump. The government is not applYIng to its own authorities-in this case, the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-the same conditions it applies to the
private sector when it seeks to have a building or land rezoned for what obviously is to be
a very toxic construction.
Before Christmas a representative of the government told local residents that the
government would be prepared to grant another two months' extension of the objection
time available to the residents so they may raise their objections with particular authorities
and the government. Although there have been requests that the extension should now be
granted, it appears to the residents that the request has been denied. Given the importance
of this dump it is important that the government not only applies its own rules to itself in
terms of its planning procedures, but also gives residents ample opportunity to lodge
objections.
The proposed construction will dramatically alter the environment around that
community. Substantial investment has been made not only in agricultural properties but
also in thoroughbred horse developments, including studs, with housing encroaching on
the area. Those people have invested in good faith. Investments of considerable sums of
money will be substantially downgraded and many businesses-particularly those with
studs-will need to move from that location.
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I ask the Deputy Premier to raise the matter with the relevant Ministers to ensure that
as a matter of urgency an extension of two months is granted. That dump is inappropriately
sited because the normal planning procedures have not been complied with.
If the legislators in Victoria are to impose rules and regulations upon one section of the
community, the same precedents and processes should be complied with by government
and its agencies. I ask the Deputy Premier to bring the matter to the attention of the
relevant Minister and ensure that attention is paid to the problem, as an extension was
promised some weeks ago.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister Assisting
the Minister for Education with responsibility for Post-Secondary Education. I refer to the
shortage of teachers with musical experience in country areas. Problems are being
experienced in country Victoria in obtaining the services of appropriately trained teachers
of music compared with the position in metropolitan Melbourne, where schools have a
greater ability to attract the more appropriately trained music teachers.
I refer particularly to the problems being experienced at Cobram High School, which
does not have a music teacher this year. The school had a music teacher until the end of
the 1987 school year. A music curriculum was developed that produced satisfactory results
at the school and students were taught to play musical instruments and so on.
At the end of the 1987 school year an appointment was made ofa music teacher from
Daylesford. It had been a difficult position to fill, and the high school was quite delighted
that a music teacher had been appointed for 1988. However, just prior to the
commencement of the 1988 school year, the school was informed that the music teacher
would not be coming to the school. This has caused enormous difficulties in the
development of the curriculum and it has been necessary to rearrange the school's program
without a music teacher.
The school has advertised the position Statewide but without success. It is now not
possible for music to be taught at the school and the timetables have had to be rearranged.
Of course, books and appropriate materials were provided for the music classes, and
thousands of dollars were spent on the necessary equipment.
There is a need for action by the Minister for Education to ensure the appointment of a
music teacher to the Cobram High School as soon as possible and also for a recognition of
the difficulties of schools throughout country Victoria in attracting appropriately trained
teachers.
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Community
Services, who is the representative in this place of the Minister for Transport. I refer to
school crossing supervisors. Honourable members see them every morning as they drive
down the road, helping children to cross busy roads; they see them as being very efficient
and effective and reflecting the community'S concern for the safety of children on roads.
Through the school crossing supervisors, we demonstrate that we realise there is certainly
a danger from traffic on the roads and a need for this sort of protection for children.
It is particularly remarkable to note how well the drivers of motor vehicles appear to
cooperate with school crossing supervisors. Supervisors are much more effectIve than
traffic lights, which some drivers tend to treat with contempt. However, it would be rare
that a driver would ignore a school crossing supervisor carrying the lollypop si~ and
wearing the white coat and the pink sash. The supervisors do a wonderful job With the
children; they often get to know the children and develop a relationship of trust, which is
very important in ensuring that children follow their guidance.
The school crossing supervisor scheme was thought of so highly that a Parliamentary
committee recommended that the scheme be extended and that the guidelines be broadened
so that more school children facing the hazards of traffic would have the benefit of the
assistance of the supervisors. Previously, the warrants required for a school crossing
supervisor subsidy were: for a primary school, 50 pedestrians and 250 vehicles in an
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hour-that has now been changed to 50 pedestrians and 200 vehicles in an hour; and for
secondary schools, 50 pedestrians and 600 vehicles in an hour, and that has been changed
to 50 pedestrians and 500 vehicles in an hour.
Furthermore, other factors have been cited that can be taken into account to broaden
eligibility for supervisor subsidies: for example, if the number of primary school children
multiplied by the number of vehicles in an hour exceeds 10 000, or if other hazard
indicators exist that show special circumstances, a subsidy ought to be granted.
Those guidelines have applied since 1974 and have naturally resulted in the provision
of more school crossing supervisors and a vast improvement in the service. Yet, in the
face of all that, Liberal Party members have been stating in press releases and publicly that
the provision of supervisors under this scheme has been reduced by the government. As I
have outlined the situation, those honourable members are obviously wrong and can only
be misrepresenting the situation for their own political purposes.
I therefore ask that the Minister confirm that what I have outlined is correct and that,
in fact, more children than ever will have the benefit of the assistance of school crossing
supervisors.

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-As the Minister representing the Minister for
Health is not present, I raise a matter for the attention of the Leader of the House. I refer
to an article that appeared in the Sun newspaper on Saturday, 5 March, which described
the ambulance crisis in reference to the Peninsula Ambulance Service, which was
amalgamated with the Ambulance Service-Melbourne as a result of the recommendations
of the Public Bodies Review Committee.
The article quotes Mr David Webb, the new Regional Superintendent of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service, as saying that the amalgamation would not make the system unwieldy,
too large or impersonal, and that it would create a more streamlined and efficient ambulance
service, providing better facilities for the people of Victoria at no extra cost. Mr Webb is
also quoted as saying that, under the new regional structure, boundary misunderstandin~s
would be eradicated and those people needing ambulance service would be able to obtaIn
it with a direct telephone call in emergencies.
The truth is, as described in that article, that, of90 patients picked up by the ambulance
service, one patient was picked up within a space of 2 hours; I believe the situation now
exists where one patient is picked up in 24 hours, and others must wait longer.
In fact, over the Christmas period, the father of the Leader of the Opposition required
transportation by ambulance to a hospital in the city; he had to wait some 3 or 4 hours for
the ambulance to pick him up, because it had also picked up another patient on the way.
The local press has also reported comments, that amalgamation is trouble for the
ambulance services. The Peninsula has also lost its Angel of Mercy-the helicopter funded
by local contributions-to the city-based service, which will use it for time-critical patients.
I understand from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services that the police
helicopter could well be used elsewhere, and the people involved with it do not like coming
down to the Mornington Peninsula for that service.
In talking to the local officers of the Peninsula Ambulance Service in Frankston, I am
informed that, where they were experiencing one or two complaints a month about the
service, they are now receiving three or four complaints daily, and apparently the chief
ambulance officer, Mr Watson, has now left because he cannot obtain support' for this
service in the city.
The morale at the service is at an all-time low. Honourable members heard the Premier
say this morning how wonderful it was on the Momington Peninsula, where new hospital
services would be provided. I should like to remind the Premier that in 1980 we had one
of the best hospital systems in Australia, as the Minister kept telling us, but now we seem
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to have one of the worst. The Mornington Peninsula region has the honour of heading the
waiting list in Victoria of more than 1000 people.
When I raised this issue in 1985 I was called irresponsible, and "nonsense" was the
reply of the Minister for Health at that time, now the Minister for Planning and
Environment. It now happens that I am absolutely correct. One thousand people have to
wait between five and thirteen months for their operations in the Frankston Hospital.
I understand that when the amalgamations on the Mornington Peninsula took place,
the government closed down the ambulance service office used for collecting subscriptions
to the ambulance bodies and sent out a subscription form, which required people to send
in their $30. This change has had an enormous effect on the subscription tallies for the
ambulance service as people cannot merely go down to the local office and pay their
subscription. I understand the difference financially is in the order of$5oo 000. The service
cannot provide overtime money. I ask the Minister to examine this crisis. It is putting
people at risk.
One elderly gentleman who suffered a heart attack was not able to have the benefit of an
ambulance to take him to a city hospital; he had to be sent up in a taxi. The Mornington
Peninsula had one of the best services in Victoria; now ithas one of the worst.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I direct to the attention of the Minister for Local
Government a direction given by the Local Government Department to the City of
Horsham to show reason by 31 March why the municipality should not be subdiVIded
into wards.
For many years the City of Horsham has been served by nine councillors on an equal
type representation, who represent the whole of the city and who are elected to their
positions by the whole of the city at the appropriate time-three every year.
It is the Local Government Department which should be giving its reasons why the city
should be subdivided to the Horsham City Council, rather than the council having to
demonstrate to the Local Government Department why it should not be subdivided, so
that the two bodies can argue on the department's reasons. I shall welcome the response
of the Minister for Local Government to that suggestion.
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-I direct to the attention of the Minister for Housing
and Construction a matter relating to a constituent of mine, Mrs Julie O'Brien, who with
her husband, some two or three years ago, made an application to the then Ministry of
Housing for home finance.
The family situation changed. Unfortunately, Mrs O'Brien's husband has left and she is
a single parent with three children. The application came due in November last year and
notification was presented to the relevant cooperative housing society, which was duly to
process the application and a letter was sent from the society to a Mr J. B. O'Brien at the
correct address.
Due to the family circumstances, Mrs O'Brien did not open the letter because it had
been addressed to her husband. Subsequently she received a further letter addressed to a
Mr J. B. O'Brien and, again, she did not take a great deal of notice of its content. Much
later her family circumstances changed again. Her elderly mother suffered a stroke and
she had to find a place in which her elderly mother could be treated. Her family
commitments with regard to education for the three children at school then quietened
down and she was able to take more interest in what was happening to her housing finance
application and the request for her to respond to the letter.
From a letter that I have received from the cooperative housing society it appears that
all of this happened between 16 November 1987 and 23 December 1987. In that time, the
application was both offered and cancelled, which is a relatively short time.
On 11 January this year Mrs O'Brien contacted the secretary of the housing society and,
in a letter that was written subsequently to the secretary, she outlined clearly what had
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happened. I should like to quote the first paragraph of the letter to the secretary dated 28
February 1988:
I write to you in answer to your letter dated 17th November 1987. I am very sorry that I had not replied sooner
than the 11 th January this year-re my application for Home Finance. Because the letter was addressed to Mr
O'Brien, I did not open it immediately. Also at that time I was very heavily committed with school activities at
the end of the year and I was also looking after my mother who had suffered a stroke.

She was interviewed by the secretary, she went looking for a house, she subsequently
found one, and she applied to be placed back on the Ministry of Housing and Construction
waiting list. I support her application in that regard because the circumstances applying to
her situation are rather unusual in that the whole thing has been messed about by letters
apparently being addressed to the wrong person.
I ask the Minister to take account of those circumstances and to see whether Mrs
O'Brien can be placed back on the list for immediate attention because the home that she
has chosen as a result of the interview and the subsequent discussions she has had with
the secretary of the cooperative housing society is up for sale and has to be sold within a
reasonably short period.
I ask the Minister to give sympathetic consideration to this applicant.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-I direct to the Minister representing the Minister for
Transport in another place and also to the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
a matter concerning the government's present policy on the sale of land owned by the
Crown through various agencies, including V/Line.
In particular, I refer to the battle being conducted by a young family in Myrtleford, Mr
and Mrs Graham Jeft'rey, who some years ago purchased a milk bar which is on V/Line
land in Myrtleford.
Mr and Mrs Jeft'rey obtained a lease from V/Line. They assured me that they have
written to the government and spoke publicly about the fact that when they negotiated for
the lease they were given an assurance that, if ever the land on which the building was
erected was to be sold, they would be given the option to buy it at the Valuer-General's
valuation. I understand the government has given a partial acknowledgment that that is
so.
I do not know what record the government has of this matter on its files. However, I
know Mr and Mrs Jeft'rey and they impress me as being decent, hardworking citizens who
have built up the business since they bought it. They are now most concerned about their
future, especially as they have been notified of the government's intention to dispose of
the land on which their business is conducted at public auction some time next year. They
are concerned that the fruits of their labour will be placed at risk.
One would not need to be a Rhodes scholar to understand that a person who managed
to bid successfully at the auction of a profitable business in a small town like Myrtleford
would gain control of that business. If Mr and Mrs Jeft'rey were unable to compete at
auction, a successful bidder could take over their business.
My concern is that land owned by the people of Victoria in other parts of the State has
been sold by the government in the past year or so. In some cases the government has
consented to the sale to private enterprise of land that has been held, for example, by a
municipality. This requires the government's consent to sale without auction.
I mention the sale ofWodonga land to Uncle Ben's ofWodonga, a successful company
that has done a wonderful job of decentralising a profitable industry and is now exporting
from Wodonga. Uncle Ben's obtained the consent of the government to purchase land
adjoining its established factory so that the company could carry out expansion works to
allow it to cope with its export market. I supported the council representations made to
the government. I am pleased that Uncle Ben's has been able to acquire that land.
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However, the point I make is that if Uncle Ben's can purchase adjacent land to fulfil its
business requirements, a family business such as that being run by Mr and Mrs Jeffi"ey in
Myrtleford should be afforded the same consideration. They should be allowed to acquire
the land on which their business is conducted, at the Valuer-General's valuation. Obviously
the government has one rule for the big fellow and a different rule for the small fellow.
The government must act urgently to lift the worry and anguish from families such as
the Jeffi"ey family and treat them in the same way as it has treated Uncle Ben's.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee}-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Planning
and Environment in respect of his responsibility for the government's environment strategy.
I direct his attention to the seminar held today in room K under the sponsorship of the
Parliamentary Library at which Professor Keith Cole was the guest speaker.
Professor Cole is a La Trobe University physicist who is the Australian delegate to the
International Council of Scientific Unions and, indeed, is immediate past president of the
union's committee on solar terrestrial physics. The context of Professor Cole's talk today
was to outline the background to the forthcoming international geosphere-biosphere
program to study global change. That matter is of long-term significance to us and, more
especially, to our children, the succeeding generation.
Professor Cole pointed out the dramatic changes being wrought on the earth as a direct
consequence of the people now living and the governments now governing in Victoria,
Australia and the global community generally.
I ask the Minister for Planning and Environment to examine the possibility of the
Victorian government participating and assisting in the international geosphere-biosphere
program. I know from my discussions with Professor Cole that sections of the Federal
government are interested in participating. The leadership shown at the Federal level may
provide an opportunity for the Victorian government to participate, too.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The Leader of
the Opposition raised with me a matter which I shall handle on behalf of the Minister for
Water Resources relating to an industrial waste treatment plant being proposed for the
Melton area. The Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works has already offered a twomonth extension period if the council desires, but I shall double-check with the Minister
to make sure the information I have just given is correct.
The honourable member for Frankston South raised for the Minister for Health the
matter of ambulance services on the Mornington Peninsula. I shall ensure that the Minister
is made aware of that situation.
The honourable member for Benambra raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport and he asked that I, in my capacity as Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources, take note of what he had to say and pass on his comments to the Minister
for Transport.
.
Mr Ross-Edwards inteIjected.
Mr FORDHAM-The honourable member specifically asked me to handle the matter.
He will concede that; he is an honourable man. He raised the matter of the sale of public
land. I have noted his comments and I shall pass them on to the Minister for Transport.
The honourable member for Werribee raised for the Minister for Planning and
Environment the international geosphere-biosphere program. This program is worthy of
consideration and I look forward to taking that up with my colleague, who shares a similar
interest and will assist the program in any way possible.
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Mr CATHIE (Minister Assisting the Minister for Education)-The honourable member
for Murray Valley referred to the lack of music teachers in country Victoria, especially at
the Cobram High School, which has a well-developed music program. Over a long period
the government has been providing additional resources and effort in expanding music
programs within schools. However, it has always been difficult to staff schools, especially
in country areas, even though an incentive package to overcome some of the problems has
been developed. I shall direct the attention of the Minister for Education to the problems
being experienced at the Cobram High School.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-The honourable member for
Warrandyte raised the matter of claims from Liberal Party sources that arran$ements for
traffic supervisors have been altered to the disadvantage of school communIties on the
initiative of the Cain government.
Three things should be said at the outset about those allegations from Liberal Party
sources. The first is that they are untrue because any changes that have been made in the
traffic crossing supervisor scheme have resulted from the thorou~ review of that scheme
conducted by the Social Development Committee of thIS Parliament and the
recommendations that committee produced.
Secondly, those claims are hypocritical because the people responsible for them would
know that the Social Development Committee has on it representatives from all parties in
Parliament, including the Liberal Party, and the decisions of that committee are normally
arrived at on a consensus basis.
Thirdly, those allegations are of a contemptible character because they play on the
anxieties of a very vulnerable section of our community, the school councils and the
children for whose welfare they work.
I should make plain the changes that have, in fact, occurred in this scheme. Previously
the minimum warrants for payment of a school crossing supervisor were as follows: for
primary schools, 50 pedestrians and 250 vehicles in the hour; for secondary schools, 50
pedestrians and 600 vehicles in the hour. With effect from December 1987, the warrants
have been relaxed to 50 pedestrians and 200 vehicles in the hour for primary schools and
50 pedestrians and 500 vehicles in the hour for secondary schools. In addition, certain
indicators can be taken into consideration to provide for special cases. Provision is made
for annual assessment of various crossings for eligibility of the scheme.

It can be seen that the allegations that the honourable member for Warrandyte has
drawn to the attention of the House tonight are worthless, baseless and can be disregarded
by the people on whose anxieties they were intended to play.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The honourable member for
Lowan requested that I consider the subdivision of the City of Horsham into three wards
of equal size.
Victoria has 28 unsubdivided municipalities. The City of Morwell sought to be
un subdivided last year and legislation was introduced to enable that to occur, but the
honourable member for Lowan and his party opposed that legislation; so other
municipalities that are interested in the proposition are confronted with the situation that
the opposition parties have opposed un subdivided municipalities.
The opposition parties are resisting the method of distributing representation which is
included in the proposition of proportional representation. The problem of municipalities
being unsubdivided under the present electoral system is that a council can be elected on
the basis of 50 per cent of the vote plus one.
The one unsubdivided municipality in the metropolitan area reflects that problem. The
community of that municipality comprises 89 per cent of people who speak English and
another language; 50 per cent are female and more than 20 per cent live in a new estate,
but not one of those three groupings is represented on the council.
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The problem is that, unless provision is made for the spread of representation either by
ridings or by wards, which is the feature of local government in Victoria in all but one of
the metropolitan municipalities and, with 27 exceptions, in the rest of Victoria, the
situation is exacerbated by the lack of an adequate representatio:tl base.
The City of Horsham has received correspondence on the issue and I am happy to
receive representations from the city or any other municipality. I have discussed these
issues with the Municipal Association of Victoria and I welcome the advice and consultation
that has occurred on this matter.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr SIMMONDS-The honourable member for Swan Hill is concerned about the
degree of consultation. I have not received representations from him on this issue, but I
also invite him to make representations if he so desires. The government has adopted a
far better approach than the stand-off, mud-slinging exercise that has been a feature of the
honourable member's approach so far. I hope it is an indication that the National Party
has a different attitude.
I undertake to respond to any representations from the honourable member for Lowan
or any other member who wishes to discuss the issue.
Mr WALSH (Minister for Housing and Construction)-The honourable member for
Ballarat South raised a matter concerning a Mrs O'Brien and her application for housing
finance. Correspondence was addressed to her husband on 16 November last year
confirming that their application was approved and that they could proceed to purchase a
home.
The honourable member stated that four weeks after that date Mrs O'Brien was informed
that she was not on the list for housing finance. I shall investigate the matter and ask for
further information from the honourable member.
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is that the House do now adjourn.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
32
Noes
30
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
Mr McCutcheon
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz

2
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJasper
MrKennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)
MrMcNamara
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
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AYES
Mrs Setches
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
DrVaughan
MrWalsh

NOES
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrSteggall
MrTanner
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers
MrSheehan
Mrs Wilson

Tellers
MrJohn
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

PAIRS
Miss Callister
MrCulpin
Mrs Hirsh

The House adjourned at 11.44 p.m.

MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrWallace
Mr Dickinson
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Thursday, 10 March 1988
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.35 a.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Will the Minister for Industry, Technolo$Y
and Resources and members of the government start listening to the community and JOIn
forces with the Opposition to end the State Electricity Commission vandalism caused by
the Brunswick-Richmond powerline and agree to put underground those sections of the
powerline that are environmentally offensive?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The House has
just heard the March edition of the Liberal Party's policy on the Brunswick-Richmond
powerline. It will be fascinating to learn what emerges in April, May and as the year
progresses. I remind honourable members that this is a latter day interest on the part of
Her Majesty's Opposition in opposing the powerline currently under construction. Over a
period of years, Parliamentary committees, independent inspectors and environment
effects statements have all provided opportunities for groups, including the Liberal Party,
to put forward a view.
There happens to be a by-election comin$ up, so all of a sudden the project is described
as vandalism. What type of opportunism IS that? Honourable members are not talking
simply about the location of a powerline-we are also talking about $40 million.
Honourable members have heard frequent comments from members of the Opposition
about how government must spend less and how the State Electricity Commission must
spend less. Although the commission's tariffs are highly competitive and, in many cases,
the lowest in Australia, the Opposition claims that the commission must be further
squeezed.
What is the one positive contribution of the Liberal Party to the State Electricity
Commission? A direction to spend an additional $40 million on a powerline! The
Opposition must be getting fearful about a certain by-election to be held on Saturday week.
I can understand why the Liberal Party is extremely nervous about that. If one knocks on
the doors of residents ofKew, one will know what issue they are talking about-guns!
Mr Perrin-It is about cancer!
Mr FORDHAM-I can understand why the honourable member for Bulleen is a failed
accountant! The Leader of the Opposition suggested that the powerline should be put
underground in the areas that are environmentally sensitive. Later in the day I shall ask
him to define what areas are environmentally sensitive? Is it only that part of the powerline
in Kew that is environmentally sensitive?
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr FORDHAM-I shall take up the interjection of the Leader of the Opposition.
When the community was consulted in the processes set in train by the gov~mment, it
was the view of the Collingwood City Council and the residents of that area that the line
should not go underground. The attitude of the government has been made crystal clear.
The line is needed for the security of the power supply in the central business district and
the eastern suburbs.
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A Parliamentary committee has demonstrated that the process has been put in place
over a period of approximately six years and the tragedy is that the Leader of the Opposition
is being opportunistic in this important matter.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT LAND
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Can the Minister for Property
and Services inform the House when he will be in a position to make public a detailed list
of the land assets to be sold by the government?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The government does not have a
complete list of the properties; as they become available they will be sold.

REVENUE FROM TATTERSALL'S
Mr STIRLING (Williamstown)-I ask the Premier: in the light of the fall in revenue
from Tattslotto to the government in the past financial year, what steps have Tattersall's
and the government taken to ensure that moneys received from Tattersall's are maximised
for the use of the Hospitals and Charities Fund?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-As the House will be aware, the revenue that is received from the
Tattersall's licence is important to our hospitals and charities as it is important to the
people of the State. The relationship that has existed between Tattersall's and all
governments over approximately 30 years has been a good one. Indeed, the spin-off from
that has been enormous public confidence in Tattersall's as the people who have conducted
lotteries over a long period of time with integrity.
This year our hospitals are expected to benefit in the order of $247 million from the
licence fees paid by Tattersall's. At the end of January receipts had exceeded the target
figure by approximately 4·6 per cent, an increase of 8 per cent over the previous financial
year. There was a fall away when Tattersall's changed to 45 numbers in its Tattslotto game
but business appears to be coming back.
Tattersall's is innovative and it has public confidence. It will continue to enjoy it. This
is a sensitive area; confidence is important. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to take note
of that situation. In 1982 I recall that he sought to undermine the confidence of the
community in Tattersall's by urging that there be a payout to persons who claimed that
their ticket had been burnt in a fire. He urged people to write "Pay up" on their Tattersall's
tickets and a well-known radio announcer did the same thing. We all know now what
happened.
That situation emphasises the importance of Tattersall's system, which had a good
defence for the assertions that were made. I believe its system is foolproof. Irresponsible
assertions such as that made by the Leader of the Opposition for a bit of cheap publicity
undermine the integrity of the system.
Tattersall's is too important for that to occur. Over the 30-year period that it has been
running it has become entrenched in the confidence of the people and the Leader of the
Opposition should not ride on the sort of rubbish that he did.
It ill-befits anybody to ride on a stunt to undermine Tattersall's. Honourable members
know what happened so far as those claimants were concerned. We should be careful and
acknowledge the important role played by Tattersall's, and the integrity it has enjoyed
should be sustained.

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Does the fact that the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources yesterday ceased the $100 OOD-plus publicity campaign mean
that the government has backed down on its vandalistic policy In regard to the
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Brunswick-Richmond powerline and is he just awaiting the appropriate time to announce
that?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The desperation
of the Liberal Party and its willingness to bring it to the fore are absolutely extraordinary.
I understand its fear over what is likely to happen on Saturday week. Early in the week the
Opposition complained that the State Electricity Commission was involved in an
advertising campaign and now it is querying why the publicity campaign has ceased. That
is absolute nonsense.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-I am not conceding that the advertising campaign has ceased; indeed,
to the contrary. The SEC will continue regularly to inform people living in areas in the
vicinity of the proposed powerline regarding the powerline. The commission has been
doin~ this for many years. Bulletins have been delivered in local areas and advertisements
and Items have appeared in local newspapers. That will continue to be the case in the
future.

It is an ongoing and proper role for the SEC to perform in this important project. It is
abundantly clear that 19 March is yet another test of the future of the Leader of the
Opposition in the eyes of his colleagues. I understand why he is so nervous and why the
knives are being sharpened again in the event he receives a bad result, and there is a good
chance of that happening.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention
to Standing Order No. 127, with which you are familiar.
Mr Fordham-I have finished anyway.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Narracan has directed my
attention again to Standing Order No. 127 with respect to the Minister's debating a
response to a question without notice. I uphold the point of order.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF MOTORISTS TO SCHOOL CHILDREN
Mr HANN (Rodney)-In view of the tragic death of a little seven-year-old girl after
alighting from a school bus last night in northern Victoria, is the Minister for Community
Services aware that many motorists do not know it is their responsibility to stop when
school buses are picking up and letting children alight, and will he ask the Road Traffic
Authority to conduct a publicity campaign alerting motorists to this legal requirement?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)--The House shares the sentiments
expressed by the Deputy Leader of the National Party that a human tragedy has occurred,
and extends sympathy to the family concerned. The work of successive Ministers for
Transport, namely, the current Minister for Labour and the current Minister for Planning
and Environment, together with the work of assistant commissioners of police with
responsibility in the traffic area, namely, Assistant Commissioner (Traffic) Martin and
Deputy Commissioner Horman, has led to an enormous increase in public consciousness
of obligations to road safety.

If a gap has been left unfilled in the area of school buses to which the honourable
member refers, that is a matter of serious concern. I shall consult with the Minister for
Transport to determine whether the honourable member's suggestion can be given effect.

VICSWIM PROGRAM
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-Will the Minister for Sport and Recreation advise
the House of the support given over the summer months to the VicSwim program and, in
particular, the opportunities young people with disabilities were given to participate in
that program?
Session 1988-16
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Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I am sure honourable members
will agree that the past summer was one of the best summers for many years for attracting
people to swimming and other water activities. Unfortunately, one regularly reads of
people losing their lives in the water. The loss of life through drowning is second only to
the number of deaths from road accidents in both Australia and Victoria each year.
Nevertheless, the VicSwim program has been a considerable boost to the efforts to improve
the swimming abilities of people for many years, particularly teaching youngsters how to
swim and understand water safety.
This year was another record year for VicSwim with 32 500 people, especially youngsters,
participating in the program. That participation rate has increased by 4000, or
approximately 12 per cent, this year. Qasses were held at various swimming pools, beaches,
streams, and rivers throughout Victoria and approximately 262 venues were involved.
The program was assisted by 650 teachers who taught people to swim.
In addition, a special allocation was made for people with disabilities, such as epilepsy
and visual impairment. They were taught on a 1 to 1 basis; that is, one teacher to one
pupil. Approximately 56 disabled youngsters were taught how to swim. I congratulate the
pool managers, teachers, and everyone else involved in the program on their praiseworthy
efforts and on achieving another great year for VicSwim. I look forward to next year being
another record year.

DISCRETIONARY LEAVE FOR PRISONERS
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-I refer the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to
his answer to my Question yesterday about the government's breaking the intent of
Parliament regarding the three-day discretionary leave provision for prisoners. Was the
Minister told before 1 March, when the Act was proclaimed, that there was no chance of
enforcing the three-day rule?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-Yesterday I clarified the
issue by saying that a regulatory power provides that prisoners cannot be released for more
than three days at a time. I am confident the Office of Corrections abides by that regulation
and that no-one is being released for more than three days at a time.

CBA BANK REDEVELOPMENT
Mr SIDIROPOULOS (Richmond)-Will the Minister for Planning and Environment
indicate what recent discussions he has had on the redevelopment of the Commonwealth
Bank of Australia site to ensure the protection of historic buildings in the Melbourne
business district?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I thank the honourable member
for Richmond and his colleagues for the interest they have displayed in the development
of Melbourne and the preservation of Victoria's heritage, which is important for not only
the citizens of Melbourne but also for all Victorians. The CBA banking chamber in Collins
Street is one of Melbourne's finest examples of nineteenth century architecture and for
many years it has been a key building under the responsibility of the National Trust of
Australia (Victoria).

Bechton Corporation Pty Ltd has put forward proposals that both ensure the development
of this almost I-acre site in the inner city and preserves the banking chamber. The Historic
Buildings Council has considered and agreed to the proposals of Mr Beck and Bechton
Corporation Pty Ltd.
The key aspects of the proposal are that the banking chamber and the vestibule will be
retained and enhanced by the restoration of the mosaic floor, the Collins Street landscape
will be sensitively treated, the 40-metre height control will be observed, and a building of
approximately six storeys will be erected in that area fronting Collins Street. The building
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will be polished granite, which will fit in well with the nineteenth century chamber inside
the building.
The redevelopment is to proceed and the final planning arrangements are being made
for the 28-storey complex which will contain approximately 69 000 square metres of office
space.
In Flinders Lane it will include some 3000 square metres of residential accommodation,
in Tasmania House, which is something that the City of Melbourne has been seeking.
The cost of the whole project is of the order of $600 million and adds to the large
number of significant projects that are now under way in the City of Melbourne. The
Ministry for Planning and Environment will do what is required to assist in ensuring that
the development proceeds. I am pleased that there has been a satisfactory solution to
meeting the development requirements of a practical building for the 1980s and the 1990s
in Melbourne, while, at the same time, preserving that historic chamber that is so much a
representation of the boom times of the late nineteenth century.

VICTOUR PROPERTIES PTY LTD
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-I direct to the attention of the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources his public statement in mid-February that members of the
board ofVicTour Properties Pty Ltd had readily accepted that their resignations from that
board were appropriate. Does the Minister still stand by that statement?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Yes, I do. Prior
to that, I met with the then Chairman ofVicTour Properties Pty Ltd, who agreed with the
government decision made last year that the properties should be disposed of in a way
that has since been put into train. He agreed that a part of that process would be for the
board to resign and for the company to be wound down. I unreservedly stand by that
statement.

ENDORSED ALP CANDIDATE FOR RICHMOND
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-Can the Minister for Ethnic Affairs inform the
House who his present Ministerial adviser is and whether he is the endorsed candidate for
the seat of Richmond for the Australian Labor Party? Was he a joint adviser to the former
Federal Minister for Immigration, Local Government and Ethnlc Affairs, Mr Mick Young,
and the Victorian Minister for Ethnic Affairs? If so, what were the salary arrangements
and has there been any double dipping?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-It is true that my adviser, who is very
capable, has ALP preselection for the seat of Richmond. After the next election he will be
a competent member of this House.
The honourable member for Gippsland South would be aware that Mick Young is no
longer the Minister for Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs. It is important
to work together on many ethnic affairs issues at both State and Federal levels. My adviser
has worked part-time for me and for the Federal government, and that arrangement will
continue.

EXPANSION OF TECHNOLOGY IN WERRIBEE
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Can the Premier advise the House of recent action taken
by the government to support the expansion of high technology research and development
in the Werribee area?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-As the honourable member is aware, Werribee has been identified
in the government's economic strategy as a major focus for biotechnology and this builds
on the existing scientific skill base in Werribee, which is centred on the Animal Research
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Institute and includes the Agriculture and Engineering Centre, the University of Melbourne
Veterinary Science Clinical Centre, and the Gilbert Chandler campus of the Victorian
College of Agriculture and Horticulture. The Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation Animal Health Field Station is nearby. That reflects the strong
biotechnology component already in Werribee.
The government has been supporting efforts by the City ofWerribee, the local member,
and the Federal member, the Honourable Barry Jones, Minister for Science, Customs and
Small Business.
It is important to capitalise on existing strengths. For the edification of honourable
members opposite, that is what the overall strategy is about-building on strengths and
competitive advantages already in existence.

Another factor is that the Western Institute offers a post-secondary science-oriented
educational and training course at the Werribee campus. TAFE is about to commence
building facilities for industrial skills training at Werribee. That will be an additional
component. The Australian Wheat Board is showing its confidence in the area by starting
work next month on facilities for its operations at a cost of some $4 million.
The basic infrastructure of water reticulation and telecommunications is currently being
replaced and upgraded at the Animal Research Institute. This will assist the institute to
meet the challenges offered by the government's strong moves on export-oriented products
and its economic policies which enforce and entrench those areas.
The former Gilbert Chandler Institute of Dairy Technology has now become the Food
Research Institute developing products based on non-dairy as well as dairy products. The
government approved the construction of buildings worth millions of dollars to fully
exploit the opportunities for the work that is being done by that institute.
Werribee has, with the work of its councillors and a competent, active local member,
grasped the opportunities that are there for forward thinking local communities, regional
organisations and areas to latch on to the opportunities that are created by the government's
economic strategy. That, of course, ensures rapid job growth.
I repeat for the benefit of honourable members opposite that Victoria has enjoyed the
lowest unemployment figures in this country now for 56 consecutive months. The activities
occurring in Werribee at present are part of the key to that economic growth and the
consequent rock-bottom unemployment level that in this State is so far ahead of anywhere
else.
I know the Opposition has never been interested in Werribee. It does not care. The
Liberal Party is struggling even to find a candidate for Werribee. The Liberal Party is
struggling in a few places and, in Templestowe Province, Bruce Skeggs has been nominated.
What a blast from the past he is!

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention
to Standing Order No. 127. The Premier is debating the Question and I ask that he be
brought back to order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. The Premier was providing
information to the House. I am not sure whether he was debating the subject matter, but I
ask him to round off.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I shall round off by stating that the government is currently
considering a wide range of opportunities for exploiting what I think is an exciting potential
Werribee has in the biotechnological areas in which it has such a strong base with the local
community and in the total Victorian economy.
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COMPENSATION FOR ACCIDENT VICTIM
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-In view of the government's pledge not to increase
taxes and charges by more than 6 per cent .)r to introduce new charges, why has the
Treasurer allowed the government to take $43000 out of the settlement for YusufTekeli,
the twelve-year-old boy who tragically received severe brain injuries when he was knocked
offhis bicycle, and to charge the boy 5 per cent a year on interest earned on his settlement,
plus 1 per cent a year on the capital sum?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Benambra is well aware of the
procedures involved in asking a question. All Presiding Officers of this House-including
myself-have asked that questions be brief and to the point. The honourable member for
Benambra is making a set speech.
Mr LIEBERMAN-I ask that question because up until last year the Supreme Court
of Victoria had administered those funds for unfortunate victims free of charge.
The SPEAKER-Order! Did the Treasurer hear the substance of the question?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I heard the substance of the question. Firstly, I shall answer
that part of the honourable member's question about taxation. Once again the honourable
member has displayed his ignorance of taxation matters; it is something he should
understand before he opens his mouth. The honourable member for Benambra is becoming
like the Leader of the Opposition in respect to his big mouth! As the Minister for Labour
said in the House the other day, the Leader of the Opposition always has his foot in his
mouth rather than on the ground!
The government has adhered to the pledge it made about taxation. The government
said that total taxation receipts will not increase as a proportion of the State gross domestic
product. The government has adhered to that pledge since it made the announcement.
The government has a general policy about increases in government charges: the guideline
for 1987-88 is 6 per cent. Any deviation from that guideline must be justified by a
particular Minister and approved by both myself and the Premier-and such an approval
will be granted rarely.
The honourable member for Caulfield, who is interjecting, is emotionally out of control
again. He looks as ifhe has been in a fight with JeffFenech and as a result has broken his
hands!
I am not aware of the details referred to in the second part of the honourable member's
question. There is a set of arrangements which applies in such circumstances. If the
honourable member for Benambra cares to make the details available to me I shall have
them investigated.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-During question time the Deputy Premier asserted that I was
a failed accountant. I have the highest possible qualifications as an accountant, being a
fellow of the Australian Society of Accountants and a certified practising accountant--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the various members on the government benches who
are orchestrating the interjections to cease that behaviour. The honourable member for
Bulleen is making a personal explanation about which he feels passionately, and I ask that
he be heard in silence.

Mr PERRIN-I am a certified practising accountant, as well as a fellow of the Institute
of Chartered Secretaries and Administrators. Those are the highest qualifications that can
be obtained from those organisations. I believe the assertion made by the Deputy Premier
is totally untrue.
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PETITION
The Clerk-I have received the following petition for presentation to Parliament.

Industrial waste
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
We, the undersigned, are opposed to the location ofthe MMBW $11·5 million industrial waste plant to treat
industrial acid, alkalis, cleaning and paint industry residues in Holden Road, Diggers Rest. We ask that the
government take action to ensure that no industrial waste plants be located in Diggers Rest.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Cunningham (3033 signatures)
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

PAPER
The following paper, pursuant to the direction of an Act of Parliament, was laid on the
table by the Clerk:
Albury-Wodonga (Victoria) Corporation-Report for the year 1986-87.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That this House grant leave to permit the Privileges Committee to meet and take evidence during the sittings
of the House in relation to the matter referred to the committee for examination and report by this House on 8
March 1988.

This request has been made by the committee as a whole. The same procedure was
followed when the committee last met.
The motion was agreed to.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That Standing Order No. 208 be suspended so far as to allow the Privileges Committee to publish the evidence
and documents received in its present inquiry upon such terms and conditions as it thinks fit.

Again, this is a unanimous request from the committee and it follows the same procedure
used in the last inquiry.
The motion was agreed to.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources may have been misinformed about the unanimity of
the Privileges Committee on this matter. The House should not be prejudiced on this
matter and I ask that the matter be properly recorded.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I shall respond,
by leave, to the understandable comments from the honourable member for Berwick. I
had been informed that the matter had been agreed to unanimously. I gather it was
certainly a majority position.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the matter raised by the honourable member
for Berwick as a point of order. The honourable member took the opportunity, without
leave, of making a personal explanation.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker, the comment
from the Chair may have given the impression that I was a minority within the Privileges
Committee, and that assumption should not be made. It was not a personal explanation
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and I did not raise the matter on my own account. The assumption to which I referred
should not be made.
The Privileges Committee has met and I was simply drawin$ the attention of honourable
members to the fact that the House was in the difficult positIon of making a decision on
the basis of a statement that was not correct. I cannot reveal the situation within the
committee other than to say that I did not make a personal explanation but was drawing
attention to a matter raised by a member of the committee who held a view different from
mine and those of other members of the committee.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not accept that there was an assumption on my part. I
still believe the honourable member for Berwick took the opportunity of making an
explanation to the House in regard to a matter involving the Privileges Committee.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the consideration of Notices of Motion, Government Business, be postponed until later this day.

Because of the way the Notice Paper is structured today, if this motion were not moved,
the Opposition would lose the time normally made available to it on Thursday morning.
It is not the intention of the government to restrict the Opposition in that way.
The motion was agreed to.

STATE INSTRUMENTALITIES-FINANCIAL VIABILITY
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
That this House notes with concern a report that, but for its government guarantee, the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria would be insolvent and condemns the government for eroding the financial viability of
the State Electricity Commission of Victoria, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, the Port of
Melbourne Authority and the Grain Elevators Board.

This motion involves a serious matter of public policy, the implications of which span the
entire period the present government has been in office. It amounts to a stinging indictment
of the ~overnment's gross financial mismanagement of the major statutory authorities in
Victona, the most important of which impact upon the life of every individual in Victoria,
every household in Victoria and every business in Victoria. They are the most important
statutory authorities in Victoria, excluding only the Gas and Fuel Corporation. The
corporation is excluded from the motion not because the government has effectively
managed it but because its profitability is such that not even this government could destroy
its financial viability. Nonetheless, it is well known that, like the other authorities, the Gas
and Fuel Corporation has been turned into a milching cow for State taxes and that
somewhere between one-third and one-half of the money from gas bills paid for by every
Victorian and every Victorian business goes to this government in State taxation.
I make it clear that, with two exceptions, I am not attacking the State Electricity
Commission or its management but am pointing to the imposition upon the management
of the commission of government policies which have been disastrous for its financial
viability.
I mentioned two exceptions, and I shall briefly refer to those. Concern has been expressed
for a long time that the SEC is the "ugly Victorian" and that it has behaved in a dictatorial
and high-handed manner towards ordinary Victorians, even in relation to their own
properties. The current well-known incident involving the environmentally insensitive
SEC-the Brunswick-Richmond powerline-is well documented. The commission has
simply churned ahead with a policy with no regard for the impact it has on the lives of
ordinary people living along the entire route of the line, not just those living along the
Studley Park section of the powerline. Regardless of whether it is well-founded, the fears
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that the safety and health of the residents will be adversely affected have been ignored by
the commission.
There is a flow-on from that matter. In the context of a State by-election, the State
Electricity Commission has intervened in the political arena using the charges paid by
Victorian electricity consumers to fund a grossly political advertising campaign about the
commission's position on the powerline issue. The SEC cannot be anything else but aware
that this is a matter of most intense political debate with regard to the by-election.
Nonethetess, it has spent what can be described only as a fortune of revenue, which cost
will be borne ultimately by power consumers, to put its case in the media. That gives the
commission an unfair advantage over those arguing in opposition to the powerline, and it
amounts to flagrant political abuse.
It appears that the advertisements do not comply with the Electoral Commission Act
because they do not indicate who authorised what is plainly electoral comment. Up until
yesterday, a series of page and, in some cases, double-page advertisements have appeared
in the daily newspapers. From previous inquiries, I am aware that those advertisements
cost approximately $12 000 a page. Some of the advertisements will have cost somewhere
between $20 000 and $24 000 for the double-page spreads, yet they ran in the newspapers
day after day. It is clear that the SEC will have expended more than $100 000 of consumers'
money to put forward its case during the current political debate.

With the exception of those matters-no doubt there are other matters of
mismanagement-it is clear that the greatest threat to the financial viability of the State
Electricity Commission and other major statutory authorities is government policy.
The government has brought the State Electricity Commission to its knees financially
through its debt policy, its tax policies and its policy on foreign borrowin~s. The revelation
of the full effect of those catastrophic policies has led the Treasurer to hIS usual cover-up,
his response being to belatedly tackle the policies that the government foisted upon the
statutory authorities by secretly disguising those in adopting accounting practices by which
the full position of the authority is not reported through its accounts.
The House should be aware of by how much the government has increased the debt of
the major statutory authorities. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table which shows
the gross debt of the State Electricity Commission, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of Works and the Gas and Fuel Corporation.
The SPEAKER-Order! I have viewed the documents and they are suitable for
incorporation in H ansard.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Gross Debt of SECV, MMBW &GFCV 1981-82-1986-87
($ Million)
1987
Authority
1984
1985
1986
1982
1983
7232
SECV
3467
4478
6062
6736
5097
MMBW
2763
1777
1943
2172
2325
2550
596
GFCV
517
427
458
486
553
Total Gross Debt for
10591
Three Authorities
6879
7755
8904
9839
5671
(Annual Increase)
+7·6
+21·3
+12·7
+14·8
+10·5
Total in constant
1979-80 Prices
5675
5920
4596
5029
5265
5853
(Annual Increase)
+1·1
+9·4
+7·8
+3·1
+4·7
Gross Debt as percentage
ofSNFGDP
16·1
15·7
16·1
14·3
15·7
15·6
Source: "Victorian Public Sector Debt", Information Paper No. 2, DMB, December, 1986-Table 4·6 and Table
4·1.
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Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows the gross debt for the authorities for each year
from 1982 to 1987; 1987 was the last year in respect of which the information was
available. In this disaggregated form the table shows the nominal debt of the authorities
was increased by 86·8 per cent during that time which closely parallels the almost doubling
of the indebtedness of the State as a whole.
In real terms, as honourable members can see, the position is even more alarming. The
gross debt of these authorities has increased by 28·8 per cent, almost a one-third increase
in real terms. Indeed, on an average basis, it has increased in real terms by 5·2 per cent a
year over the period.
The gross debt as a percentage of non-farm gross domestic product rose from 14·3 per
cent to 15·7 per cent, an increase of approximately 1·5 per cent of everything that the State
produces. There was a massive increase in the debt of these three major authorities,
particularly the State Electricity Commission. The commission has rated that debt as its
biggest problem.
I refer the House to an article in the Business Review Weekly, 7 June 1985 which, among
other things, included a quotation from an interview between a journalist and Mr Nolan,
the financial director of the SEC. It is important to note that Mr Nolan puts it not only in
terms of the interest of the SEC as an authority, but also in terms of the interests of
electricity consumers. The article in part states:
Nolan stresses that from a power consumer's point of view, the biggest problem area by far is the high real
interest rates the commission is now paying on its total borrowings, a cost burden exceeding by far any problems
with foreign currency exposures.

Mr Nolan referred to the level of real interest rates:
With its annual interest bill of more than $700 million, the commission faces a major debt management
challenge.

That challenge and that problem have been inflicted on the SEC by the government. It is
a matter of deliberate government policy that was outlined in the first Budget Paper that
the Treasurer introduced into the House pursuing the tragic policy of an increased reliance
upon debt as a means of funding the expansion of the capital base of the State and its
authorities. The government, as a matter of deliberate policy, pursued an expansion in
debt at a time when Australia and the world faced the highest real interest rate since 1930.
The end result was a massive debt servicing problem for the authorities.
The second major area of State policies is that of State taxes. The Treasurer has been
inventive in reconstructing the taxes that affect ordinary Victorians and ordinary Victorian
businesses. Most of all he has been inventive in the area of taxes on statutory authorities.
The authorities, including the Board of Works and the SEC, have complained about the
impact of those taxes. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table showing the impact
of those taxes on the SEC over the period the government has been in office.
Leave was'granted, and the table was asfollows:
STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION
State Taxes and Net Profit 1981-82 to 1986-87
($ Million)
State Taxes
Year

PAD

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
Total for Labor years

58·8
82·5
103·9
7()'0
80·0
70·0

ECl
3·2
5·6
3·7
4·4
2·7

BCR
()'9
7·5
6·1
7·7
8·0
9·6

Source: State Electricity Commission of Victoria, Annual Report 1986-87.

TOTAL
59·7
93·2
115·6
81·4
92·4
82·3
464·9

Net Profit
64·4
6()'9
111·5
77·9
4().8
14().0
431·1
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Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows the impact of three imposts made by the State on
the commission. "PAD" stands for public authority dividend, "ECL" stands for energy
consumption levy, and "BCR" stands for brown coal royalty. All the figures in the table
are in millions of dollars.
The table compares the impact of those taxes with the net profit of the commission over
the same period. Honourable members will note that in the last year of the Liberal
government the net profit of the commission exceeded State imposts. During the Labor
years, the commission has been unable to generate sufficient net profit to fund the imposts
made on it by the government. That is a fact about which the commission has complained.
I point out two matters. Firstly, the tax burden on the authority is excessive and,
secondly, the tax burden bears upon consumers causing increases in charges because the
commission has to raise its tariff in order to raise funds. If it has insufficient revenue it is
forced to borrow to pay the government taxes.
I refer to a letter written by Mr J. R. Smith, Chief General Manager of the State
Electricity Commission, to the Age editor on 18 September 1986. He writes in part:
In the past eight years the SEC has paid $458 million in dividends to governments. It has had to borrow that
much more because ofthose dividends. Obviously electricity customers have to pay the interest bill on that extra
debt.

Mr Smith is suggesting that, both directly and by virtue of the increasing debt of the SEC,
the government imposts and taxes are causing increases in charges to the consumers.
Honourable members do not have to accept the word of the Opposition as the
commission and the government's other critics have put it to the community that the
government's tax policies are impacting on the charges that the consumer must bear. The
commission's chief general manager says so.
What has been the effect of these taxes and charges? Firstly, we must consider the
increases that have taken place. The table that has been incorporated shows the period up
to 1986. One might have expected that, as that authority was in financial difficulties that
the government would be concerned about the level of taxes and charges in this State
bein~ hi~er than in any other State, even cynically, with the impending State election,
and It might be expected that the government would moderate the taxes on electricity and
water consumers. That has been far from the case.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table on statutory authority taxes.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Has the Speaker approved the table?

Mr STOCKDALE-Yes.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
STATUTORY AUTHORITY TAXES
1986-87--1987-88
Taxation
Public Authority Dividend
SEC
MMBW
PMA
GEB
Public Authority Dividend
and Public Authority
Contribution
GFC
Energy Consumption Levy

1986-87
($M)

1987-88
($M)

Percentage
increase

7()'0
65·0
4·0
3·0

92·6
79·0
2·5

+32·3
+21·5
-1()()'0
-16·7

249·8
14·2

266·0
15·1

+6·5
+6·3
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY TAXES
1986-87--1987-88
Taxation

1986-87
($M)

1987-88
($M)

Percentage
increase

8·9

1()O7

+2()'2

414·9

465·9

+12·3

Brown Coal Royalty
Total
Source: 1987-88 Budget Paper No. 4, Table 1 . 1.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows the effect this year of the government's tax policies
on the four authorities which are the subject of the motion. It indicates that for all four of
those authorities taxes increased this year by 12·3 per cent against a projected inflation
rate of 7 per cent. One can see that the government's commitment, reiterated at question
time only today, to restrain the rate of increases to the consumer price index is not being
preserved for those statutory authorities.
As the letter from the Chief General Manager of the State Electricity Commission states,
the people who ultimately bear the cost of that burden are electricity and water consumers
and consumers of the other services of those authorities. If one adds the Gas and Fuel
Corporation figures to those figures making up the three major authorities, which must
directly impact on Victorians, one notes that the increase for the SEC, Board of Works
and Gas and Fuel Corporation is 13·6 per cent in this year's Budget, almost double the
projected rate of inflation; it may even prove to be double the actual inflation rate.
I shall take the House to a consideration of the effect of those policies on the SEC's
finances and the nub of the matters raised in the motion. I seek leave to incorporate in
H ansard a table showing the proportion of the operating revenue of the SEC that is
required to meet its finance charges and State taxes.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
STATE ELECfRICITY COMMISSION OF VICfORIA

Operating Revenue
Finance Charges (I)
--Interest Expenses
--Amortised Foreign Exchange
Losses/Gains

1981-82
($M)

1982-83
($M)

1983-84
($M)

1984-85
($M)

1985-86
($M)

1986-87
($M)

1 107·1

1 307·4

1 502·0

1 62()'8

1 784·0

2021·3

37()'0

502·9

587·8

691·4

844·7

975·4

13·9

39·3

37·0

79·1

62·8

75·5

383·9

542·2

624·8

77()'5

907·5

1 05()'9

58·8
Nil
()'9

82·5
3·2
7·5

103·9
5·6
6·1

7()'0
3·7
7·7

8()'0
4·4
8·0

7()'0
2·7
9·6

59·7

93·2

115·6

81·4

92·4

82·3

Finance Charges & State Taxation--Total

443·6

635·4

74()'4

851·9

999·9

1 133·2

Finance Charges & State Taxation
as a percentage of Operating Revenue

4()o1%

48·6%

49·3%

52·6%

56·0%

56·1%

State Taxation
--Public Authority Dividend
--Energy Consumption Levy
--Brown Coal Royalty

(1) Includes capitalised finance charges.

Source: SECV annual report 1986-87.
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Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows two important things: firstly, it indicates that
since the Liberal Party was last in government the proportion of operating revenue that
the SEC needed to meet its finance charges and State taxes has increased from 40·1 per
cent to 56·1 per cent, which is an increase of 40 per cent in that ratio, and secondly, it
shows that the SEC has a massive problem in funding its finance charges and meeting the
State government's tax imposts.
It is important to note that the ratio has actually increased every year that the present
government has been in office, that its policies have resulted in a steady year-by-year
deterioration of the SEC's position on this measure. It is obvious that, WIth 56 cents in
every $1 in revenue now being spent on finance char$es and taxes, those are the two most
important factors exerting upward pressure on electncity tariffs in this State. If it had not
been for the borrowing policies and tax policies of this government, Victorians would
have seen energy tariffs falling, as they are in much of the rest of the world. I seek leave of
the House to incorporate in Hansard a similar table relating to the Board of Works.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
MMBW: OPERATING REVENUE, FINANCE CHARGES AND STATE TAXATION
($Million)
1981-82

1982-83

1983-84

1984-85

1985-86

1986-87

Operating Revenue

411·3

459·1

567·6

613·1

662·6

Gross Finance Charges (I)

184·2

216·1
3()'0

531·6
25()'0

288·5
56·8

314·1
6()'0

347·7

55·0

Public Authority Dividend
Finance Charges and PAD
Finance Charges and PAD as % of
Operating Revenue

184·2

246·1

305·0

345·3

374·1

65·0
412·7

44·8

53·6

57·4

6()'8

61·0

62·3

(1) Includes capitalised interest.

Source: MMBW Annual Reports 1985-86 and 1986-87.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows that the ratio has increased from 44·8 per cent
when the Liberal Party was last in government to 62·3 per cent, again an increase of
approximately 40 per cent. The ratio has increased every year, and in many years by
substantial percentage spreads at a time when, as I have indicated in other debates, other
water authorities in Australia, especially in New South Wales, have actually been reversing
that ratio. Authorities such as the Sydney Water Board have reduced the amount of
revenue required to meet finance charges and State taxes.
The document shows why the State government has introduced its novel new water tax
rip-off and why almost every Victorian will undoubtedly pay more in water charges than
he did last year. The average Victorian faces an excess water bill that he has never had to
pay before, and the root cause of that problem is the debt policies and State tax policies of
the government as they impact on the Board of Works.
The House will recall that not only has this authority faced savage increases in the socalled dividend payment required of it but also the government has actually restructured
the debt burden of the State so that it impacts directly on the Board of Works. The burden
has been shifted from the Budget sector to water consumers by restructuring the debt to
impact more directly on the board. The figures indicate a massive increase of more than
50 per cent in the debt of the MMBW during that time and an increase of just under 50
per cent in its finance charges.
The tables show that debt and State taxes are the source of the financial difficulties of
the major Victorian statutory authorities. However, one other matter arises out of
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government policy that has savagely impacted on those authorities, and that is the policy
of the government to indulge in foreign borrowings, to borrow overseas in foreign currencies
to finance the operations of Victoria's domestic statutory authorities.
The Treasurer-the mug punter of Victoria-has sought to justify this policy, but a
special report of the State Auditor-General last year showed that, in fact, it had been a
disastrous policy for Victoria. The Auditor-General revealed that $700 million had been
lost in four years and that the cost of funds obtained by those borrowings was not lower
than if the same borrowings had been undertaken on the domestic capital market. There
was no countervailing interest rate differential benefit to offset the foreign currency losses;
but there are important policy considerations in this matter.
The Opposition puts to the House that it is inappropriate for those authorities to have
any real exposure, other than in the ordinary course of turning over debt, in foreign
currencies. It was insanity for the government and the Treasurer to undertake foreign
borrowings which left those authorities with substantial foreign exposures. I am not
suggesting that the authorities should never borrow overseas, and no doubt the Treasurer
will attempt to turn the argument back in that way. I am not talking about whether the
State borrows overseas but whether it should allow those authorities to accumulate overseas
currency exposures.
The government pursued a policy which was ill-advised and unnecessary and which
failed in terms of the financial securities of those authorities. The government has admitted
it was unnecessary because, since 1984, the SEC has been pursuing the reverse policy. It
has been utilising the numerous methods that are available to it to neutralise forei$Il
currency exposure on those borrowings. It has engaged in hedging, in forward cover In
currency swaps and in interest rate swaps. It has used the full range of measures that will
always be available to the government to neutralise those foreign exposures.
Why should those authorities have no foreign exposures? The answer is clear: it is
because they generate no foreign income earnings. If those authorities earn in yen,
deutschmarks, or US dollars, there would be some justification for borrowing in those
currencies; but if they earn in Australian dollars and exclusively in Australian dollars, they
have no natural hedge against movements in those currencies against the Australian
dollar, and the State is left with the inevitable consequence that, when the Australian
dollar falls against those currencies, substantial losses are incurred.
The annual reports of the SEC and the most recent figures available demonstrate that,
since the Australian Labor Party came to office in this State in 1982, it has had foreign
exchange losses of$546·6 million. As I shall reveal later, that is about the equivalent of, or
extremely close to, the amount that the SEC has covered up by manipulating its accounting
procedures since the government came to office.
Victorian electricity consumers ought to be aware that, on top of the disastrous debt
policy and tax policy of this government, the government has inflicted $547 million of
foreign currency losses on the SEC. The people who ultimately pay for those losses, the
people who pay for the lost gambles of the mug punter Treasurer, are the Victorian
consumers of electricity and the Victorian taxpayers, because this government has injected
taxpayers' money into the SEC to cover up the loss of financial viability of the authority.
It is established th~t monopoly statutory authorities are inefficient managers of resources.
The merchant banking company, Dominguez Barry Samuel Montague Ltd, published a
definitive comparison of the performance of Australian public utilities on 11 September
_1985 and it included the State Electricity Commission and the Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works.

Mr Jolly-What date?
Mr STOCKDALE-September 1985. Victorian statutory authorities and statutory
authorities in other States were compared with private corporations and American
electricity utilities. I appreciate that the report was made in 1985 and that the figures were
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based on 1984-85 data, but it is the latest available material that comprehensively compares
the performance of Victoria's electricity authority with the United States of America
equivalents and with Australian private corporations.
There is no indication that that situation would have changed substantially since 1985
and I doubt that the Treasurer could claim that was so. I seek leave of the House to have
incorporated in H ansard a table listing the key indicators.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 1984-85

Internal
Funding

Finance
Costs
Cover
(Times)

Earnings
Total
Assets

(%)

Long
Term
Debt
Capital

(%)

Authority

(%)

SECV

32·5

1·36

8·0

89·0

MMBW

17·7

1·33

65·3

Private Corporations

77·5

3·52

7·0
10.1

Salomon 100 US Electricity Utilities Study

52·7

2·9

19·0
48·7

Source: Dominguez Barry Samuel Montague Ltd, "Australia Public Utility Quality Ranking", 11 September
1985.

Mr STOCKDALE-On various financial indicators the table shows the performance
of the State Electricity Commission and the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works.
Using State data they are compared with various Australian private corporations and with
United States of America utilities. The majority of the 100 American utilities used in the
Salomon Brothers study were private sector, competitive electricity supply authorities.

On every indicator the SEC and the Board of Works performed abysmally in comparison
with Australian private sector corporations and the equivalent American utilities. The
indicators for internal funding were 32·5 for the SEC and 17·7 for the Board of Works.
That compares with American electricity utilities at 57·7, and private Australian
corporations at 77·5. The figures reflect the deliberate policy of the Treasurer and the
government of relying upon debt as the primary method of funding the activities of
statutory authorities.
That policy has led to the disastrous financial cost crisis facing Victoria's statutory
authorities. This is reflected in the indicators for finance costs cover. The indicators are
1·36 for the SEC, and 1·33 for the Board of Works. American electricity authorities more
than doubled the indicators for the Victorian authorities at 2·9, and the Australian private
corporations almost trebled them at 3·52.
The indicators for earnings compared with total assets rated the SEC at 8, the Board of
Works at 7, and Australian private corporations at 10·1. That figure is not available for
the American equivalent. The indicators for long-term debt compared with capital show a
disastrous rate for the SEC at 89, the Board of Works at 65·3, Australian private corporations
at 19) and American electricity utilities at 48· 7.
Those figures show that the financial security of Victoria's major statutory authorities
depends entirely upon the government guarantee. Their financial performance is regarded
as acceptable for obtaining credit only because Victorian taxpayers are prepared to put
their hands in their pockets-rather, that the Treasurer is prepared to put his hand in their
pockets-to prevent any default on loans. The only real asset of the statutory authorities,
especially the SEC, is the government guarantee. That represents the virtual destruction
of the financial viability of the authorities on any other measure.
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Not only is the Opposition seeking to bring to public notice the parlous state of the
finances of the public authorities but others are also doing the same. The respected
merchant banker, Mr Jim Dominguez, Chairman and Managing Director of Dominguez
Barry Samuel Montague Ltd, addressed the Energy 2000 Conference at the Lakeside Motel
in Canberra on 3 and 4 September 1986. Mr Dominguez said that the electricity supply
industry of Australia has no real capital base. He said:
I contend that with certain exceptions, but as a whole, as an industry, that the electricity supply industry of
Australia has no real capital base. I base this on the Dominguez Barry Samuel Montague Ltd statistics which
compare total long-term debt with the net capital base.

Mr Jolly-What year?
Mr STOCKDALE-In 1986.
Mr Jolly-Is that based on the 1985 report?
Mr STOCKDALE-It is based on the report to which I referred. Therefore, Mr Jim
Domin$uez, one of the merchant banking experts in Australia who is perhaps one of
Austraha's leading experts in arranging debt finance and who is at the forefront of
innovation, a man we would expect to extol the virtues of debt finance-as that is his
business-expressed concern about the viability of Australian electricity utility
undertakings, especially of the State Electricity Commission of Victoria.
On 4 February 1987 Australian Business published two articles, one headed "Power
Politics" and the other headed "In Case of Solvency, Call ... ". The articles researched the
position of the State Electricity Commission and expressed the concern that I am expressing
today. In particular they directed attention to the impact of State taxation and more
importantly the impact of the debt policy of the present Labor government. One article
concluded In the following terms:
In practice so far the SECV has not had to face a crunch because debts keep being rolled over.
But as the burden grows, serious doubts are being cast (despite Nolan's optimism) on the SECV's ability to
meet those debts alone.
Technically it can be argued the SECV fails the first test of solvency-a surplus of assets over liabilities. The
second test, of its ability to meet maturing debt, is a matter of greater debate-and concern.
What is at stake-and the story is the same for many of our trundling rhinoceros utilities-is that should a
rescue job be necessary, who will pay?

That article concludes on that rhetorical note-when the authorities need to be bailed out
who will bail them out? We do not have to wait around to find the answer because the
answer has been established in Victoria.
In the Australian of 15 October 1987, the respected journalist Lim Sar Boon directed
attention to the most recent report of the State Electricity Commission whlch suggests that
the Victorian government injected $96 million of taxpayers' money into this "struggling
utility". The'Treasurer has ridiculed Lim Say Boon but I doubt that he would find too
many colleagues willing to do the same, because Lim Say Boon has reported honestly and
forthrightly, which the Treasurer does not like.
The Treasurer may be sensitive, because Mr Lim Say Boon has attacked the Treasurer
not only over the financial viability of the SEC and the Victorian Equity Trust proposal,
but also over the investment in the Portland aluminium smelter. The Opposition can
understand that this fearless investigative journalist would incur the wrath of the Treasurer
who would prefer not to have those shortcomings disclosed.
An article by Mr Lim Say Boon published on 15 October 1987 states:
This huge boost to the SECV's finances will bring the total amount of new capital to be put into the SECV
before the end of this year to about $300 million.
The unpublished move, which was revealed in the SECV 1986-87 accounts, is in addition to the $200 million
in new funds which the Cain government expects to put into the SECV's coffers before the end of this year
through the $300 million public float ofthe Victorian Equity Trust-VET.

496

ASSEMBLY

10 March 1988

State I nstrumentalities-Financial Viability

The equity injection highlights the Victorian government's concern about the SECV's financial strength, which
in recent years had been threatened by huge foreign-exchange losses and a finance charges bill of more than SI
billion.

There are three interesting aspects of that article. Firstly, it identifies correctly the financial
difficulties of the SEC. Secondly, it identifies that the government's major response has
been a cover-up-which was to ensure that attention was not attracted to the desperation
of the SEC, such that the government had to inject $96 million of taxpayers' money into
the SEC to preserve its financial viability; no doubt to provide the cash to enable it to pay
the dividend the government extracts from it because its profitability was insufficient to
enable it to do so, and that is the end result of the government's debt policies. Thirdly, it
identifies that the financial charges are the root of the SEC's problem.
I now refer to Australia's only commercial rating authority, Australian Ratings Pty Ltd,
and its comments on the commission. In its current rating of the SEC's credit standing,
Australian Ratings Pty Ltd says that it awards a rating of AA for the corporation and a
rating of Al for its commercial paper. They are not impressive credit ratings for Victoria's
largest public commercial enterprise: it is an abysmal rate of performance. Under the
heading "Rating Rationale", its report states:
The ratings of AA and At are assigned only on the basis of the Victorian government guarantee, as the
commission has a totally unsatisfactory financial profile.
Our review of the SECV when assessed on a stand-alone basis, against commercial prudential standards,
suggests a weak financial structure.

I have gone into detail elsewhere about the specific and detailed findings of Australian
Ratings Pty Ltd on the financial standing of the commission. It has, for example, had
negative interest cover over the past five years; inadequate retention of profits specifically
related to the SEC dividend the government extracts; concern about the high level of debt;
and negative working capital and that the working capital position is deteriorating. It had
a negative cash flow in 1985 and a large undercapitalisation disguised by the manipulating
of the reporting of its foreign exchange losses.
In its conclusion, Australian Ratings Pty Ltd regards the SEC as having a totally
unsatisfactory financial profile. They are not the Opposition's words, they are not politically
motivated, they are the words of an Australian company responsible for reassuring possible
lenders about the credit worthiness of commercial enterprises.
It is not necessary to add that, if it were not for the Victorian taxpayer standing behind
the SEC, it could hardly borrow in the commercial market with those credit ratings, with
that financial profile and with those findings on its performance.
The commission sought to cover up the consequences of that rating. On 11 July 1986
Derryn Hinch, then with radio 3AW, interviewed Mr Duncan Andrews, the Managing
Director of Australian Ratings Pty Ltd. Mr Duncan Andrews said:
We've been saying for five years about a body like the SEC of Victoria: it's in real trouble. In fact I would be
prepared to say on air its insolvent-its only not insolvent because the government guarantees it, the government
of Victoria, and there is a belief that it could honour its guarantee-but, yes, you're right, its insolvent, or you're
right, it's in trouble."

They are extraordinary words for Mr Andrews to have used. One would expect that he,
being in that business, is a prudent businessman, and would have regard for his and his
company's reputation in the community. The fact that he is prepared to use those words
highlights his deep concern about the financial viability of the SEC. It is not the Opposition
saying that the commission is insolvent; it is Australia's only commercial rating authority
saying it.
What did Mr Andrews get for his trouble in alerting the Victorian community? He
received a writ from the commission, which was settled only when he and his company
agreed not to make comment on the financial position of the SEC. The government and
the commission sought to use the law to silence their critics on a matter of vital public
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importance. That matter has since been resolved. The action has been settled, but the
settlement inhibits Australian Ratings Pty Ltd from commenting on the SEC's solvency.
The matter is not sub judice, but the commission required, as a quid pro quo for
withdrawing the action for damages, that Australian Ratings Pty Ltd refrain from any
comment on the financial security of the commission.
That speaks volumes about the way in which the government, through its authorities, is
concerned to stifle criticism, prevent informed public debate and simply cover up the
wreck it has made of the finances of Victorian public authorities, and of the SEC in
particular.
Can we hold the SEC management accountable for these matters? To some extent we
have to. The performance of the commission, like that of so many other statutory
monopolies, is abysmal. Over the past few years the government has taken steps to
improve the performance of the commission, but it is more important to deal with the
root cause of the SEC's insolvency, which is government policies. Government taxes,
government debt policy, and government borrowing policy are what have brought the
SEC to its knees, and we can hardly hold the management of the commission accountable
for the disastrous results of those policies.
It is almost without precedent that management has been complaining publicly about
the inappropriateness of the government's policies and, in particular, its taxation policies;
but the performance of the commission is still poor.
In qualifying to some degree the culpability of management, I do not want it to be
thOUght that the Opposition is suggesting that it is an authority that is performing well,
although there has been some improvement. To show the difficulties under which the
commission is labouring and how management is not fully responsible for the financial
crisis, I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard a table that deals with labour
productivity of the commission.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
SECV LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY-ELECTRICITY SOLD IN
GWH PER EMPLOYEE
1981-2 to 1987-8

Year

Electricity sold
G WH per employee

1981-2

()'95

1982-3
1983-4
1984-5

0·92
0·93

1985-6
1986-7

0·96
1·01
1·09

Source: SECV Response, dated 22-1-88, to ACM "Report on Lower Electricity Charges in Victoria, November
1987".

Mr STOCKDALE-The table deals with a significant measure of the SEC's performance:
it is not the only measure, but it is an important one. It measures the commission's labour
productivity in terms of electricity sold per employee. The manpower policies of the
government have always been disastrous for the SEC and are currently being reversed.

When the Labor government came to office, the State Electricity Commission had a
little fewer than 22 000 employees. In common with virtually the whole of the public
sector in this State, when the Labor government assumed power and when the unions
were given direct powers over decisions, and when the law was changed to further enhance
the power of the unions, the commission's manpower began to balloon. Throughout most
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of the period the Labor government has been in office, manpower in the commission has
been increasing.
However, as a consequence of that policy-and other policies-it became apparent in
the past few years that the commission had begun to tackle the problem, and manpower
has been in decline since that time. It is now back to the 1982 level. The table shows the
effect of increasing generating capacity against falling labour input. It shows a small but
significant increase in labour productivity on this measure.
The commission, in the areas it can deal with, has reversed the Treasurer's high
manpower growth policy in recent years, but is still stuck with the Treasurer's debt policy
and overseas borrowing policies as well as his ever-increasing State taxes. Therefore, these
matters should be sheeted back to the Treasurer, who is sitting on the other side of the
table, and not to commission management.
The reversal of the manpower policy marks another abandonment of the policies on
which this government was originally elected and which it pursued in the early years of its
period of office. What has been the response of the government to this financIal crisis? As
is completely typical of our current Treasurer, the first response is to cover up. The first
response is accounting gymnastics designed to hoodwink people into believin$ the position
is not as it really is. For evidence of that I refer to a statement of the Australian Chamber
of Manufactures in its pUblication entitled Report on Lower Electricity Charges in Victoria,
November 1987. Appendix 1 on page Al of the report of the Chamber of Manufactures
lists a large number of changes in accounting practices introduced by the State Electricity
Commission over the past few years. The list covers:
(a) Capitalisation of interest charges on major plant under construction;
(b) recognition of additional liabilities in the SECV employee retirement fund;
(c) capitalisation offoreign exchange losses;

(d) changing the method of calculating for capitalised finance changes;
(e) increasing the method of calculating the public authority dividend;
(/) reassignment ofnon-prod~ctive direct overheads from revenue to fixed assets;
(g) redefinition of maintenance costs incurred at the Hazelwood power station;
(h) capitalisation of service costs on plant under construction;
(I) establishment of provision for bad debts;
(j) changes in the rules for calculating the amortisation offoreign exchange losses;
(k) recognition of the need to amortise its liability on unused recreation leave;
(I) realignment of procedures involved in calculating depreciation charges so that they comply with
government policy;
(m) extension in the depreciation life of assets;
(P) changes in the rules for capitalising gross rather than net finance charges.

I bore the House by reading out in full all those changes in accounting practices to make

the point that they are very substantial in number and very substantial in scope.
The Chamber of Manufactures went on to estimate the effect of those changes on the
commission's profit and loss statement. It concluded that:
In general terms, the net effect has been to improve current profitability at the expense of increased liabilities
in the future.

Of course, that is not literally correct. The changes do not improve profitability; they
improve "reported" profit-that is, they make the figures look better than they really are.
To its credit the Chamber of Manufactures went to considerable effort in analysing the
accounts of the commission and working out the total net effect of those changes in
accounting practices. The result is absolutely mind-boggling. It is almost beyond belief
that the Chamber of Manufactures concluded that in 1986-the last year of its analysis-
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the effect of those changes in accounting practices was to increase the apparent profit of
the commission by $536·9 million.
In other words, if those changes in accounting practice had not been made, the profit
reported by the commission that year would have been $536·9 million less. We know that
the commission made a small profit during that year. Therefore, if the accounting practices
had not been changed, the commission would have made a loss of hundreds of millions of
dollars in that year. The commission would have lost almost $500 million in 1986 had it
not made progressive accounting changes to hide the true financial position over the
previous years.
I shall outline the major points. The first change was a massive distortion brought about
by accounting gymnastics so common to this Treasurer. The Victorian people have not
been made aware of the true picture of the financial catastrophe facing the commission.
Secondly, there has been a reduction in manpower. Whereas the original policy of the
government was to increase employment on statutory authorities, the commission has
embarked on a concerted campaign to reduce manpower-a campaign that is only now
beginning to have effect. It is a direct reversal of the policies the government followed
since assuming office and which it is still following throughout the Victorian public sector
as a whole.
Thirdly, the response has been a slowing of the rate of growth in debt. The Victorian
government still borrows every cent available under the global limit allocation of the Loan
Council. This Treasurer should appreciate the folly of his ways and reverse and restrict
the previous policies. He is still trying to find inventive-and one could say not strictly
honest-means of borrowing money to pump into statutory authorities.
The only slowing in the debt growth in the State and the commission in particular IS
occurring because of external pressure on the Victorian government by the Federal
government. Interestingly enough this pressure is being applied by another Labor
government. Mr Hawke and Mr Keating have accepted what the Liberal Party has said at
every level; that our debt is excessive, there has been an erosion in the standing of the
Australian currency, the standard of living of Australians is being destroyed and the
viability of statutory enterprises is also being destroyed.
The fourth point concerns the reduction in forei~ currency exposure. The Treasurer
had embarked on a deliberate policy of accumulating foreign debt exposure. When the
Australian currency crashed, he was prepared to agree that what the Liberal Party had
been saying was correct and that it was not a sensible, viable or even reasonable policy.
The Treasurer instituted measures which accumulated foreign exchange exposure. He
has now admitted that that policy was wrong and bad and that the consequences have
been disastrous for the Victorian public sector.
By reversing that policy, the Treasurer admits that the Liberal Party was right and he
was wrong. However, it is too late. It has cost Victorian taxpayers and consumers $700
million to find out that this mug punter was wrong.
The fifth point concerns the injection of capital, at the expense of taxpayers, involving
a direct cost of $96 million in 1986. Victorian taxpayers had to shore up the capital base
of the commission which the Treasurer had destroyed systematically during the previous
three or four years.
Sixthly, we experienced the government's disastrous policies of indexing charges to the
consumer price index. The Treasurer seeks to take a lot of credit for the fact, that, in real
terms, in the past few years, Victorian electricity tariffs have been falling.
There are two things about that: firstly, the charges are falling only from the disastrously
high levels that the Treasurer established in his first year in office. Victorians are still
experiencing a real growth in electricity charges, which has occurred throughout the time
this government has been in office. The second consideration is that low-cost energy is one
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of Victoria's natural advantages. The government, in its so-called economic strategy
document, emphasises that abundant, low-cost energy is one of Victoria's natural
advantages.
Previous Liberal governments relied on that natural advantage to attract investment to
Victoria; that strate~y was very successful. It is a legacy of previous Liberal governments
that, despite the pohcies of "Boy Blunder", Victorians have experienced one of the lowest
charges for electricity in the Western World. That is not to the credit of the government.
The government began eroding that position as soon as it came to office.
It was to the credit of previous Liberal governments-particularly the government of
Sir Henry Bolte-that they recognised the natural advantage Victoria possessed and ensured
that the fruits of that advantage were obtained. They built on that advantage consistently;
they did not undermine that advantage.
The Treasurer says electricity charges are falling in real terms, but Victorians have had
their energy tariffs indexed to one of the highest inflation rates in the Western World. It is
an inflation rate several times greater than those of our major trading competitors-most
importantly, our major trading partners. The Japanese inflation rate and, until recently,
the inflation rate of the United States of America, have been a fraction of the inflation rate
of Australia. Victorians have had their energy tariffs indexed almost to the full extent of
that high inflation rate.
I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard a table that compares the changes in
average prices per kilowatt hour for various companies during the period from April 1986
to April 1987.

Leave was granted, and the taple was as follows:
INTERNATIONAL ELECTRICITY PRICES
Average Price/KWH
April
April

1986

1987

%

Country

($A)

($A)

Change

Netherlands

9-43
11-18
11-68
10-95
5-41
9-42
8-28
5-82
8-64
12-93
5-14
6-08

7-62
9-41
10-48
9-89
5-09
9-01
8-05
5-73
8-54
13-09
5-28
6-87

-19·2
-15,8
-1()'2
-9·8
-5·9
-4·3
-2,8
-1·6
-1·2
+1·2
+2·8
+13·0

Italy
Eire
Belgium
Canada
USA
France
Sweden
UK
Germany
Australia
New Zealand

Annual
Inflation
Rate

-1·2
4·1
3·4
1·1
4·0
2·1
3·4
3·4
3·9
().O

9·5
18·3

Source: NUS International Pty Ltd annual survey of comparative electricity prices.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table contains the latest information available. It compares
Australian electricity tariffs with a range of international electricity tariffs. Durin~ the year
from April 1986 to April 1987, the table shows that electricity tariffs in Australia Increased
on average by 9·5 per cent. The Victorian government indexed tariffs to the inflation rate;
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the tariffs increased by almost 7 per cent in that year, which was almost the full extent of
Australia's inflation rate for that year.
The increase represents the application of the government's indexing policy: everything
that garners revenue for the government is indexed to the inflation rate. The Treasurer is
entitled to little credit if he is claiming, by his interjections, that he knocked a few tenths
of 1 per cent off the indexation rate. The policy of indexation does not require that tariffs
be indexed precisely to the inflation rate.
The Treasurer has consistently tied the increase in electricity tariffs to one of the highest
inflation rates in the Western World. At the same time electricity tariffs in some countries
are falling in nominal terms, as the latest OECD figures indicate. Where those tariffs are
increasing, they are increasing at a lower rate than that which applies in Victoria.
Although the government has benefited from the legacy of the very low energy costs left
to it by previous Liberal governments, it has consistently and systematically eroded that
benefit. Victorians are paying more than they should for electricity, gas, and other services
from statutory authorities, which is a direct result of the disastrous policies of the Treasurer.
Victorians are paying more than they would have paid under a Liberal government over
the past six years; and they are paying more than they will pay under the next Liberal
government, whic;h will come to office after the next State election.
The increases in tariffs have not occurred just because ofa failure of the management of
the SEC. As I have shown by using facts and figures-and not by using the rhetoric the
Treasurer uses-government policies have brought the commission to its knees.
Government policies have led respected financial commentators to say that the SEC is
insolvent.
I urge honourable members to endorse the motion on a bipartisan basis. The honourable
member for Ballarat South should do something for his constituents by crossing the floor
when this motion is voted on. The honourable member should cross the floor and express
the concern his constituents have about two things: firstly, the excessive electricity charges
they face in Ballarat-and the excessive charges people face everywhere else in the State;
and, secondly, the financially disastrous po~ition of the SEC and other statutory authorities.
The honourable member for Ballarat South is one of only a handful of government
members to pay attention to this important debate. Most members of the government are
not in the House; but the honourable member for Ballarat South is here. The honourable
member should record his concern by crossing the floor when the vote is taken. He should
express to the Treasurer his concern about the burden placed on Victorian households
because of the level of electricity charges, as well as the unnecessary burden that has been
imposed on the private sector because of the deliberate policies of this Treasurer.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Members of the Opposition have demonstrated once again
their political incompetence and their financial ineptitude. The honourable member for
Brighton regarded his speech as a very important one; yet it is striking that there was only
one Opposition member behind him listening to what he said. That highlights the lack of
interest members of the Opposition have in policy matters.
In order to demonstrate the political incompetence and the financial ineptitude of the
Opposition-and of the honourable member for Brighton in particular-I shall list a
number of matters.
I listened closely to what the honourable member for Brighton had to say. Most of his
discourse relied on outdated information. The honourable member said that he relied on
independent sources, but he relied on a 1985 publication-and he admitted that he was
looking at the 1984-1985 financial year. Those figures are a number of years out of date. I
shall refer to up-to-date information that analyses the performance of the State Electricity
Commission.

502

ASSEMBLY

10 March 1988

State Instrumentalities-Financial Viability

The honourable member for Brighton made it clear that he wants a return to the policies
the Liberal Party espoused prior to the Cain government being elected in 1982. I understand
why the honourable member for Brighton is embarrassed to refer to the Hamer Liberal
government, which is why he referred particularly to the government of Sir Henry Bolte.
If the legacy of previous Liberal governments is examined, honourable members will
see that those policies generated a large increase in tariffs in Victoria. The hidden agenda
of the Liberal Party is a return to the old cost-plus pricing policy of the SEC. The honourable
member for Brighton has emphasised that he wants the Liberal Party to return to the
policies of previous Liberal governments.
I will indicate to the House the impact of these policies and consider the effect of them
on households in Victoria. I shall firstly refer to charges. It took a while for the honourable
member for Brighton to begrudgingly admit that, under the Cain government, the level of
tariffs has been considerably decreased. Under the previous Liberal government in this
State-I dare say the last for a decade or more-electricity charges were increasing in real
terms.
I shall outline the former Liberal government legacy in respect of State Electricity
Commission charges, which were as follows: 1978-79, 8·3 per cent; 1979-80, 11·7 per
cent; 1980-81, 14·6 per cent; 1981-82, 19·7 per cent; and 1982-83, 15 per cent. The
1982-83 increase is a combination of the decisions of the Liberal and Labor governments.
Honourable members should consider the increase in tariffs during the last full year of
the Liberal government. The tariff for electricity users in Victoria increased by 19·7 per
cent. That is the legacy to which the honourable member for Brighton referred and to
which he wants to return. However, that is only part of the legacy.
When the Cain Labor government came to power in 1982, it received a report prepared
for the previous Liberal government on what should happen with electricity prices In the
future. The report was undertaken by Sir David Zeidler. Honourable members must
remember that the report followed a 19·2 per cent increase in electricity charges announced
and confirmed by the Liberal Party. In accordance with the terms of reference set by the
Liberal government in this State, Sir David Zeidler recommended that electricity charges
should increase not by 19 per cent but by 27 per cent. That was the plan of the then Liberal
government prior to it being thrown out of office by the electors of Victoria for obvious
reasons.
I have no doubt about the hidden a$enda of the Liberal Party. It has been foreshadowed
today because the only policy imphcation one can draw from the comments of the
honourable member for Brighton is that he wants to return to the policies of the former
Liberal government. That policy generates double digit increases in electricity charges,
and no-one wants that.
The Labor government has been able to wind down the rate of increases in charges for
electricity. I mentioned the increase for 1982-83, which involved the combined impact of
the Liberal and Labor governments. The increases in the years of Labor Party government
are as follows: 1983-84, 7·9 per cent, a decline in real terms of 3·3 per cent; and 1984-85,
7·6 per cent. A further decrease in real terms of 3· 7 per cent occurred in 1986-87.
It is interesting to compare the record of the Liberal Party during its last couple of years
in government with the record of the Labor Party in real terms and then compare that
with the increase in the consumer price index. The real increase is the amount after the
genuine inflation rate is taken into account. In 1980-81, under the Liberal government,
the real increase was 4·8 per cent; in 1981-82, it was 8·4 per cent; in 1982-83, the increase
was 3·8 per cent. Those increases represent the magnitude of the increases above the
consumer price index.

The full impact of Labor Party policy came into play in 1983-84, where the real increase
was minus 0·7 per cent; in 1984-85, it was minus 1·8 per cent; in 1985-86, it was minus
3·5 per cent; and in 1986-87, it was minus 3·7 per cent. No wonder the honourable

State I nstrumentalities-Financial Viability

10 March 1988

ASSEMBLY

503

member for Ballarat South is proud of the government's achievements. No wonder the
Liberal Party is destined to remain in opposition; it wants to return to tariff increases of
the order of 20 per cent. I· make it clear that the government is totally opposed to laIle
increases in tariffs which are not only endorsed by the Liberal Party but which were put In
place by the previous Liberal government.
I shall now refer to another matter on which the honourable member for Brighton tried
to make great play-taxes collected by the State government. Firstly, the honourable
member made the fundamental error, which he now deliberately makes, of referrin$ to the
public authority dividend as a tax. It is not a tax; it is a return on government e<lulty and
is recognised as such by the Australian Bureau of Statistics and the chief statistician. Of
course, the honourable member for Brighton does not like to accept higher authorities. He
believes his opinion is the only one that matters.
I do not accept, nor does the Australian Statistician, that the public authority dividend
is a tax. However, for the purposes of illustration, I shall take the position of a turnover
tax versus a dividend payment. The turnover tax applied by the former Liberal government
amounted to 5·5 per cent. That insidious tax was simply passed on to consumers. If one
applies the turnover tax to the amount received by the Consolidated Fund in 1986-87,
instead of the $70 million raised by Labor Party policy through the public authority
dividend, the fund would have received $103 million. That is $33 million more than
under the mechanism of public authority dividend payments. Consumers will pay through
the hip pocket, but that is the Liberal Party approach-massive increases in charges.
The honourable member for Brighton has not only highlighted that the Liberal Party
intends to increase charges because of the average cost policy and the application of a
turnover tax but also-and I would have expected him to be more rational than the Leader
of the Opposition-he has said that the Brunswick-Richmond powerline should be
constructed underground for health reasons, which is an absolute nonsense. Health reasons
suggest that the powerline should be built above ground. The Liberal Party speaks with
many tongues, but apparently the honourable member for Brighton is disagreeing with the
Leader of the Opposition. It is my understanding that he implied that the powerline should
be built underground. I am paraphrasing what the honourable member said.
Mr Stockdale-You are distorting it.
Mr JOLLY-If the honourable member for Brighton supports the powerline being
constructed above ground I should like to hear it because it would put him in complete
contradiction with his Leader. The Leader of the Opposition, in contrast with his position
before the end of last year, is now saying, simply because of a by-election, that the
powerline through Kew should be built underground. The State Electricity Commission
has estimated that it would cost an additional $40 million to $60 million for that to be
done. The consumers of Victoria would have to pay for that.
In his speech the honourable member for Brighton outlined three elements that will
increase electricity charges: firstly, a return to average cost pricing, which was the legacy
of the former Liberal government and which the Labor Party removed; secondly, the
application of the turnover tax, and the Leader of the National Party will remember that
when the Liberal Party was in government the tax was 5·5 per cent; and, thirdly, advocacy
of the Brunswick-Richmond powerline being constructed underground, which would cost
an additional $40 million to $60 million.
There are basic reasons why charges would soar under a Liberal government-if it ever
got back; I do not expect it to ever get back, given the way it operates currently.
Mr Gude-Mr Speaker, I direct to your attention the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.
Mr JOLLY-One reason concerns the overall performance of the State Electricity
Commission. As I mentioned in my opening comments-for the benefit of the honourable
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member for Hawthorn who was not in the House at the time-the honourable member
for Brighton was relyin~ on out-of-date information and he ignored the strengthening
position of the commissIon.
I shall illustrate how the profit performance has improved under the Cain government
compared with the situation with the Liberal Party rule. I shall first refer to the historical
cost profit which was an inadequate measure of the profit performance of the commission.
It is more appropriate to rely on a rate of return approach.
In taking the historical cost approach, which is inherently the way in which the
honourable member for Brighton approached these issues, one will find that in 1981-82
the profit position was $50·6 million and in 1986-87, under the Cain government, the
profit performance was $140 million.
I stress that it is more appropriate to refer to the rate of return approach. Since 1982-83,
we have had the following real rates of return on funds invested in the SEC. In 1982-83
the figure was 3·8 per cent; in 1983-84 it was 4·8 per cent; in 1984-85 it was 5·2 per cent;
in 1985-86 the real rate of return on investment was 4·6 per cent; and in 1986-87 it was
6· 3 per cent.
That highlights the strength of the State Electricity Commission and its level of
improvement. I shall also highlight a number of other matters associated with the
performance of the commission.
The honourable member for Brighton referred to a document concerning electricity sold
in gigawatt hours for each employee. The honourable member for Brighton, being naive
about these matters, referred to a document which highlights how the productivity
performance of the commission has improved markedly under the Cain government.
An honest approach in appraising the situation would recognise that it takes a short
time for a government to get its policies in place. The government did so following
1982-83, which was indicated when one looks at the increase in the productivity of the
SEC by 18·5 per cent. That is a remarkable increase which is begrudgingly admitted by the
honourable member for Brighton. He tried to downplay it, but 18·5 per cent is a large
increase in productivity. It amounts to more than 4 per cent a year. I challenge the
honourable member to find such a good performance in a large authority similar to the
commission.
The honourable member for Brighton relied also on a number of comments made by
journalists and others such as Derryn Hinch, who is hardly a learned person.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JOLLY-Matters with respect to the solvency issue should be put on record, even
on the basis of the historical cost. The asset position of the commission is currently $8·3
billion compared with its liabilities of $7·7 billion. With regard to replacement cost, the
asset level is $12·3 billion. There is no question of the commission's solvency. It is
nonsense that the proposition has been put forward. It displays the ignorance of the
honourable member for Brighton on financial matters.
The honourable member for Bri~ton delights in denigrating great institutions in Victoria.
The SEC is a great economic instItution. Certainly it is an important area of operation in
the State's economy. I am amazed that the honourable member for Brighton described it
as an "ugly Victorian"! If the commission were a member of this place it would take
offence and raise a point of order; you, Mr Speaker, would rule in its favour.
The SEC is an efficient organisation. Under the government it is required to operate on
commercial lines. The commercialisation of the commission and our other major
authorities has been a policy of the Cain government. The commission has set targets in
relation to productivity. I have already highlighted its outstanding performance; that has
been reaffirmed by the information placed before the House by the honourable member
for Brighton.
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Investment guidelines have been set for the commission following a rate of return
pricing policy, improving productivity and profit performance. In the near future the
commission will be provided with privately-sourced equity capital by the Victorian Equity
Trust which will further strengthen its financial position and also improve the debt equity
position and lower the cash cost faced by it.
I take issue with the honourable member for Brighton on the borrowing and debt
policies of the commission because he now follows a pure policy that there should be no
foreign exchange exposure in respect of overseas loans and he now endorses the approach
taken by the government to become involved in currency swap arrangements.
For some reason he assumes that only overseas borrowings that were not hedged were
undertaken in the period of the Cain government. That is not the case. That is implicit in
the assumption of the honourable member.
The reality is that when the Cain government came to power not only was there foreign
exposure but also there was a complete lack of management of foreign exchange. The
Liberal Party, because it effectively relied on trade financing, forced the commission to
borrow overseas at high rates of interest.
Many of the figures referred to by the honourable member for Brighton today relating
to finance charges track back to the days of the Liberal government in this State. When
one looks at the position of the State Electricity Commission in the international context
and refers to organisations that are completely independent of government and are well
aware of the strengths and weaknesses of institutions in this State and other States, one
finds that the SEC comes out extremely well. It has a good track record.
I believe in using up-to-date information, so I shall quote from a supplement on Australia
in Euromoney of February 1988, which enables comparisons to be made between the
States. I refer to an article headed "The States may borrow, but Canberra rules" in the
section on Victoria. The article is completely independent; the magazine is an international
economic source of international repute, and I recommend it to the honourable member
for Brighton. The supplement was released towards the end of last month. The article
states:
Few semigovemment issues have been rated by S & P or Moody's, but the three States that have been rated
(NSW, Victoria and Queensland) have all been put on the same level as Australia itself(AAl/AA+).
And yet the semigovemment market is far from uniform. The State Electricity Commission of Victoria (SECV)
commands significantly better rates than its counterparts in other States.

I repeat that statement for the benefit of the honourable member for Brighton: the SEC
commands significantly better rates than its counterparts in other States. The article
continues:
The all-important variable has been liquidity; and a drive to improve that liquidity has been behind the most
important reforms in the semis-market recently, both in Victoria and the other States.
Until July 1984, all Victoria's public authorities (nearly 40 in all) had to approach the markets independently,
sometimes with and sometimes without a State guarantee. Where capital financing was required, issues varied in
a year from under A$500 000 (at today's prices) to over A$1 billion, with an inevitable variation in yields. Large
issuers like the State Electricity Commission could sometimes keep the spread of an issue over Federal bonds
down to 15 basis points, while smaller authorities had to settle for spreads of 150 points.

The article further states:
The SECV continues to enjoy a very strong position in the market.

I shall deal specifically with the rating issue, which is referred to on page 44 of the magazine
under the heading, "Victoria's borrowing programme". In referring to the SEC the article
states:
Money markets responded well in 1987 to recent steps to streamline trading in State Electricity Commission
of Victoria (SECV) securities.
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The SECV's high standing off-shore was also recognised during the year by a "AAA" rating from Moody's
Investment Service for its July A$ Eurobond issue.
The Japanese market is following suit with a preliminary "AAA" rating from the Japan Bond Research
Institute in preparation for future approaches to the Samurai, Shogun and Euro-Yen markets.

The article highlights the outstanding performance of the SEC. The SEC has received the
highest rating possible on American markets, given the current position of the
Commonwealth government's rating. In the case of the Euromarket I referred to and the
Japanese market, the SEC's rating is the highest possible of any organisation in the world.
That is clearly an outstanding performance and it is about time the Opposition recognised
how good that performance is because the Cain government has placed considerable
emphasis on streamlining the operations of the SEC, commercialisation and putting into
place professional managers so that the performance of the commission can improve.
On every objective criterion the SEC has delivered in reducing real charges; its real rate
of return has increased and it has received the highest possible overseas rating by various
rating organisations. What more can one ask of any organisation? The answer is certainly
not what the Liberal Party asked-a return to the turnover tax, increasing the cost of
investment by putting powerlines underground and boosting charges by approximately 20
per cent. The last year of Liberal government in this State resulted in a 19·2 per cent
increase in electricity charges, which was more than 8 per cent above the consumer price
index.
In summary, the motion the Opposition has moved today is totally out of date. The
honourable member for Brighton is out of touch with financial matters. The Victorian
government stands on its record and it will continue to do what it can to reduce the costs
of organisations such as the SEC and the Board of Works so that real reductions in charges
can take place in the future. The government totally rejects the philosophy of the Liberal
Party of average cost-plus pricing that would simply cause tariffs to increase and to go
through the roof.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-It often occurs to me that talking about economics
is a little like talking about the weather-it has its highs and lows, its ebbs and flows and
there are tremendous variables and variations. It also depends on one's particular aspect,
such as whether it is the weather of today, the weather of the week or the weather of the
year. Our opinions depend on those factors. We may be of the opinion that we are
currently enjoying a sunny and pleasant spell of weather. However, many people may be
suffering from the problems of drought because no rain has fallen during this pleasant
period.
One must come to terms with whether the situation applies to the short term or the long
term and, in the case of the drought, one must decide whether it will be all right in due
course or whether one must learn to live in a drier climate. We must determine whether
the problems are short-term and localised problems or whether they are part of a much
broader and more ominous trend that may affect the whole future of this country.
In listening to the honourable member for Brighton it seemed to me that his remarks
might just as well have been directed to the whole economy of this country, not specifically
to the lnstrumentalities to which he directed his remarks, because I hear that the economic
trends in this country have taken a long-term change for the worse. We are deceiving
ourselves and the community at large if we think we can simply carry on without any
major change in the standards to which we have become accustomed or the way the
economy is managed.
Like the weather, the economy can have periods of drought which certainly affect the
economy, yet, strangely enough, the system of economic management in this country does
not take the problems of drought into account. It does not allow for changes in the way
the country manages its affairs to take into account the fact that not as much wealth is
generated In this country as in the past because drought conditions have reduced the
ability of the country to produce and to produce well.
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Yesterday an interesting seminar was held in the Parliamentary Library and the scientist
who addressed it dramatically pointed out the portents for the future of this planet. Any
honourable member who attended the seminar would have left it wondering whether
discussion of matters of this kind is futile in the context of the· inevitable problems that
will face us in the next 30 years.
The National Party does not support the motion:
That this House notes with concern a report that, but for its government guarantee, the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria would be insolvent and condemns the government for eroding the financial viability of
the State Electricity Commission of Victoria, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, the Port of
Melbourne Authority and the Grain Elevators Board.

The honourable member for Brighton did not extend to the House the courtesy of naming
the report to which the motion refers. It is difficult to prepare material for a debate on a
report when one does not know the name of it. One could have wasted considerable time
trying to find out what it is.
Mr Jolly-We still don't know!
Mr B. J. EVANS-We still do not know, as the Treasurer pointed out by way of a
disorderly interjection. The instrumentalities to which the motion refers specifically come
under the provisions of the Public Authorities (Contributions) Act 1966. The honourable
member for Brighton listed legacies that have been passed on to this government by the
former Liberal government but the biggest legacy of that government was the passage of
that Act.
Volume 283 of Hansardreports the debate on 4 October 1966 on the Public Authorities
(Contributions) Bill and outlines the reasons for its introduction. That was one of the
most remarkable nights that I remember in this House and I am one of only five current
honourable members who were present at that time. We went through the rather inglorious
experience of a Bill being passed through its various stages in only three and a half hours.
The Bill was guillotined by the Premier and Treasurer of the day. The debate was not
adjourned to provide honourable members with the opportunity of canvassing the views
of the community; the measure was simply bulldozed through the House in a way that I
had not seen before and have not seen since. This happened because the Premier of the
day was secure in the knowledge that the Bill would be passed through the Upper House,
even though he did not technically have a majority in that place. His party had a majority
because a disillusioned member of the then Country Party had resigned and was prepared
to support the government's Bill.
That is the infamous manner in which the Public Authorities (Contributions) Act came
into being. The present government simply had to add a few more authorities on to the
list ofinstrumentalities that came under the provisions of that Act to increase its revenue.
In due course other authorities will be added to that list. It is no secret that the Rural
Water Commission of Victoria, and water and sewerage authorities throughout the State,
will be expected to pay a dividend under the provisions of the Public Authorities
(Dividends) Act 1983 because the Treasurer wants to get his hands on as much money as
he can to implement the government's policies.
The argument whether the Treasurer takes the money out of people's pockets by taxing
those authorities,which in turn pass on additional costs to consumers, is academic but I
understand the substance of it. For example, although the honourable member for Brighton
said that a substantial proportion of the income of the Gas and Fuel Corporation is paid
to the government, many residents would still like access to the services of the corporation.
I have already su~ested that some of the revenue from the corporation could be
allocated to the provIsion of gas services to all citizens, .no matter whether in the form of
bottle bulk gas or reticulated gas. It could be provided at a standard price and that would
be a far more equitable allocation of the revenue derived from the corporation. The
government does not agree with that suggestion.
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The dividend paid by the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works is justified.
However, the Board of Works has exclusive rights to extremely large areas throughout the
State from which it derives huge quantities of water. Unlike the single diverter of water
who lives adjacent to a river or stream, the Board of Works pays the government nothing
for that water. It also does not pay any compensation to the government or the people of
Victoria for tying up vast areas of excellent forest. The timber industry could use that land
and that would generate employment and contribute much to the State's wealth. Instead,
Victoria is denied annually many millions of dollars in royalties that could be gained from
the proceeds of forestry activities in those regions.
To the best of my recollection neither the honourable member for Brighton nor the
Treasurer mentioned the Grain Elevators Board. The application of the provisions of the
Public Authorities (Dividends) Act to the Grain Elevators Board is disgraceful because
the board was established entirely with grain growers' money. The government did not
contribute to its establishment. As the government says, the board has its interests vested
in the Crown, therefore it will have to pay a dividend on the value of its assets. What a
disgraceful way of raising revenue! The sooner that dividend is waived, the sooner the
National Party will concede that the Labor government considers rural people.
The motion is more an academic exercise than a matter of substance. The debate will
not prove anything, therefore the National Party will not support the motion.

In accordance with Sessional Orders, the debate was interrupted.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time has arrived for me to interrupt the debate. I shall
resume the chair at 2 p.m.

The sitting was suspended at 1 p. m. until 2.4 p. m.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! Before I call on the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
to move his Notice of Motion No. 1, Government Business, I advise the House that I
have given permission for the Special Broadcasting Service television channel to film
certain proceedings of the House this afternoon.
The approval is for the filming of proceedings in relation to Notice of Motion No. 1,
Government Business, and the approval is on a shared basis with other channels. It is for
one camera, and no additional lighting.

FIREARMS REGULATIONS
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That this House recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the legislative authority of
the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society, and endorses the government's action in prohibiting
200 000 semiautomatic rifles by the Firearms (Prohibited Weapons) Regulations 1987 (Statutory Rule No. 374
of 1987).

The SPEAKER-Order! I should like to intervene at this stage and advise the House
that the Notice of Motion has two basic ingredients: firstly, it seeks the recognition of the
House that the legislative authority of Parliament to reduce the number of guns in society
is a major ingredient in reducing violence; and, secondly, the motion seeks to endorse the
government's action in prohibiting certain weapons by means of Statutory Rule No. 374.
There is, before the House, as Order of the Day No. 5, the Firearms (Amendment) Bill
(No. 2), and consideration of the second reading of this Bill was adjourned on 9 March. In
view of the Bill listing, the question arises as to whether debate on the Minister's motion
will effectively anticipate discussion on the Bill..
The rule concerning anticipation is set out in May's Parliamentary Practice, twentieth
edition. In summary, where a motion seeks to anticipate the subject matter of a Bill
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already set down, the motion should be found to be inadmissible. It does not permit
discussion, in this case by a motion, where an opportunity is provided in a more effective
form; for example, a Bill.
I am of the view that, although the motion is directed towards the subject of firearms
control, it is sufficiently different from the provisions contained in the Bill to allow the
motion to be accepted. For example the operation of Statutory Rule No. 374 is not referred
to in the Bill and therefore relates to a specific act taken formerly by the government.
Undoubtedly, the effect of the statutory rule can and has formed part of the discussion
under the Bill. However, unlike the Bill, the motion distinctly and specifically refers to
this aspect. I advise the House that whoever is in the chair will find it difficult without the
cooperation of the House-the mover of the motion and the responders to it-to contain
the matter to ensure that there is no anticipation of further debate on the Firearms
(Amendment) Bill (No. 2). Therefore, I ask for the cooperation of the House in respect of
this matter.
Mr CRABB-Thank you, Mr Speaker. As honourable members will know, the
government moved in December of last y'ear to prohibit all semiautomatic rifles. For
many years other weapons have been prohlbited under the regulatory power contained in
the Firearms Act. Machine-guns have been prohibited for many years and weapons such
as flame-throwers have also been prohibited for many years as well as other types of
especially dangerous weapons.
The principle of prohibiting dangerous weapons has been well established and is well
accepted and understood by our community. In December the $overnment took that level
of prohibition a stage further by deciding that semiautomatic nfles were too dangerous to
be in the hands of the community.
The issue has now become a matter of relatively hot debate among the shooting fraternity;
however, the vast majority of Victorian citizens are aware that guns will kill and the
calibre of the gun does not really concern them-they are concerned to see that these
rapid-fire weapons are taken out of the hands of the community.
The government regulated to ban semiautomatic rifles after the Queen Street and
Hoddle Street incidents where, in both cases, semiautomatic weapons had been used.
Many citizens would not know what a semiautomatic weapon is, as opposed to an ordinary
gun. When one uses a semiautomatic weapon, one needs to pull the trigger or depress the
trigger each time one wants to fire a bullet but the pressure in the barrel or chamber of the
rifle is used to reload the rifle.
One does not need to operate a bolt or any other mechanism to load the rifle; it fires by
each depression of the trigger. Other weapons, known as burst-fire weapons, which fire 6,
7 or 8 bullets on each depression of the trigger, have been prohibited for many years.
The government has regulated to prohibit all semiautomatic rifles. At the time the
government did that, it had the support of the Liberal Party. On Thursday, 17 December,
the Leader of the Opposition on behalf of the Liberal Party issued a press statement:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the
.
legislative authority of the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society.

I agree entirely with his sentiments. In the same press statement, the Leader of the
Opposition states:
Registered weapons which have recently been declared illegal by regulation ...

That is, semiautomatic rifles.
. . . are to be surrendered and a proper compensation is to be paid.

Again I endorse the view expressed by the Leader of the Opposition on 17 December last
year. The effect of the prohibition has been the removal from use in our community of a
few more than 200 000 rifles.
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Mr Crozier-How do you know that figure is right?
Mr CRABB-I know it is. More than 200 000 rifles have been taken out of use in our
society. Under the terms of the Act as it stands, the regulation prohibits the use, sale,
purchase, manufacture, or importation of a prohibited weapon. It does not prohibit the
ownership of a prohibited weapon and, consequently, prohibited weapons remain in
personal ownership.
I am attempting not to anticipate debate but it is the obvious intention of the government,
as clearly stated, to move to prohibit the ownership of those weapons on the basis of full
and fair compensation.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-I make it clear to honourable members that the definition of "full and
fair compensation" is the market value of the relevant weapon on the day prior to its being
prohibited.
The Opposition has taken a different view from its position of last December; it has
reneged on that position. It has squibbed, bent, lent over to pressure from the gun lobby,
and has changed its position to desiring only to prohibit certain semiautomatic rifles for
which it has put forward a definition.
The effect of that would be to prohibit some 5000 or 6000 semiautomatic rifles in the
community. Given that the number of guns in our society is increasing by 30000 to
35 000 a year, the effect of that prohibition on the concern of the community would be
negligible.
I ask the Legislative Assembly to express its view about these matters. The government
is firm in its view on this issue, but I am confused about the view of the Liberal Party
because it has taken so many different positions over the past three months.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr CRABB-I know where the honourable member for Benalla stands. His view falls
just a little short of making gun ownership compulsory! The last suggestion I heard from
the brains trust of the National Party was to make gun training compulsory in secondary
schools.
Two issues of principle are contained in the debate. One relates to whether semiautomatic
weapons are dangerous and should be prohibited. Given that there appears to be agreement
between all parties that centre-fire, high-calibre, military-style, semiautomatic rifles-if I
can encapsulate the definition in that way-should be prohibited, there should be no real
argument about the principle that semiautomatic Mls or ·303s should be prohibited and
single-shot rifles of that calibre should not be prohibited. People with varying points of
view are accepting the principle that the semiautomatic rifle is more dangerous than the
single-shot rifle. If it is accepted that that is so, semiautomatic rifles should be prohibited.
The second part of the argument relates to ·22 calibre rifles-22s as they are called. The
·22 is regarded by members of the gun lobby and some members of the Opposition as
being little more than a child's toy. They were described as pea rifles in the House last
night.
Mr Ross-Edwards-No-one said that, as you well know.
Mr CRABB-I heard the honourable member for Ripon in the House last night
describing them as "bunny rifles" -trifling things. He likened them to slingshots. The
view seems to be that because the ·22 rifle is a rim-fire rifle, that is, the detonation of the
bullet comes from the rim of the bullet rather than from the centre, somehow this is a less
lethal weapon than a centre-fire rifle. What utter rubbish! The fact is that some ·22 rifles
have a higher muzzle velocity than some centre-fire rifles.
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This splitting the difference between one rifle and another loses the point of the argument,
which is how to reduce the number of casually owned weapons in our society. Honourable
members must understand that ·22 rifles are not toys. To call them pea guns and "bunny
guns" is to trivialise this debate because people die Just as surely.ifhit by a ·22 bullet as by
a bullet from any other weapon. The calibre of the weapon makes no difference to the
victim; ·22 rifles are responsible for 47 per cent of the gun deaths in our community.
Mr McNamara interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I warn the honourable member for Benalla. I presume he
wishes to speak on this matter on behalf of the National Party but he will not be given that
opportunity ifhe continues to disrupt proceedings prior to his being called.
Mr CRABB-We have already resolved the issue that semiautomatic weapons are more
than single-shot weapons. Even the National Party accepts that. However, the
NatIonal Party does not accept that ·22 rifles are just as lethal as other rifles and statistical
evidence proves that more people die from· 22 rifles than from any other weapons, be they
shotguns, handguns or whatever. In fact, over the past eighteen months, excluding the
Hoddle and Queen streets shootings, twenty people have died from shootings, sixteen
such killings involving ·22 rifles.
dan~erous

The reason for those figures is that the ·22 rifle is the popular weapon for casual
ownership. People treat those weapons in the same way as the honourable member for
Ripon treats them-as a harmless toy that does not need to be seriously considered.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CRABB-An honourable member interjects, "Are they cut down?" They are not
cut down or used by criminals, hit men or gangsters. They are used by ordinary decent
human beings who, in moments of anger, drunkedness or despair, use weapons, usually
on someone whom they know and love and, often, on themselves.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I offer the same advice to the honourable member for Brighton
as I offered to the honourable member for Benalla. If the honourable member does not
stop interjecting in a disorderly fashion and disrupting the proceedings, I shall name him.
Mr CRABB-It is a fact that these ·22 rifles, which members of the Opposition somehow
believe are toys, are used in moments of despair and anger by ordinary decent citizens of
our community to kill other decent citizens of our community; and the Opposition should
not ignore that.
.
I have examined press cuttings concerning killings by rifles over the past eighteen
months and I did that because I did not want to intrude on police files. Almost a year ago,
at a late night party in Mitcham, a dispute occurred between two men about a young
woman, and one young man with a ·22 rifle, in a moment of anger, shot the other young
man, a guest in his house, and then turned the weapon on himself and died as a result.
In March last year, in Macclesfield, not far from where I live, a pensioner shot his wife
in the back of the head with a ·22 rifle while she was sitting at the kitchen table and th~n
hanged himself.
In May last year, in Braybrook, a 68-year-old person was shot dead by a person with a
·22 rifle who, in turn, turned the rifle on himself and shot himself.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, a few moments ago you ruled
that the debate was very narrow because of its nature and because the Firearms
(Amendment) Bill (No. 2) is before the House. The Minister is quoting from a number of
documents concerning crimes that were committed with ·22 rifles, but he has not indicated
whether those weapons were semiautomatic. I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that if the
weapons used in those crimes were not semiautomatic rifles those examples are not
relevant to the debate.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. The Minister is setting out
his case and at this point I shall hold the debate to the motion before the House.
It is for the House to decide whether or not the Minister is correct in the way that he is
presenting his case in rebuttal of the arguments put by the opposition parties.

Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-AlI honourable members
have accepted that a semiautomatic rifle is more dangerous than a single-shot rifle. That
is why the opposition parties are proposing a prohibition on semiautomatic centre-fire
weapons. It is an acceptance that a semiautomatic centre-fire weapon is more dangerous
than a single-shot, single-fire weapon. But then the Opposition says that the regulation
should not prohibit· 22 rifles; that they are different. If honourable members accept that
semiautomatic centre-fire rifles are more dangerous than single-shot rifles, the conclusion
is inescapable that semiautomatic rim-fire rifles are more dangerous than single-shot rimfire rifles.
The argument is whether a ·22 rifle is a dangerous weapon. I am telling the House that
it is lethal and that ·22 rifles kill more people in Victoria than any other weapon.
In June last year an elderly Burwood man dying of cancer shot his wife and himself with
a ·22 rifle. In June of last year again, this time in Glen Waverley, the police were called to
a scene where a domestic argument had occurred and found that a man had been shot in
the head, neck and abdomen with a ·22 rifle after an argument.
In July last year a young man who had been jilted by his girlfriend went to the Queen's
Arms Hotel, Bendigo, had an altercation with a young woman, shot her with a ·22 rifle
and then put the rifle to his mouth and shot himself.
In September last year a 45-year-old man in Vermont shot and killed himself with a ·22
rifle in the early hours of the morning.
In November last year two children watched their mother being shot by a man with a
·22 rifle. This was the result ofa domestic dispute.
The fact is that the random selection of killings reported in those newspaper clippin~s
happened in the past eighteen months and they demonstrate that ·22 rifles are used to kill
people. They are just as lethal as centre-fire weapons. For the victims of these tragic
circumstances and for all the other people who are worried and anxious that they may be
caught up in a similar tragedy, a ·22 rifle is no different from a ·303 rifle or any other
weapon. Every gun is a gun that kills. There is no distinction in the mind of the public
between ·22 rifles and any other rifle. They are equally as lethal.

Mr Stockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall advise the honourable member for Brighton that I have
given him one warning and I shall give him his final warning. I warn the honourable
member that ifhe continues to interject or interjects again I shall take the course that will
remove him from the House.
Mr CRABB-Any intelligent and honest person has to accept the two propositions that
are the centre of this argument: firstly, that semiautomatic weapons are more dangerous
than single-shot weapons and, secondly, that ·22 rifles are just as lethal as any other rifle.
Having established those two points, it is cant, humbug and hypocrisy for the Liberal
Party, having supported the government before Christmas in a prohibition of
semiautomatic rifles, to now say that it wants to release back onto the streets 97 per cent
of the guns that it had agreed to prohibit.
The government does not accept and will not accept that position. It sticks by the
position it established in December last year: that it will prohibit semiautomatic rifles.
The challenge of the debate is the test of the mettle of the Liberal Party and whether the
things that Opposition members have said to the community, to the victims and relatives
of the victims, who are concerned themselves about being victims, will be believed. The
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Liberal Party told the community in December that it would support the government in a
prohibition of 200 000 semiautomatic rifles. The Liberal Party did not tell the community
that it would think about the issue twice or that it would go back on its word. The challenge
is a measure of the maturity of the Liberal Party and of its social responsibilities. It is a
measure of the capacity of the Liberal Party to rise above the lobbying of the gun lobby
and the strident cries of the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia (Vic.) and a
measure of its ability to be objective and act in the interests of all of society, not just the
lobby groups.
By interjection, the Deputy Leader of the National Party says that the government is
out to ban all guns. I should have thought that everyone was crystal clear about the stance
taken by the government. The government is saying quite clearly that farmers have the
right to have weapons; that other people who need weapons in the course of their
occupations have the right to have them; and that genuine sporting shooters have the right
to have guns.
Mr Ramsay-But not semiautomatics?
Mr CRABB-That is right; they do not have a right to have machine-guns, bazookas
and semiautomatic rifles. But that does not mean the government is going to ban guns
altogether, because it is not. Today's Herald editorial puts it in words that I cannot better:
As a cynical exercise in expediency, the Opposition's rejection of regulations banning semiautomatic guns is
hard to equal.

One can only endorse that statement. It is a piece of cynical expediency, of hypocrisy, of
cant and of humbug.
I remind the Opposition again of what the Leader of the Parliamentary Liberal Party
said three months ago:
The Parliamentary Liberal Party recognises that one of the major ingredients in reducing violence is the
legislative authority of the Parliament to reduce the number of guns in our society.

They are the words contained in the motion now before the House, and I ask honourable
members to support it. I ask members of the Liberal Party to support the motion today
just as they supported those words in December. I remind the House what the Leader of
the Liberal Party said about the prohibition of semiautomatic weapons. He said that the
weapons, that is, all semiautomatic rifles, should be surrendered and that proper
compensation should be paid.
I ask the Liberal Party to stand by that commitment made to the people of Victoria last
December. I commend the motion to the House.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-Once again honourable members have witnessed a poor
exhibition from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who has demonstrated
that he obviously does not know what he is talking about with respect to firearms. In his
opening statement he said that we should regulate to ban all semiautomatic weapons, but
he did not say what weapons were included. The regulation did not ban all semiautomatic
weapons; it banned semiautomatic rifles. There is a big difference.
This ignorant Minister has talked about weapons in this Chamber, but he does not know
the difference between a rifle and a shotgun. He comes in again today, a member of the
second eleven, to attempt to convince the House that there is an argument to justify his
motion. This is another poor exhibition by an ignorant Minister.
I suggest to the Minister that he is doing what he has accused everyone else of doing. He
is playing petty politics with a serious issue. He attempted to advance an argument about
·22 calibre rifles, but he really argued for a ban on all ·22 calibre rifles regardless of them
being semiautomatic. He has ignored the fact that there are ·22 firearms other than
semiautomatic rifles. Perhaps he does not know the difference, but he might learn something
ifhe listens to the debate today.
Session 1988-17
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The Minister claimed that the ban imposed by Statutory Rule No. 374 of 1987 prohibited
the use of200 000 semiautomatic rifles in Victoria. In a press release issued by the Minister
yesterday he claimed that only 5000 of those rifles are military-style semiautomatic rifles.
Therefore, by his own guesstimate, the Minister has said that the government is intent on
banning 195000 self-loading sporting-style rifles, ·22s and other calibres. There is a big
difference between sporting-style rifles and military-style semiautomatic rifles.
I doubt the accuracy of the figures that the Minister has quoted, and I am not alone in
doing so. I am certain that members of the government benches with any knowledge, or
those who have taken the trouble to educate themselves on firearms-there may be one or
two but the Minister is not among them-will recognise that the Minister has probably
underestimated the number of semiautomatic or self-loading rifles in this State. I say
"probably" because not even the Registrar of Firearms can confirm the figures.
Mr Remington-Underestimated them?
Mr COOPER-The problem we have is that the Minister might be referring to the
number that he knows about, but what about all the other rifles that are underground and
illegal? I shall deal with that issue for the benefit of the honourable member for Melbourne
because he might like to be educated on this subject.
The government's proposal to reintroduce or endorse Statutory Rule No. 374 of 1987 is
wrong because it is clear that it will be an ineffective law. There is no doubt that the
regulation will create massive civil disobedience. That was made perfectly clear by the
large number of shooters who attended various meetings in country centres and in
Melbourne. The government appears to be determined to proceed to put into law something
that will be ineffective. The re~ulation will not do what the government has set out to do,
that is, to take out of Victonan society all of the semiautomatic rifles that Victorians
currently hold. It is clear that that will not happen.
At the meetings around Victoria other speakers and I said there is no way we would
encourage lawlessness and that people must obey the law, no matter how wrong they think
it is. There were between 2500 and 5000 people at these meetings and when they were
asked, "If you are the owner of a semiautomatic rifle, will you surrender it to the government
under any circumstance?". The overwhelming response was that under no circumstance
would they surrender those firearms. That view has been confirmed to me by telephone
calls to my electorate office, in letters that I have received and in face-to-face contact with
concerned citizens.
There is no doubt that the regulation the government is determined to push will be
ineffective. What kind of Parliament will vote for something that will clearly be ineffective
and will promote massive civil disobedience? No Parliament will welcome that. But this
is what will happen if the government does not listen to the views of the opposition parties
and act with some commonsense.
This is also a dangerous law because it will force literally thousands of self-loading rifles
underground, out of control and potentially into the black market. The law is dangerous
because many of these rifles will not be surrendered. This dangerous law will put the vast
majority of firearms into a category of being available to illegal purchasers. The law is
dangerous because these rifles will be used for illegal or lawless purposes.
I have expressed that view at public meetings held around the State. I again reinforce
the Liberal Party's concern that the government's action will put the Victorian public at
greater risk because of the increased availability of illegal or black market firearms than it
was before the Queen Street massacre. I am certain that will be the case because more of
these guns will be available.
If the government continues to proceed on this path, it will force these firearms into the
black market and out of control. When those guns come back to haunt us, as they surely
will, in the hands of criminals or for illegal activities, the government will regret its
decision. That is a valid point which the government should seriously consider.
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If the Premier and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services had taken the time
and trouble-as the honourable member for Springvale did-to attend the public meetings
of shooters, they would have heard the law-abiding and responsible shooters of this State
saying that they would not accept the government taking away something the shooters do
not regard as being particularly dangerous, and which they have always used fairly, legally
and responsibly.
Is it the objective of the government to create this enormous division and chaos in the
community, to cause civil disobedience and to increase the number of firearms on the
black market and potentially in the hands of the criminals and yahoos of this State? If that
is the government's objective, it should be ashamed. Ifit is not the government's intention,
it should listen to the Opposition which is saying, "Stop! Halt! Think again, because that
is what you are doing in taking the action you are taking. You are creating a situation of
greater danger to the community".
The government's proposal to endorse Statutory Rule No. 374 of 1987 is inconsistent
with both fact and reality. In introducing the statutory rule, the government acted out of
ignorance in the immediate aftermath of the Queen Street massacre.
It is obvious that the Premier was told that the person who committed the atrocity in
Queen Street used a semiautomatic rifle. The Premier's immediate response was to say,
"We will ban semiautomatic rifles; we will ban them all. That way we will at least be doing
our bit towards preventing a recurrence of that appalling episode in Queen Street". The
Premier's response was a knee-jerk reaction. It was also an ignorant and ill-informed
reaction, not based on fact.
If the Premier had taken the time to listen to what had actually happened at Queen
Street, he would have discovered some facts. The Premier would have discovered that the
perpetrator of the crime used a weapon which was an American military-style antipersonnel
weapon, a semiautomatic centre-fire military rifle. After he purchased it, the man cut it
down-no doubt to be able to conceal it. In cutting it down, he destroyed its capability to
be used as a self-loading or semiautomatic rifle. Those rifles depend upon gas pressure for
use and by cutting it down he had destroyed its capacity to automatically load the shells
into the chamber. The weapon became a bolt-action or single-action rifle and that is how
the killer had to use it.
If the Premier had bothered to inquire and had listened, he may not have reacted in the
ill-informed and ignorant knee-jerk fashion that he did. He would have been told that a
semiautomatic rifle did not do the sorts of things that happened at Queen Street.
Police officers who attended at Queen Street have put it to me that if the perpetrator of
the crime had known something about firearms he probably would have bou~t a
semiautomatic shotgun which could have done more damage. What he did with a slngleaction rifle was bad enough, so honourable members can imagine what would have
occurred had he used an automatic shotgun.
The Premier was either unconcerned about getting the facts or totally uninterested in
them. The Premier went off on a political exercise and said, "I am going to ban all
semiautomatic rifles and, therefore, with a stroke of the pen-with the regulation which
the government will introduce-I will show my credentials to the people of Victoria. The
~overnment will do something meaningful about reducing the level of crime and violence
In our society".
The Premier's knee-jerk reaction resulted in a draconian measure being introduced. His
actions were ineffective and based on ignorance. It was nothing more than a snow job, a
Cain confidence trick!
The Premier introduced the regulation simply to divert attention away from the real
issues of concern to the Victorian people. Those issues are the level of crime and violence
in society and the government has failed miserably in addressing those issues. The
government is soft on crime and criminals-evidence of that is on the record. It prefers to
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handcuff the police rather than the criminals. In this instance, the government has zeroed
in on the law-abiding citizens who form the majority of the community-who are being
terrorised by criminals.
The government's performance in respect of crime and violence is disgraceful and it
will regret that performance at the next election. It is also clear that the performance in
Parliament of the Premier and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is nothing
more than a snow job and an attempt to divert attention away from the real issues of
concern which include the dirty tricks and manipulations of the government during the
Nunawading Province re-election.
No meaningful approach to the problem of the level of crime and violence has been
made by this corrupt and immoral government, which will stoop to any level to obtain
votes. The government has been caught out so often that it is trying to divert attention
away from the matters that embarrass it.
The motion of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services indicates that the
government proposes to ban-this is the government's figure-195 000 self-loading
sporting rifles, and most of those will be ·22 calibre rifles. The Minister demonstrated his
great knowledge of ·22 calibre rifles! It was Quite clear he avoided the Question being
thrown at him from members on this side of the House as to what the rifles were. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Services would not answer the Question because he
cannot answer it and, if he could answer it, it would embarrass him. It would embarrass
the Minister, the Premier and the government. It certainly would not convince the people
of Victoria.
The government is planning to place a blanket ban on all self-loading rifles. What has
the government done in introducing Statutory Rule No. 374 of 1987? It has left out selfloading shotguns! The Premier was asked about self-loading shotguns and he said that
they were all right as they had only two shots. He thought that definition covered only a
double-barrelled shotgun! That remark demonstrates the crass stupidity and ignorance so
obvious in the remarks of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the Premier!
I refer to an article in the Herald of 15 February headed, "The holes in Victoria's new
gun laws", which exhibits the government's stupidity in respect of the statutory rule. The
article with photographs details what is legal, illegal, and restricted in firearms. It refers to
all the confusion.
There are three interesting paragraphs in the article:
A 12-gauge shotgun can blow holes the size of cricket balls through the side of a car door. But is it banned
under the Cain government's proposed new gun laws? No.
A common semiautomatic ·22 "bunny" rifle, meanwhile, leaves holes no larger than a 10 cent coin. Is this
banned? Yes.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COOPER-According to the honourable members for Werribee and Melbourne, a
person can walk around legally clutching in his hot little paw a 12-gauge shotgun which
can blow a hole the size of a cricket ball in a car door. That is okay; they are prepared to
vote for that to be legal. But they are prepared to vote for a ·22 self-loading rifle to be
illegal.
What absolute hypocrisy! The article continues:
All semiautomatic or self-loading rifles are illegal but shooters can still own weapons with a propensity to
inflict much greater damage, including semiautomatic shotguns and high powered bolt-action rifles.

That shows the kind of hypocrisy and the ineffectiveness of the kind of approach the
government has adopted. It has zeroed in on one class of rifle, the first victim in its
campaign to eliminate firearms from private ownership in Victoria. This is what the
government is on about; it is prepared to leave the self-loading automatic shotguns in the
hands of the community.
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It is wanting to take away the ·22 calibre and other genuine sporting rifles that have been
in Victoria since the start of the century or earlier.

The government has failed to address tht=: firearms that should be banned, and the
Opposition again calls on it to do so. Accordingly, I intend to move an amendment to the
motion, when the Minister stops acting hysterically. I move:
That all the words after "society" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words "and calls
on the government to introduce a prohibition on the manufacture, sale, purchase, possession, carriage or use of
firearms which-(a) are centre-fire rifles; (b) are semiautomatic; (c) have a bulk reloading capacity of eight or
more rounds of ammunition; (d) are in the opinion of the Registrar of Firearms ofa kind requiring the exercise
of special precautions; (e) are a centre-fire semiautomatic rifle which incorporates a pistol grip in its design or
configuration at the time of manufacture, or which is subsequently fitted; (j) are semiautomatic rifles fitted with
a folding stock".

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the form of amendment requires that
the course of the debate shall be to dispose of the amendment first, conclude that matter,
and then deal with the motion-or whatever is left of the motion-after the amendment
has been dealt with.
Mr COOPER-I shall examine the inconsistencies in the government's argument to
try to protect the public from freely available firearms. Section 22AAA of the Firearms
Act, inserted by the government, relates to pistol collectors. That inconsistency shows up
because the government has relaxed the availability of pistols to collectors; the number of
pistol collectors in Victoria has increased from 300 to 3000 in one year. Each of the 3000
collectors can purchase as many pistols as he likes; he can go to a gun show with a suitcase
and fill it up! There is no control other than that the person must be over eighteen years of
age, must have no legal black marks against him and must have been a member of the
Antique and Historical Arms Collectors Guild for six months.
That is the government's contribution to firearms control in Victoria! It has released
pistol collectors onto the market, and there are now 2700 additional people who can
collect as many guns as they like. Interestingly enough, for the benefit of honourable
members opposite, I point out that many have a collection of only one or two pistols. I
wonder why they have limited their collections to one or two pistols? It could be suggested
that that fact again demonstrates the government's failure in the law and order area: it has
failed to protect people, and those people are now starting to see the necessity to have
armaments in their homes, to protect themselves.
Mr Norris-You agree with that!
Mr COOPER-I do not agree with it. Perhaps the honourable member for Dandenong
might be moved to condemn his own government for having put up that kind of provision
in the Firearms Act and for having allowed that kind of proliferation of hand guns around
the State.
The government has come into the House with its mealy-mouthed hypocrisy, and tried
to convince honourable members that it wants to do something worthwhile about reducing
the number of firearms in our society. Like hell it does!
By the amendments it inserted in the Firearms Act not long after it came to government
and by enacting this regulation and demanding that it continue in force so that guns are
driven underground into the hands of criminals, the government has increased and will
further increase the number of hand guns in the community. That is not in the best
interests of the community.
The police are sick and tired of that kind of situation; they are absolutely worried sick
about the anomaly in the Firearms Act and are asking the government to amend the Act
by removing that kind of stupidity from it in order to restrict the availability of pistols to
genuine pistol collectors and to ensure that they are not available just to anybody who
qualifies under the kind of loose provisions that the government has shovelled into the
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Act. The police get no action; nothing has been done by the government to rectify that
situation.
Clearly, the motion is quite wrong and it is not supported in that form by the Opposition.
It is not supported because it is based on ignorance; it is ineffective, and it will place the
~eneral public in greater danger than before because of the criminal misuse of firearms; it
IS unnecessary.
I urge the government to adopt a statutory rule in the form suggested in the Opposition's
amendment to ban those types of semiautomatic firearms; they should be taken off the
general market. That type of firearm is well documented in the amendment I have moved.
It is the military-type centre-fire semiautomatic firearm which has a bulk reloading capacity
of eight rounds, the type defined as an antipersonnel weapon. Those weapons should be
banned from general availability.
The Opposition supports that. From what I have heard, I understand that the National
Party supports that, and it staggers me that the government wants to single out another
type of firearm in some kind of ineffective and stupid blanket ban that will not do the job.
The proposed ban would leave those firearms for the attention oflaw enforcement officers
in Victoria who are struggling to zero in on getting that type of semiautomatic militarytype gun off the market.
The amendment that the Opposition has suggested to the government would result in a
strengthened version of a statutory rule that the Burke Labor government in Western
Australia introduced a couple of years ago, which I understand is working well. The
Opposition is proposing something that is in line with the action taken by another Labor
government.
I do not know whether honourable members opposite are aware of the fact, but Western
Australia is acknowledged-although it is probably not a fine acknowledgment-as having
the most draconian gun laws in Australia. Not even that government wants to go so far as
the ridiculous lengths to which the Cain government seems intent on going. It is obvious
why the Burke government did not want to go as far as that: it listened to the experts, to
people who knew what they were talking about, to its advisers, to its police department, to
all the shooting organisations and to all who have an interest in and knowledge of the
subject.
That government listened to people who, like me, profess to be concerned about the
illegal and criminal misuse of firearms; it followed that advice, realising that a blanket ban
of sporting self-loading rifles was ridiculous; hence, that government did not propose such
a ban but put forward a regulation which banned rifles described as military-type,
semiautomatic centre-fire rifles. That is the strengthened statutory rule which the
Opposition has said to the government it wants implemented, and which it would support;
it is adopted from the provision instituted by the Burke Labor government in Western
Australia.
The reasoned amendment attempts to stiffen up the regulation because, on the advice
of experts-not just shooting organisations but the government's own experts, to whom
the government will not listen-the Opposition has included a couple of things that it
believes are important, such as the references to a folding stock and the pistol grip, to
ensure that the regulation covers every known kind of pistol grip or method of fitting so
that no pistol grip firearms will be able to slip through because of a drafting error or
something that was overlooked by Parliament.
The Opposition came to the government and said: "We have looked around. We have
taken expert advice on the matter and we believe that what the Burke Labor government
has done by way of regulation on semiautomatic rifles in Western Australia is supportable
and we will support it". What has the government done? It is not interested. All the
information, all the facts and all the expert advice do not mean anything to this government,
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which is more interested in playing politics and having a little play around with the issue
than acting in the best interests of the citizens of this State.
That is a crying shame, and that is why this government stands condemned, condemned
by its own ineffectiveness, its own petty politicking and its own inability to recognise what
the issue really is and to react to the expert advice that has been given to it, which it has
ignored.
Of the many thousands of words that have been written or spoken on this issue since
the horrible disaster of the Queen Street massacre, I believe the paragraphs that I shall
quote from a newspaper article are probably the most pertinent. I refer to an article written
by Matthew Ricketson and published in the Australian of 19 December last year, which
states:
How do you prevent arson? Ban matches? That is the logical extension of the ban this week by Premier Cain
on semiautomatic rifles in the wake of the Queen Street shootings.

The article goes on to state:
Semiautomatic rifles of the kind that Frank Vitkovic used to kill eight people in Queen Street have been
available since the end of World War 11. Yet it is only this year that two shooting sprees of this magnitude have
occurred in Melbourne...
The first step towards preventing a recurrence of these tragedies is to find out what happened in the killers'
lives that caused them to run amok. And, more than focusing on gun laws, it is equally important, if not more
so, to boost mental health services and research.

The article concludes:
...as has been repeatedly pointed out, guns are not evil, it is the people pulling the trigger.
It is easier, however, both politically and psychologically, to blame slack gun laws than to try to solve the more
burning issue of just what drives a young man to walk into an office building during working hours and shoot
dead eight people chosen at random.

I believe that sums up this whole issue very well. It outlines what the government should
be doing: it should be addressing itself to the real issue of how the heck we, as members of
a community in this State, have allowed ourselves to sink to the level we have today,
which created the Queen and Hoddle streets killings but which, more importantly, has
created the situation where we are so desensitised to violence and death in our community
that we seemingly yawn and say a couple of days later, "What the heck is coming next?"
That is what it all seems to be about.
I find it rather sad that the government intends to crack down on a section of the
community, that is, law-abiding firearms owners. They will be the ones affected by the
regulations; it will not be the hoons, yahoos, criminals, psychopaths or people who want
to go out and damage someone with a firearm or any other implement. That is not what
the regulation is about. It will not do anything about those people. The government itself
admits that fact.
The regulation is about cracking down on a section of the community, that is, the lawabiding firearms owners who have not sinned or erred in any way but who will now have
to bear the pain and the penalties for this government's inactivity on law and order in this
State.
The situation was described well in the article by Matthew Ricketson, from which I
quoted. The government would do well to heed the message of the Liberal Party, which
was also reported in that article. The government has more important things to do in
saving lives in this community than to try to perpetrate the kind of confidence trick that
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is now attempting to put over the people
of this State.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The amendment moved by the honourable member for
Mornington to the Minister'S motion probably follows on from the events that occurred
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in another place in the early hours of this morning, where our colleagues in the Legislative
Council moved to disallow the government's Statutory Rule No. 374 of 1987.
This Parliament operates on a bicameral system, and the point I direct to the attention
of the House is the amendment introduced by the Firearms (Amendment) Act 1987 which
inserted in section 49 of the principal Act subsection (1 A), which states:
Regulations made under sub-section (I) may be disallowed in whole or in part by resolution of either House of
Parliament in accordance with requirements of section 6 (2) of the Subordinate Legislation Act 1962.

The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the honourable member for Benalla that he
will have an opportunity, both in the debate on the motion before the House and at
another time, to canvass the subject he is attempting to introduce.
The matter now before the House is the amendment moved by the honourable member
for Mornington to the Minister's motion.
Mr McNAMARA-I am attempting to direct to the attention of the House the reason
that the honourable member for Mornington moved the specific amendment to the motion
moved by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. There is only one reason that
this matter is being discussed today; which is, that the government is attempting to
overturn the wishes of the Legislative Council.
In fact, the National Party has been advised that the Governor in Council will not
accept a new re~ulation similar to that which was disallowed in the Legislative Council
early this morning, because the only advice the Governor has from the two Houses of
Parliament is that the Legislative Council is opposed to it.
The Firearms Act is quite clear in that regard: it provides that either House can disallow
a regulation. In this case, one House has disallowed a regulation, and I believe the Governor
is therefore duty bound to follow the direction of that House.
Parliament in this State still operates on a bicameral system.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has made his point. I ask him now
to return to the procedures of this House and to debate the amendment to the motion now
before the House.
Mr McNAMARA-AlI honourable members know that it takes only one shot for a
fatality to occur and, irrespective of whether the firearm used is a bolt-action, lever-action,
pump-action or a semiautomatic, or even a prohibited firearm such as an automatic rifle
or pistol, the results will be the same if the projectile hits another individual. That is what
the House should be discussing.
Many points were raised in the debate on which the honourable member for Mornington
has commented in some depth. He mentioned that honourable members have not been
provided with the details of the types offirearms that were used in the shootings, particularly
the fatalities involving the ·22 nm-fire rifle. No details have been forthcoming on whether
the weapons were single-shot, bolt-action, lever-action or semiautomatic.
The honourable member for Mornington has moved an amendment to the motion of
the Minister, seeking quite properly to narrow the prohibition of firearms to those that
should never have been made available in the first place. The prohibited firearms are the
semiautomatic military-style firearms, a ban on which the National Party has been
advocating for more than a year.
The government did not take any notice of the National Party's proposals in the
amendments introduced in 1987. Now there is an overreaction with a ban on all
semiautomatics.
I support the tenor of the amendment proposed by the honourable member for
Mornington because it suggests a practical approach. It is Interesting to look at the reasons
why there is a need for semiautomatic firearms in the categories talked about by the
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honourable member for Mornington. 1 shall talk about the humane angle, and anyone
who has been involved as a sporting shooter or in the destruction of vermin would readily
acknowledge the value of having a quick second shot to dispose of an animal that could
be in some pain.
A senior officer of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands approached me
and said that he was heavily involved with the Australian Labor Party and had been a
ALP supporter all his life. He said, "I have been the officer who has been advising deer
hunters on the types offirearms they should use".
As you would know, as a sporting shooter yourself, Mr Speaker, and an owner of
firearms, that person was worried that sporting shooters were hunting deer with boltaction centre-fire firearms. Only one shot was able to be taken at an animal. If the first
shot is not an accurate killing, before a killing shot can be delivered, the animal could
escape into the bush and may die an agonising death, a death that could take a week.
From a humane angle, the officer thou~t it was important for sporting shooters to have
the ability to use centre-fire, semiautomatIc guns. He has insisted that deer hunters operating
in the high country of the State use centre-fire semiautomatics. That places the officer of
the department in an invidious position because he has been advocating the purchase of
semiautomatic firearms for a particular purpose, but those firearms are to be banned.
The proposal does not give details of the number of semiautomatic weapons in Victoria,
whether registered or unregistered. The Registrar of Firearms does not have a breakdown
of the types of firearms registered. The only indication is the calibre, such as a ·22 rim-fire,
a shotgun, or a centre-fire. No information is provided about the action of the firearm;
whether it is a single shot ·22; a bolt-action; a ·22 with a repeater action; a lever-action ·22;
or a semiautomatic. The same applies with shotguns. We do not know whether the shotgun
is an under-and-over type, a side-by-side action, a semiautomatic two-shot, or a
semiautomatic four or five-shot. The registered firearms are listed, but we have no idea of
the number of unregistered firearms.
The amendment proposed by the honourable member for Mornington to the motion
calling for more stringent firearms control in this State has a sensible basis.
The honourable member for Momington and the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services commented on a number of issues. The Minister did not talk about taking a more
reasoned approach to achieve enforceable legislation to assist everybody in the State.
There needs to be stringent control of the licensing procedure and something has to be
done about educating people on how to handle firearms safely. Tougher measures and
penalties should be applied, and that is what the National Party has attempted to do.
The honourable member for Mornington addressed the problem of the government's
inaction on picking up irresponsible behaviour with firearms. He directed attention to the
government having for almost two years allowed the sale of black powder pistols that are
as deadly as any modem weapon. More people were killed with those firearms during the
American civil war than were killed in either the first or second world wars. The government
did nothing; it regarded them as toys and allowed them to be sold in hardware stores. 1
have been advised by the police that bikie gangs and others have acquired these lethal and
easily concealed black powder pistols. The government has done nothing about the Rambostyle war games.
We must ensure that compensation is paid to the owners of semiautomatic rifles. The
Premier made a flowery comment in his second-reading speech on the Bill, when he
upstaged the Minister for Police and Emergency Services-pushed him to one side-and
promised that compensation would be paid to people whose firearms are declared illegal.
The wording in the proposed legislation is clear. It points out that the Minister may set
funds aside for compensation, but there is no guarantee that anything will be done.
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One must look at introducing something that will be effective in reducing the incidence
of violence in society. The National Party says that one does not control violence in
society merely by attacking 400 000 or 500 000 law-abiding citizens.
The incidence of death by firearms is small compared with the proportion of total deaths
in the State. Last year 24·7 per cent of people died as a result of cancer; 47·7 per cent from
heart disease; 2·4 per cent from motor vehicle accidents; 1·7 per cent by suicide; and 0·27
per cent by homicide. Any homicide figure is too large and every responsible member in
Parliament would like to see that figure at zero.
The Minister has not put forward any argument about why semiautomatic firearms of
the cate~ories proposed by the honourable member for Mornington to be exempted should
be prohIbited. The Minister has given figures of the number of deaths caused by ·22 rifles,
but has not given any breakdown of those deaths, whether by rim-fire, semiautomatic or
any other form of ·22 weapon, whether it be lever-action, sin$1e-shot, bolt-action or
repeater-style rifle. Until the Minister gives those hard facts there IS no way this Chamber
should support the Minister's motion. I am sure the Governor of Victoria will not accept
the reintroduction ofa regulation that has been rejected by a Chamber of this Parliament.
It is clear under the firearms legislation that, once a regulation is rejected, that is the finish
of it.
I do not believe the Governor has any authority under the statute to reintroduce a
regulation once it has been disallowed by one Chamber of this Parliament. The whole
purpose of the stunt today is to pressure the Governor into allowing the reintroduction of
the regulation. The Premier has been knocked back once today. The Governor has said,
"Go back to Parliament to see if there is some support for the reintroduction of this
regulation".

It is a more technical matter than that. A strict interpretation of the Firearms Act shows
that the Governor should not reintroduce a regulation that has been disallowed by either
House-that is clear and that is what we are debating in this Chamber.

The 1987 legislation was proclaimed by the Governor and received Royal assent. I do
not believe the Governor has the authority to introduce a new regulation.
The SPEAKER-Order! I have endeavoured to hold the debate to the subject matter
before the Chair without restricting the rights of honourable members to mention other
matters. However, the honourable member for Benalla has made a point on at least two
occasions, and now he is seeking to make the same point on a third occasion. I ask him to
confine his remarks to the amendment. The honourable member will have a further
opportunity of debating the subject of the motion. However, that does not mean that the
honourable member can go in the way in which he has been doing.
Mr McNAMARA-Thank you for your guidance, Mr Speaker. The motion moved by
the Minister for Police and Emer~ency Services states that the House recognises that one
of the major ingredients in redUCIng violence is the legislative authority of Parliament to
reduce the number of guns in our society. I thank you for your guidance, Mr Speaker, and
advising me that I can discuss that subject.
It is clear that the legislative authority of Parliament is not one of the major ingredients
in reducing violence. I am interested that the Minister mentioned violence because that is
the problem that must be addressed. We should not be examining firearms ownership; we
should be addressing people's behaviour.

A disturbing trend over the past five or six years has revealed a doubling of the level of
violence and all sorts of crime involving not only firearms-crimes committed with
firearms are among the lower rates-but also personal assaults, rapes and other crimes.
The government should not try to restrict the issue to such narrow confines and attempt
to victimise 4000 or 5000 law-abiding citizens because half a dozen people misbehave
with firearms. The National Party does not believe in presenting forbidden fruit; people
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should be taught to respect firearms and realise how dangerous they can be in the wrong
hands.
I refer honourable members to an article in today's Herald describing a Roman Catholic
school, St Benedict's College in Brisbane, which has decided to include shooting as a
sporting activity for students. Many of the Year 12 students taking part in that sport are
females. They are instructed by a police sergeant who is reported in the Herald as having
said:
This basic teaching course will make the students aware of how dangerous they (firearms) can be and hopefully
discourage their later use.

The National Party supports that philosophy. At an early age children should be taught
how dangerous firearms can be. Anyone who has been brought up with firearms and
provided with proper guidance, understands how dangerous they can be. Honourable
members with military backgrounds will realise that firearms are dangerous only if used
irresponsibly. That is the issue the government must address. The government must
emphasise that firearms require safe handling and people must be trained in their use and
legal responsibilities.
The motion states that the major ingredient in reducing violence is the legislative
authority of Parliament, which can be used to reduce the number of firearms, but the way
to reduce violence, on the broader basis, is to educate the public about how dangerous
firearms can be if they fall into the wrong hands. The government should base its proposed
legislation on the New Zealand Arms Act. If the government moves in that direction,
more positive results will be achieved.
The National Party supports the intention of the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Mornington because it is a practical and reasoned response and one that will
assure the public not only that Parliament is preventing the misuse of firearms, but also
that it is concerned to ensure that people who behave responsibly will be able to retain the
ownership of firearms. The government proposed that only individuals who were members
of sporting clubs would be able to own guns. We must get away from the prohibition
philosophy and get back to a philosophy based on education.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I speak against the reasoned amendment, although I am
rather tempted to support it for reasons I shall ~o into shortly. I shall outline the background
to the views I hold. I do not have a shooter's hcence and I do not own a firearm. However,
in the past, I have had both. I am not a member of a shooters' organisation.
One of my earliest memories in life is being threatened with a rifle as a child. The person
threatening me was an adult-not a member of my family-who was rather concerned
about my scepticism of the existence of Father Christmas. As it turned out, he was proved
right because every year after that, Father Christmas has arrived each Christmas!
More serious incidents than that have taken place in my fairly uneventful life. On one
occasion a group of young farmers had been fishing on the property where my father lived.
During the fishing expedition they had had something to drink other than water and, as
they left the farm, they encountered my father who was walking away from the road
followed by the sheepdogs. The young men shot their guns off in the direction of the dogs
which were accompanying my father as he walked around the farm.
A little later in life, when living on a different farm, a young teenage boy in another
household was accidently shot dead by his brother with a ·22 rifle which, to the best of my
'recollection, was a semiautomatic. Those are among the events that have coloured my
personal view of firearms. Those few incidents, especially the death of the teenage boy,
make me disgusted by the comments of the honourable member for Benalla who regards
deaths by firearms as having little significance. They are of significance for the innocent
victims of firearms deaths-and those are the majority of cases in Victoria, as has been
outlined by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
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I turn now to the reasoned amendment moved by the honourable member for
Mornington. It is worth comparing the amendment with Notice of Motion, General
Business No. 22 which concerns a similar subject. I shall quote the paragraph that is
proposed to be substituted for paragraph (a) in regulation 24 of the Firearms Regulations
1984. It states:
A firearm which(i) is not a pistol;
(ii) is a centre-fire rifle;
(iii) is a semi-automatic;
(iv) has a bulk reloading capacity of 8 or more rounds of ammunition;
(v) is in the opinion of the Registrar of Firearms ofa kind requiring the exercise of special precautions;

The item continues. One should contrast that wording with the wording the honourable
member for Mornington has used today. The circulated copy of the amendment states:
That all the words after "society" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words "and calls
on the government to introduce a prohibition on the manufacture, sale, purchase, possession, carriage or use of
firearms which-(a) are centre-fire rifles; (b) are semiautomatic; (c) have a bulk reloading capacity of eight or
more rounds of ammunition; (d) are in the opinion of the Registrar of Firearms of a kind requiring the exercise
of special precautions; (e) are a centre-fire semiautomatic rifle which incorporates a pistol grip in its design or
configuration at the time of manufacture, or which is subsequently fitted; or (f) are semiautomatic rifles fitted
with a folding stock".

Honourable members should note that the text in item No. 22 used the word "and" and
the amendment moved by the honourable member for Mornington to the motion before
the House uses the word "or". The effect of the reasoned amendment, therefore, is to say
that there should be a ban on each of the categories of firearms. In other words, the effect
of the reasoned amendment, as the honourable member for Mornington has moved it, on
behalf of the Liberal Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition, is to say that all centrefire rifles, semiautomatic weapons, weapons with bulk reloading capacity of eight or more
rounds of ammunition, weapons which are, in the opinion of the registrar, of a kind
requiring the exercise of special precautions, and centre-fire semiautomatic rifles that
incorporate pistol grips in their design and semiautomatic rifles fitted with folding stocks,
should be banned.
This represents a dramatic turnaround in the Liberal Party's attitude; and I am surprised
that National Party members have said that they support it. The Kama-sutra position on
firearms: every time members of the Liberal Party speak, they speak ofa different position!
Today the Liberal Party wants to ban semiautomatic shotguns; that is what the amendment
is about.
The honourable member for Mornington invited the government to extend the regulation
to include semiautomatic shotguns. He said that this was a logical extension of the
government's position on the banning of semiautomatic firearms. The amendment takes
a stronger position on the issue than the position taken by the Leader of the Opposition
on 17 December 1987. The amendment represents a complete backflip from the position
the Leader of the Opposition was putting in yesterday's debate.
The Opposition has shown itself to be unreliable in the establishment ofa policy on this
issue. The Leader of the Opposition has done a complete backflip. At one stage the Leader
of the Opposition was prepared to sell out to the right wing rural rump who wanted a
militia to operate in country areas-as did the honourable member for Polwarth. Today
the Opposition wants to ban semiautomatic shotguns, as well as other categories of
weapons.
Why has the Opposition done this backflip? I cannot imagine that it is a dirty trickmuch less because of incompetency! It is a deliberate move. The reason for the change was
given by the honourable member for Mornington, whose view it is that the government
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should go beyond the powers of the regulation made in December 1987 to also ban
semiautomatic shotguns.
The honourable member for Mornington has been in this House long enough to know
what he is doing. He has been here long enough to know that he could not undermine his
Parliamentary Leader by moving such an amendment without the consent of the Leader
of the Opposition. The honourable member is aware that one must be careful about the
wording of amendments and motions that are put before the House.
The Opposition has shown itself to be absolutely inconsistent and confused on this
issue. It is fair to say that the Liberal Party has confused the National Party on the issue.
The Liberal Party has seduced the National Party into supporting the amendment to the
motion before the House.
The Opposition must think carefully about this. If the motion is carried, what will the
effect be on the Victorian duck hunting season, which is to open on the day of the Kew byelection? Many duck shooters use semiautomatic weapons when they shoot ducks. Duck
shooters are the very people whom the Liberal Party claims to be defending in the
statements they have made on gun policy and duck shooting in the past few weeks. The
Opposition has done a backflip!
The Opposition has moved an amendment that will lead to the banning of many
categories of weapons that would have been legally available and legally in use under the
regulation introduced by the government in 1987. It is a ploy by the Liberal Party to
snatch some credibility before the Kew by-election.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member
for Werribee appears to have an incorrect coPY of the amendment that I moved. The copy
from which I read was not the copy that was cIrculated to honourable members. It did not
have the word "or", which the honourable member for Werribee is so delighted with. I
have the copy which I read from. I know a copy of the amendment is to be given to you,
Mr Speaker. I ask that you take that into account with my point of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I have looked at the original document
that the honourable member for Momington quoted from. The word "or" is not included
in that document. I uphold the point of order. An error has been made by the office in
retyping copies from the original; the word "or" has been included for some other purpose.
The original document does not include the word "or".
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-On a point of order, Mr
Speaker, I would ask the honourable member for Mornington to assist the House by
explaining which amendment honourable members are debating. I understand it is the
document that has been circulated, but without the word "or" in the second-last line. Is
that the only change?
The SPEAKER-Order! That is what I attempted to explain to the House when I dealt
with the point of order raised by the honourable member for Momington. I shall have a
new document put together for circulation to honourable members for the continuation
of the debate on the amendment.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I thank the honourable member for Mornington for
clarifying the wording of the amendment that he intended to circulate to all honourable
members. I accept his word that he intended to use the words which he said he did-but
they do not change the effect of the amendment.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable members for Derrimut and Mitcham are out
of their places!
Dr COGHILL-The amendment, as it is now worded, will require a prohibition on the
manufacture, sale, purchase, possession, carriage, or use of firearms-and then, as a
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separate category, semiautomatic weapons are included. The effect of the words used by
the honourable member for Mornington has not changed one iota.
One can only assume, from the point of order raised by the honourable member for
Mornington, that he knowingly used those words in the amendment. He has knowingly
introduced it in a vain attempt to establish some credibility for the Liberal Party in the
community, having regard to the editorial in today's Herald, as well as the attitude of the
people ofKew, which will be expressed in the by-election on 19 March.
Opposition members know, as do members on the government side of the House, that
the people in the electorate of Kew overwhelmingly support the action taken by the
government to reduce violence by restricting the number of firearms in the community to
a minimum.
Under the heading: "A smoking gun" the editorial in today's Herald states:
As a cynical exercise in expediency, the Opposition's rejection of regulations banning semiautomatic guns is
hard to equal.

It was "hard to equal", but the honourable member for Mornington went one better-and

the Leader of the Opposition supported him. The honourable member for Mornington
has cynically and expediently supported the action taken by the Opposition in the other
place last nIght and in the early hours of this morning-yet he has adopted a different
position in the House through the words he has used in his amendment.
The Opposition has been exposed as being hypocritical and inconsistent. The backflips
of the Opposition show an absolute failure of leadership by the Leader of the Opposition.
In December last year the Leader of the Opposition purported to speak on behalf of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party in supporting the regulation brought in by the governmenthe agreed that the categories of guns should be prohibited.
The Leader of the Opposition gradually retreated from that position over many weeks
to the point where, yesterday, he was shown to lack the support of his own rank and file
members-the honourable members who sit with him in this place, as well as those
members of the Liberal Party in the other place.
The Leader of the Opposition has shown that he cannot carry the day in his own party.
Having exposed that so publicly yesterday, last night and in the early hours of this morning
during the debate in the other place, the Leader of the Opposition has done a complete
backflip-at least I assume it has his support-and is advocating a ban on semiautomatic
shotguns among other categories of weapons. How can the Leader of the Opposition
maintain a shred of credibility when, without the support of his party and without
consultation with his members, he puts forward today the reverse position to what he and
his members were putting forward yesterday in this place and the other place.
This exercise proves more than anything else the abject failure of the Leader of the
Opposition. It is little wonder that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is wandering
around the building with a smile on his face. He knows that because of the performance
of the Leader of the Opposition he does not have to campaign for the numbers to win the
leadership, he just has to let others do it for him. The Leader of the Opposition has no
credibility left after this cynical, incompetent exercise.
The honourable member for Mornington has deliberately-and that was confirmed by
his point of order-proposed an amendment which goes in the reverse direction to that
taken over the past few weeks by the Liberal Party. It goes further than the Liberal Party
was prepared to go in December 1987 and it is a complete reversal on the position it put
only yesterday. The Leader of the Opposition is left with absolutely no credibility.
The people ofKew will see through it; they will see that today's backflip is nothing more
than a last ditch effort to try to salvage a few votes for the Kew by-election. They will see
that the changes in the Liberal Party policy, which now number approximately six or
seven, prove that the Opposition is totally incompetent and indecisive. Members of the
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Opposition cannot be trusted. One has only to recall that the Liberal Party candidate for
the Kew by-election has put forward a variety of positions on this matter. At one stage,
she said that the Liberal Party was not going far enough in its attitude on firearms. Perhaps
that is why the honourable member for Momington proposed his amendment.
The voters of Kew will see through this exercise. They will realise that within one
Parliamentary sitting day, the position put in Parliament by the Liberal Party has been
completely reversed. People will make up their own minds about the way the National
Party has somehow been seduced or fooled into supporting the amendment. It is worth
referring to the words used by the honourable member for Benalla in his support of the
amendment. He said that it is a sensible approach. How will that be taken by National
Party supporters when they hear it? What will they think when they learn that the National
Party supports the ban on the use of semiautomatic shotguns, centre-fire rifles and the use,
possession and carriage of a range of other weapons.

Mr Hann-We all make mistakes.
Dr COGHILL-The National Party has admitted it has made a mistake. It is nice to
see that the honourable member for Rodney is a good enough Christian to do that. Where
is the honourable member for Benalla? The honourable member for Rodney is not the
National Party spokesman on this issue and he was not the lead speaker on the proposed
amendment. Why is the honourable member for Benalla not in the Chamber to explain
why he supported the amendment. The honourable member said it was a sensible approach
and that the National Party wanted to ensure that the amendment was passed. He said it
was practical and reasonable.
It is all very well for the honourable member for Rodney to say that he made a mistake.
However, why is the honourable member for Benalla not explaining his position? The
honourable member for Rodney does not speak for the honourable member for Benalla.
It can be said that the honourable member for Benalla will succeed the present Leader of
the party because his Parliamentary performance is streets ahead of the Deputy Leader of
the National Party.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Werribee has strayed well away
from the matter before the House. With his knowledge of the procedures of the debate, I
ask him to come to the matter before the House.
Dr COGHILL-The matter before the House is the amendment proposed by the
honourable member for Mornington, with the apparent support of his Leader as one
cannot imagine him doing it without the support of his Leader. The amendment bans all
semiautomatic firearms, including semiautomatic shotguns. The Leader of the Opposition
should be disarmed of the leadership of his party because he keeps shooting himself in the
foot. He just cannot help himself.
As I said before, when one sees the smile on the face of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, one understands what is happening in the Liberal Party. At the very least, the
Leader of the Opposition has sold his party down the drain. Perhaps he has been devious
and treacherous in the action he has taken which has led to the amendment being proposed
today. As I said at the outset of my remarks, it is tempting to support the amendment and
one must consider the case made by the honourable member for Momington that the ban
on firearms should be extended to semiautomatic shotguns.
It is easy to direct attention to the backflip that has just been performed by the Leader
of the Opposition as he has shot himself in the foot again, ably assisted by the honourable
member for Momington. One must ask whether the honourable member for Momington
has deliberately done this to embarrass his Leader, or is it a consequence of the normal
operations of a party where the mover of a proposed motion consults with his Leader to
thoroughly check the exact words and policy implications of the proposed motion? It
would be usual for the honourable member for Momington to carefully discuss this
proposed amendment with the Leader of the Opposition before he proceeded. He may
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have dealt with it by telegram, going on his track record. One wonders whether the
honourable member for Mornington consulted with the shooting organisations before
ratting on them and going in the reverse direction to what the Liberal Party was heading
less than 24 hours ago. It is time the Liberal Opposition made up its mind where it stands
on the issue of firearms so that it may inform the public.
This exercise will be seen for what it is by those in the Kew area. It is a devious attempt
to build the credibility of the Liberal Party in the minds of those people living in the Kew
electorate who have overwhelmingly supported the strong approach taken by the
government to reduce the number orguns available in our society.
The Liberal Opposition must adopt a clear and concise policy that is consistent, rather
than put one range of views yesterday and put a completely contrary view today. The
Opposition's policy up until this morning was that there should be fewer controls over
guns and more guns should be freely available. It believed the government had gone too
far.
The amendment moved by the honourable member for Mornington will have the
reverse effect. The honourable member may well have been hinting that when he said that
the number of firearms to be banned numbered more than an estimated 200 000.
He then returned to the figure given by the Minister, who referred to semiautomatic
rifles. It is clear that the honourable member for Mornington was not just referring to
semiautomatic rifles but to all semiautomatic firearms, of which a significant proportion
would be shotguns, and other categories.
The amendment moved by the Opposition is the most cynical exercise that the House
has seen in a long time. Today's Herald editorial rightly criticises the Opposition for the
policy it has been advocating up until the debate. Let the Opposition be assured that
tomorrow's editorial on today's retreat from the Opposition's policy position of 24 hours
ago will be critical of the way in which the Opposition has approached firearms control
and addressed the issue.
The Opposition has shown itself to be inconsistent. I am not privy to the events that
have occurred within the party which may have led to this reversal of policy expressed in
the amendment. It is clear from the position that was put yesterday in Parliament that
there has been a massive divergence of views within the Liberal Party.
Yesterday, members of the Opposition such as the honourable member for Polwarth
indicated that there should be a militia in the country in case we were invaded. Today, the
Liberal Party, far from having the arms-for-all policy, which was enthusiastically supported
by the honourable member for Benalla, is now saying that it wants to ensure even fewer
ducks are put at risk.
The amendment provides for a situation in which only rim-fire rifles and single-shot or
double-barrelled shotguns would be available. This is a massive backflip which needs to
be explained and which shows how inconsistent the Opposition is.
Mr KENNE'IT (Leader of the Opposition)-In addressing my comments to the motion
and the amendment, it is necessary to understand the intent of the government. It is clear
that it intends that Parliament be seen not so much as a Parliament of the people but as a
Parliament where executive power is more important than the democratic processes.
We are being asked to address ourselves to the motion moved by the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and to the amendment moved by the Opposition. One must
address one's attention to the amendment and the first part of the motion.
Mr Remington-The Speaker ruled that only the amendment be addressed.
Mr KENNE'IT-I am sorry but if the honourable member reads the amendment, he
will note that one must address the matters 1 have indicated.
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The government has said publicly that after the passage of the motion it intends to have
Statutory Rule No. 374-which is the original wording of the motion-proclaimed through
the Governor in Council. That is on public record.
I am concerned that Parliament, which is democratically elected and has two Houses
under the bicameral system, will find itself in a situation in which the will of Parliament
may be seen to be subjected to what 1 can only describe as political intrigue. Parliament
understands and the public understands the government's introduction of the regulation.
We understand the motion passed in the other place and the public understands the
motive behind the motion.
Dr Coghill interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House again that the question before the House
for debate is the amendment to the motion of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. It is in order to debate those words that are being sought to be deleted and to
debate the proposed insertion. We are dealin~ with the amendment first and when that is
disposed of we shall come back to the motIOn. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to
conform to that description.
Mr KENNETT-I am doing that. The normal process of debate in Parliament when a
motion is introduced and is then amended is to speak to the amendment but also there is
the rationale to there being a motion moved in the first place. 1 am endeavouring to
explain what has been said publicly by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services on
this motion and what has been expressed and understood by the public at large.
In addressing my comments to the amendment, I am particularly aware of the situation
that is likely to follow the voting on the amendment. I am also concerned in discussing
the amendment that we not find ourselves in a situation of discussing the amendment or
any other part of the motion later when the will of Parliament in the terms of the bicameral
system is being challenged.
This is not a simple political exercise because the ramifications could be much wider. I
am concerned that if the House passes or rejects the amendment that at a later stage the
Premier and the Minister will seek to have the regulation reproclaimed. That causes me
concern.
An honourable member-Embarrassment!
Mr KENNETT-No embarrassment at all because I am not sure that those who follow
me in the debate today on the amendment and its passage and the final conclusion of the
motion will have the power to do what is being expressed by the Minister, and which led
to the amendment being moved by the Opposition.
If the result of the debate on the motion and the amendment to it is the reproclamation
of the regulation by the Governor in Council, on the advice that I have received, the
supremacy and the intent of Parliament may be overridden; and the Governor in Council
does not have the power to do that. This is not just a debate on the amendment and the
motion; potentially the supremacy of Parliament is being put at risk.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-On a point of order, Mr
Speaker, although there is some measure of interest in the ideas of the Leader of the
Opposition on constitutional law, they are not relevant to the amendment. The Leader of
the Opposition has not indicated whether he supports or opposes the amendment. I invite
the Chair to bring him to order.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I
respect the will of Parliament and of this House. In debating the amendment, I am
expressing my genuine concern about the possible outcome of the debate on the amendment
and the motion.
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The Minister has stated publicly and in handling debates on firearms measures that,
regardless of the outcome of the debate today, he intends to ensure that the regulation that
was disallowed democratically in another place, which therefore expressed the will of the
public, will be once again proclaimed by the Governor in Council.
Mr Speaker, in your role of upholding the supremacy of Parliament jointly with the
President in another place, you would be concerned if the supremacy of Parliament were
put at risk. The real issue is the stated intent of the Premier and the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, who moved the motion that is now being debated.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition canvassed broad issues and was
debating what appeared to be his idea of the point of order raised by the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. I advise honourable members, as I did when the debate
commenced, that the debate is difficult because of the items listed on the Notice Paper. I
ask honourable members for their cooperation.
When the honourable member for Mornington moved the amendment to the Minister's
motion, I ruled correctly that the debate should be centred around the amendment and
that it was in order to refer to the words that are proposed to be deleted. I uphold the point
of order and repeat to the House and to the Leader of the Opposition that there will be
another forum and opportunity for debate of the issues being canvassed by the Leader of
the Opposition.

Mr KENNETT -In that case, Mr Speaker, the amendment is not an act of desperation;
this is a major constitutional problem. I do not say that lightly. I am concerned about the
implications of the motion, given the publicly expressed views of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and the Premier.
I do not intend to challenge the ruling of the Chair but I shall describe what I consider
to be a constitutional dilemma. I shall express my views on that matter later in the House
or outside the House because the government's motion places Parliament in an intolerable
position. It puts a person outside this Chamber and Parliament in an intolerable position.

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Mr Speaker, the amendment
has caused some confusion and misunderstanding. I wish to make it clear that a mistake
has been made.
Dr Coghill-Let them make it clear!

Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I wish to make it crystal clear. It is all very well for the smart
honourable member for Werribee to interject. He has never made Cabinet and he never
will. A couple of days ago, the Minister for Labour made an honest mistake and he
admitted it. When he did so, I paid him a tribute for being humble and conducting himself
with great dignity. At that time I said that the National Party was happy to cooperate with
him. The honourable member for Mornington has also made a mistake. If honourable
members cared to read the amendment, they would understand that it should have been
worded differently.
Dr Coghill-He made the mistake; let him correct it.

Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I am trying to clarify the amendment so that some of the
dumb members of the Opposition will understand the position. of the National Party. If
the letters "(a), (b), (c), (et), (e) and (f)" were omitted-Mr Remington-You can't do it!
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-Of course that cannot be done but I am trying to explain what
has happened so that it makes sense to the honourable member for Melbourne! If those
letters were crossed out and, on the fourth line of the amendment, the letter (b)" were
replaced with the word "and", the National Party would support the amendment. Obviously
it cannot support the amendment as it is currently worded.
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An honourable member inteIjected.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-The honourable member for Benalla debated the amendment
but I did not have the opportunity of listening to his contribution. I repeat that the
National Party cannot support the amendment moved by the honourable member for
Mornington but it would do so if the changes that I outlined were made to it. It is as simple
as that. The honourable member for Werribee knows the intention of the National Party.
The House is getting itself into a terrible mess. A regulation has been disallowed and
another regulation should not be put in its place when the original regulation was disallowed
according to a provision contained in the Firearms Act that gives either House the right
to disallow a regulation. As the regulation was disallowed in another place, that should be
the end of the debate.
If Parliament wishes to amend the Act, it should be done by proposed legislation that is
approved by both Houses. I am sure that my comments will finally be accepted by the
powers that be in this House and by His Excellency the Governor. I have complete
confidence in that and I do not wish to take the matter any further.
On the meaning of the amendment, if the government were prepared to give and take,
it would understand the intention behind the amendment. As I said, when the government
made a mistake and admitted it, the National Party said, "Well done! You have admitted
your mistake and we will help you to correct it for the sake of the government". The
government is not extending the same courtesy to the Opposition. No doubt, the Opposition
will rectify its mistake in due course.
It is pointless to continue the debate in this way. The amendment should be withdrawn
by agreement of the House and honourable members should start from there. The time
has come for some commonsense and for the Government to stop trying to score political
points in connection with the by-election in ten days' time. It is of no concern to the
National Party what happens at that by-election.

Dr Coghill inteIjected.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-The honourable member for Werribee has been a dismal
failure for the Labor Party. The Labor Party has him, and it has to wear him. He is narrowminded. As I said, the party has to wear him, but only until the next State election because
the people of Werribee have woken up to him. Anyone in the Government party with
commonsense and intelligence will agree to the amendment being withdrawn and the
debate continuing or a new amendment being put in its place. Commonsense says that
that should happen.
A mistake has been made; the honourable member for Mornington moved an
amendment which was incorrectly worded. I appeal to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, who has been through a problem himself in recent days-Mr Crabb inteIjected.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I am trying to use my good offices, but I am starting with the
Minister at the table and, because of the unusual circumstances a couple of days ago, I
hope he will agree to the amendment being withdrawn so that the debate can start again.
It is a simple request and a commonsense one. There is no way the National Party will
support the amendment as currently worded. The National Party does not do any backflips,
it has been straight down the line from the beginning in dealing with this matter.

The Government talked about there being no compensation for the weapons but now it
is saying that there will be compensation. The Government does the backflips, not the
National Party. If the Government wants to continue fighting about the Kew by-election,
then so be it, but, really, all it is doing is losing any chance of winning the next election. I
have put my point of view forward and no doubt other members of the National Party
will be making their contributions shortly--
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Dr Coghill interjected.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-I have made mistakes in my time but the honourable member
for Werribee will not admit to his mistakes. The Opposition will be in government after
the next election; that is a certainty, and it is illustrated by the present childish behaviour
of Government members; and no-one is more childish than the honourable member for
Werribee.
I hope the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, for whom I have a high regard,
will help to put this matter right.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I am prompted by the seductive nature of the amendment
to support it. It goes further than the government's position in its regulation proclaimed
on 15 December.
I have just listened to two contributions, the first by the Leader of the Opposition. He
refused outright to debate the issue. He refused to support or reject the amendment
circulated in the name of the honourable member for Mornington. In effect, he has
deserted the position written and supported by the spokesperson on firearms in the
Parliamentary Liberal Party. Instead, he prefers to talk about a dire constitutional crisis
that the Government may be facing over this form of regulation.
Then honourable members heard the Leader of the National Party talk about fair play
and about what a great friend the Minister for Labour is of the National Party and that the
National Party is actually big enough to admit when an error has been made. I am
prompted to remember the words of the honourable member for Benalla when he was
speaking with such passion on the amendment as the lead speaker for the National Party
on the motion. He made an impassioned speech which left the House in no doubt about
his views. I am also reminded of the position taken by the honourable member for
Werribee when he said, "the ducks will be happy". The ducks will be pleased with the
position that the Opposition has adopted.
I am also reminded of a number of other correlations and analogies regarding birds. The
honourable member for Mornington is a classic example of a rooster today, a feather
duster tomorrow. I wonder what position he will hold after this business is over? Perhaps
his position will be associated with the Victorian Egg Marketing Board! It is also true to
say that the Liberal and National parties have been left without a feather to fly with over
thIS fiasco.
There has been an enormous turnaround. Another policy position has been circulated
and statements have been made by the Liberal Party candidate for Kew who would know,
from her former position, what an incredible danger women are facing from the repeal of
the regulation. If one looks at the first position adopted by the Opposition, the reversal of
the regulation would mean that more than 200 000 guns that had been made illegal for
manufacture, sale, purchase, possession, carriage or use would again be available and legal.
I am sure the Liberal Party candidate for Kew has a fair idea of the problems associated
with such a repeal because she has worked for a long time in the area of equal opportunity
and understands many of the problems that the women of Victoria face.
I want to speak about the people who are in danger if the "amendment that was meant
to be" is adopted. Some exhaustive research has been undertaken in New South Wales by
the Bureau of Crime Statistics and by Allison Wallace, whose research produced
"Homicide-The social reality", which in one section under the heading of, "Patterns in
homicide" makes clear that the people at greatest risk in our community are women and
children, but particularly women.
Research conducted over thirteen years between 1968 and 1981 shows that 1393 persons
were charged with homicide offences; there were 1373 victims. In those thirteen years in
New South Wales-and there is no reason to believe the figures would be different in
Victoria-the number of males committing homicide greatly outnumbered female
offenders. Of the 1393 people charged, 1179 or 85 per cent were male, while 214 or 15 per
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cent were female. This same trend has emerged in European, American, Asian and African
studies. The studies have consistently shown that the majority of homicide offenders are
male.
Studies in overseas countries show a 4: 1 ratio of male-female homicides; that is, four
male offenders to one female offender. The figures are more extreme in New South Wales,
with a ratio of 5 or 6: 1, and even more extreme in South Australia with a ratio of 10: 1.
That means that the Australian ratio far outweighs that of the rest of the world.
Just as the most common gender of an offender is male, so the most common gender of
victim is female. Eighty-five per cent of victims are female and 15 per cent are male.
Almost all domestic killings take place within the family home. The most private room in
the family home is the bedroom, but that is the room within which women are the most
vulnerable because almost half of all female spouse killings occur in the bedroom.
Guns are kept in the family home. The effect of the disallowance of the regulation by
the Liberal and National parties will be to allow more than 200 000 guns to be freely
available in the community. That situation will place women in grave danger within the
home. Although we know that the majority of murders in our society are spouse killings
in the home, the same outcry about them does not occur as did with the Clifton Hill and
Queen Street shootings.
A perusal of seven years of New South Wales press cuttings reveals that killings of
strangers received prominent coverage by the press and outrage was expressed by the
community. At the same time as the killings of those strangers were occurring, so too were
spouse kilhngs. The press stressed the domestic side when reporting on spouse killings and
the reports were rarely accompanied by a sense of outrage or moral pain.
It is understandable that a community goes into shock over group killings such as
occurred at Clifton Hill and Queen Street and it is understandable that the community
will ask for fewer guns to be made available within homes and within the ambit of ordinary
people.

The study in New South Wales showed that 41 per cent of spouse killings were by
shooting. That means that the most handy weapon available in 41 per cent of the cases
was a gun. The view has been expressed that if guns are banned it will cause an upsurge in
killings by other weapons such as knives and poisons. That is no argument against the
banning of guns.
A view in favour of the government's regulation to outlaw these 210 ()()() guns is expressed
by Mr David Mendes, a member of the Coalition for Gun Control, a group born out of
the Clifton Hill trauma. He puts forward a range of questions that should be answered by
the community:
How do we deal with devices, the sole function of which is to destroy a target at a distance when the target may
be a living human being?
How do we deal with technology and processes that sanitise our actions, that remove immediate consequences
from what we do?
How do we deal with the ease with which someone may pull the trigger; such a simple act with such profound
consequences?

That is what the debate on semiautomatic guns is all about.
Who benefits from an armed society? Certainly in monetary terms the manufacturer of weapons and certainly
the middlemen and retailers.

Those are the questions we must consider when making regulations. How does a society
deal with those points?
The action of the opposition parties last night would immediately allow 210 000 guns
in the community to be owned legally. The opposition parties say it is important to have
these guns available for sporting shooters, farmers, and a whole range of other people.
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They say that with a rapid-fire rifle the second shot is often needed in deer hunting to kill
a deer that may be wounded by the first shot. It is clear that a repeat-action rifle would do
the same thing and humanely put the deer out of its misery.
We were also told about pig shooting and the quick second shot that is needed because
an outraged, wounded pig may jeopardise the safety of the hunter. Once again, a repeater
rifle would do that as easily as would a semiautomatic rifle.
It was then said that a semiautomatic rifle enabled a shooter to kill a number of rabbits
in quick succession. Anyone with any knowledge of shooting knows that, by the time the
first shot has gone, so, too, have the rabbits. These arguments are not convincing because
honourable members know that the same results can be achieved with repeater rifles that
have only a sliding bolt or lever action.

It is important that the regulation put in place by the government is implemented. The
effect of the disallowance of the regulation that occurred last night means that only 6000
or 7000 semiautomatic rifles instead of 210 000 guns will be banned. This represents a
significant weakening of the position the Victorian people want the government to adopt.
People in the street are concerned about the reduction of guns in society so that they
can feel safe. Currently they feel that society is out of control because of the physical
violence that is occumng. A good first step for the people of Victoria would be to have
semiautomatic guns declared illegal and it would provide a small inroad into the arsenal
of weapons currently in the community.
Many women would agree with the amendment moved by the honourable member for
Mornington, so I am in a dilemma because the amendment appears to be tougher than the
motion moved by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
The honourable member for Mornington previously referred to a list of shooting
organisations with which the Opposition had consulted regarding the regulation and the
Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2). The amendment to the motion moved by the
honourable member is an incredible reversal of the Opposition's position. I wonder
whether there is a connection between the Opposition's somersault and an article that
appeared in today's Herald. A leader article on the front page of today's Herald is about
guns in society. A block section puts forward both the Opposition and government
positions. By some incredible reversal-perhaps a device by the Opposition with the Kew
by-election in mind-the block section of the Herald purports to put the Opposition's
position, which is, in fact, the government's position on firearm control.
The Deputy Leader of the National Party said that it was an honest mistake, but I
wonder whether there is a more sinister motive and whether the Herald, by placing the
government's position on firearm control under the Opposition's banner, has indicated
support for the Opposition's amendment to the motion moved by the Minister.
Last Saturday I doorknocked in Kew for the Labor Party, and 90 per cent of those
people with whom I spoke wanted to sign a petition to have legislation enacted that would
result in the reduction of guns in the community. Time and again people said to me that
guns will shoot other people, whether they are semiautomatics or pistols, and that
semiautomatic rifles are the most lethal weapons and should be outlawed. Those people
supported the continuation of the earlier regulation on firearm control.
I am tempted to nominate the honourable member for Mornington as the politician of
the year for circulating notice of a proposed amendment to the motion moved by the
Minister, subsequently withdrawing that amendment and introducing a different
amendment. I have not known of that happening during my period in this place. It is an
example of the incredible incompetence and division within the Liberal Party. The
Opposition has changed its position on so many occasions since last December that it
does not know what it is on about. The debate now centres on the position of the Liberal
and National parties relating to the regulations being debated.
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The amendment was negatived.
Mr CROZIER (Portland)-Mr Deputy Speaker, on the motion, the debate this afternoon
has exhibited the characteristically emotive and hypocritical ar$uments voiced by the
government whenever the subject has surfaced. The only worthwhlle information that has
been forthcoming has come from the Opposition.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has based his argument on why Statutory
Rule No. 374 of 1987 should stand, and part of his argument was that there are
approximately 200000 semiautomatic rifles or, as he prefers to call them, rapid-fire rifles
in the community.
I do not know how the Minister reached that conclusion. Nevertheless, the Premier is
also of that view; he said that there were approximately 210000 rapid-fire rifles in Victoria.
On the latest statistics on firearms held in Victoria, so far as they are known, I provide,
for the benefit of honourable members but particularly for the benefit of the Minister and
his colleagues, the following statistics: a few days ago there were approximately 280 451
rifles registered in Victoria. There were 229 594 shotguns and 32 200 air-rifles. There were
also 5025 airguns. The difference is that an airgun does not have rifling in the barrel. There
were 3670 combination rifle/shotguns; making a total of 588938 weapons. Because the
motion refers to a ban on rifles only, it would be of further relevance for the House to hear
the details of the breakdown of registered rifles. There are 190432 ·22 rifles, 8637 ·222
rifles, 2781 ·223 rifles, 4176 ·24 rifles, 16068 ·300 rifles, 15800 ·303 rifles and 6193 ·308
rifles.
To obtain a grasp of what is being debated, it is important to bear those statistics in
mind because they are the only firm statistics available. The Registrar of Firearms does
not know how many semiautomatic ·22 rifles or, indeed, how many semiautomatic ·22
rifles there are. However, the Premier and the Minister have assumed that there are
approximately 200 000. That mayor may not be a reasonable estimate, but it is reasonable
to assume from the statistics that the vast bulk of those guns would be the popular rabbit
rifle, the semiautomatic ·22 rifle.
The Minister did not attempt to tell the House how many unregistered firearms are in
the community. The honourable member for Benalla prised from the previous Minister
for Police and Emergency Services on a previous occasion when legislation on this subject
was being debated, the Newgreen report. Without that report, no-one would be the wiser.
The then Minister for Police and Emergency Services, now the Minister for Community
Services, was at pains to suppress that report but was not smart enough to stop the
honourable member for Benalla from getting hold of it.
The Newgreen report altered the tenor of the debate for any logical person and, on 14
October 1987, honourable members may recall that the honourable member for Benalla
gave statistics that appeared in the Newgreen report; bear in mind that that report is now
twelve months old. The report of Chief Inspector Newgreen, the Registrar of Firearms,
stated, as recorded on page 1516 of Hansard:
Given these statistics, one can assume that at an absolute minimum, in the State of Victoria, there is in the
order of739 303longarms dispersed within the community.

Inspector Newgreen then gave an estimate of the number of those longarms unregistered
and said that they total 303 966, or 41 per cent of all guns.

It is arguable that the proportion of unregistered firearms held in Victoria-or, in the
words of Chief Inspector Newgreen, "dispersed throughout the community", and not
using the rather quaint phrase of the government, "circulating" in the community-would
be rather hi~er than the figure at that stage. It is also arguable that the total number of
long arms dIspersed throughout the community would be higher.
The first fallacy in the logic of the ban, again, in terms of directing the attack on licensed
shooters holding registered firearms, claiming that the ban will somehow make Victoria a
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safer place, is that, as honourable members know from the government's own experts in
the field, the February 1987 estimate was that more than 40 per cent of the long arms were
not registered. One can only guess at the number of long arms still not registered!
The government may argue that, since it introduced the Firearms (Amendment) Bill
last year, a certain activity has been stimulated in terms of registration; it may well be
right but that has had the opposite effect in some quarters. In that context it may be of
interest to the House to know that the Premier of New South Wales, Mr Barrie Unsworthwho probably will not be in that position for very much longer-was persuaded in a
moment of some panic to emulate his colleague in Victoria. I do not think Mr Unsworth
has the same paranoid fear or hatred of guns as that held by the Premier of Victoria;
nevertheless, he was sufficiently unguided to emulate the same sort of discriminatory and
restrictive proposed legislation.
The difference was that at that stage Mr Unsworth had control of the New South Wales
Parliament-a situation that will not apply for much longer; he was able to pass legislation
and, on that very day, one of the leading gun dealers in the heart of Sydney sold out of
semiautomatic nfles. The people buyin~ them were not what might be termed identifiable
yobbos or terrorists, but were dressed In pin-striped business suits, with briefcases; they
actually wore collars and ties, and were buying the rifles in their lunch hours.
One can understand why that was happening. When a Bill that is clearly inequitable,
discriminatory, hastily drafted and devised for obvious political and ideological motives
is introduced, there will be a savage reaction. If the effect of the final legislation is a
confiscation of private property, that reaction will be reinforced. Although I have no
anecdotes to relate to the House I suspect something like that has happened in Victoria,
althou~ somewhat less dramatically because of one important salient feature, namely,
that thIS Parliament has the vital one-seat majority that the combined Liberal Party and
National Party opposition can muster in another place so that the worst excesses of the
government in discriminatory firearms legislation so far have been resisted.
The motion seeks to turn around a motion which, as honourable members now know,
was passed by the other place in the early hours of this morning. If we needed any further
confirmation, it reveals that the Premier, his Ministers and the government are prepared
to treat Parliament with complete contempt.
They are saying to Victorians: "We do not care what your Parliament says, we are going
to ramrod our points of view through, and if we cannot get it through Parliament we are
prepared to bypass the Parliament and to govern by regulation and/or by press release".
That is characteristic of the Cain administration; that is something that everyone interested
in the well-being and in the very survival of Parliamentary democracy as we understand
it should strongly resist. That is what we are doing this afternoon, in seeking to reject the
motion.
I also allude to some of the arguments used during debate on the motion. Apparently
this is a matter of great frivolity to the Premier and some of his Ministers!
Mr Cain-You are not concerned about public safety!
Mr CROZIER-Let me give a classic example of the Premier's simplistic and fallacious
record on public safety.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Only so long as it does not apply to
the Bill.
Mr CROZIER-It relates to the motion. I do not want to allude to the Bill; to do so
may transgress the rule of anticipation. I will adopt your invitation, if necessary, Mr
Deputy Speaker.
I refer to the article quoted by the honourable member for Mornington, contained in
the Weekend Australian of 19 December 1987, headed "Lack of logic in gun debate". The
article was written by Matthew Ricketson. The honourable member for Mornington
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quoted relevant parts of the article and I again refer to it because it demonstrates where
the Premier stands, if one needed further consideration of his paranoid views of gun
ownership and control. Talking ofMr Cain's views, Mr Ricketson said:
He said this week that everybody agreed that the answer was tighter gun laws· and went so far as to say guns
were "the source of the evil".

That explains the simplicity and paranoid approach that has led to the government's
action in the two Bills, and in its action of seeking to ban by regulation the ownership and
use of all semiautomatic rifles. Mr Ricketson went on to say:
But, as has been repeatedly pointed out, guns are not evil, it is the people pulling the trigger.

That argument has been well canvassed. In themselves guns are not inately evil. Therefore,
the emphasis, as my colleagues in the Liberal Party and those in the National Party have
correctly pointed out, has to be on the safe handling, which includes proper education, as
well as proper licensing procedures; of course, the debate includes consideration of the
criminal misuse of firearms. It does not embrace a blanket ban on firearms ownership.
That is one of the prime objectives of the government and it is easy to see why. I have
alluded to this ideological objective in both Chambers of Parliament over some time and
I will not belabour the point today. However, I am more than ever convinced, as I said as
long ago as 1983 in a debate in the other place, that the ultimate objective in terms of
firearms control by the government was the total confiscation by way of progressive
confiscation of all firearms in private hands.
There has been confirmation of that in recent times when, as recently as last September,
the then Attorney-General, the Honourable James Kennan in another place, let the cat
out of the bag with his usual candour when he said that the private ownership of firearms
may no longer be tolerated. At least that was a candid and honest statement of intention.
The Opposition had further confirmation of this-if any further confirmation were
required-when the Premier released a press statement on 15 January that was headed,
"State to ban guns". That made quite plain what the government was on about.
The Opposition parts company with the government, firstly, on this premise: there is
no proven correlation between the rate or incidence of violent crime, homicide or any
other violent act and the number oflegitimately held firearms.
Previously I have had occasion to quote from the world authority, Mr Colin Greenwood,
and I intend to do so again briefly this afternoon. I shall remind the House of two
quotations from that international authority.
When Mr Greenwood was in Australia some years ago, he said:
You can look across the world country to country. You can look across the countries state by state. You can
look at one country or state at different times. No matter how you look at the problem there is no way in which
any relationship can be found between the numbers oflegitimately held guns and the rate of armed crime . . .
Anyone approaching the problem from that angle starts from a fallacy . . .

I agree with that entirely. The government has started with a fallacy. It has very good
reason for doing so, apart from the two reasons I have already given, the first of which 'is
that the long-term ideological objective of the Labor Party, which is in conformity with all
good socialist parties, is to disarm the community.
It is a prime Marxist-Leninist tenet, and the government is trying to fulfil it. It is using
every possible ingredient, including the two tragic outrages of Queen Street and Hoddle
Street to advance that objective. The government is also using that to mask its failure as a
government to reduce the exploding rate of major crime.

My colleagues have listed in great detail the crime situation so there is no need for me
to remind the House of it, except to say that, according to police statistics, there has been
a 61 per cent increase in the incidence of major crime since the government came to office.
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Part of the government's strategy is to use-or, should I say, misuse-the powers given
to it under section 32 (3) of the Firearms Act 1958. The subsection was inserted into the
Act by the government by an amendment in 1983.
It may be argued that the power contained in subsection (3), "to proscribe or declare
banned any weapon, ammunition or related article", is a reasonable power if such firearms
and articles are considered by the Re~strar of Firearms, on advice, to be weapons or
firearms which really should not be avallable.
This is the big difference between the view taken by the Liberal Party and the National
Party and that taken by the government in terms of drawing a line between the prohibition
of firearms that are genuinely sporting firearms and firearms that can reasonably be
considered to be military-style or assault rifles.
Like my colleague, the honourable member for Mornington, I would also commend to
the study of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and his colleagues-because
clearly they do need some basic education in the ballistics of various types of firearmsRegulation No. 26B of Western Australia. Of course, the Western Australian government
is of the same political flavour as the Victorian government, and I commend the
examination of the Western Australian regulation, which was the basis of the notice of
motion given in this House on Tuesday, 1 March, by the honourable member for
Mornington and the basis for the motion that was passed this morning by the Legislative
Council.
There is a wealth of difference between trying to sort out rifles or firearms of that nature
and genuine sporting rifles. However, that is not the case so far as the government is
concerned. It is prepared to misuse the very broad powers conferred upon it by section 32
of the Act, to the point where it is now exhibiting its contempt for Parliament. Ironically,
the only safeguard against capricious, discriminatory use or misuse of that section is
twofold: firstly, the power which is in the Act as a consequence of an amendment moved
by the Opposition to the Firearms (Amendment) Bill 1987 for either House of Parliament
to disallow a regulation made under section 49 of the Act; secondly, the power contained
in subsections (4) and (5) of section 32 of the Act as it now stands. Subsection (4) provides:
Where any weapon prescribed under this section to be a prohibited weapon was not a prohibited weapon under
any corresponding previous enactment a person who has such a weapon in his possession or control pursuant to
this or any other Act when it is prescribed to be a prohibited weapon shall not be liable to any penalty for
continuing to have that weapon in his possession or control after it is prescribed to be a prohibited weapon ifhe
reports that fact in writing to the registrar.

It is understandable that the government wishes to remove that provision and the
succeeding subsection, because, whether Parliament likes it or not, the government intends
to circumvent the wishes of Parliament and the power that Parliament now has to enable
either House to disallow a regulation made under section 49 of the Act, and it wishes to
do so by the misuse of the very broad power of prohibition contained in section 32 (3).
Honourable members should be well aware of the fact that, by the capricious use of that
power, the government can achieve its objective of progressive confiscation simply by
progressively banning separate categories of firearms.
I should like to ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services whether he can give
some assurance or any indication of the government's intentions in this regard. Does it
stop at semiautomatic rifles? What about semiautomatic shotguns? Can the Minister
assure the House that there will be no attempt to ban semiautomatic shotguns which, like
·22 rifles, are very popular sporting weapons?
Dr Coghill interjected.

Mr CROZIER-If the honourable member for Werribee would be more audible, I
might even take on board his interjection. Is the ban going to stop there? Will the
government say that pump-action shotguns and so on will also be banned? If progressive
bans of this type were put in place, the end result could be that the only firearms that were
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considered legitimate by a government of this persuasion would be perhaps single-shot ·22
rifles, or perhaps even single-shot air rifles and ·410 shotguns.
The Minister is clearly under some grave misapprehensions a~out the relative capacity
and, consequently, the relative killing power of various rifles. He has made some
extraordinary statements over the past 24 hours, some of which have received due publicity.
I am sure the public at large were quite fascinated by what he had to say yesterday about
his homicidal impulses.
Of course, ·22 rifles are not toys, and ·22 rifles have been used in acts of violence and
homicides, but any firearms can be misused in that way. Airguns can also be misused. Is
that an argument for banning them? Why stop at airguns? What about crossbows? There
is nothing to stop the government from using section 32 of the Act to ban crossbows.
Honourable members would be aware that crossbows are used by the military, for obvious
reasons-they are effective and they do not make a noise.
The Minister then went on to make the startling statement that the calibre of the rifle
makes no difference. That exposes the Minister's extraordinary ignorance about firearms
and ballistics. He said the calibre of the rifle makes no difference. On that argument,
perhaps the government should go the full distance and lock up the lot, because if the
calibre makes no difference, apparently the deciding factor is its action.

It is important again to remind the House of how this ban came into effect. It was
ostensibly a responsible government's reaction to the Queen Street outrage. The rationale
behind this was that the deran~ed perpetrator of that outrage was armed with an ex-US
Army military-style M 1 30-cahbre carbine. What the Minister did not tell the public at
large was that this firearm, purchased legitimately some weeks before, had been cut down
by this individual and, as such, fell foul of the Act and became an illegal weapon. However,
in the process of this mutilation of the firearm, he rendered it inoperable as a semiautomatic;
it could no longer be used as a selfloader.
During the outrage the firearm was not used in this way because the action had been
interfered with. I do not know if I am being too subtle for the Minister, but there are
people who would understand what I am saying. That is why, strewn around the scene of
mayhem and murder, were 60-odd live Ml 3D-calibre rounds because, every time this
character fired a shot, he had to work the action. Instead of having one of those dangerous
semiautomatics, he had what was in effect a very inefficient repeater; so inefficient that
while it was being reloaded, it was not capable of firing. If time permitted I might take the
House through that. It is a matter of fact.
It represents another example of the hypocrisy of this 'government trading on the
hysteria of the moment and purporting to be enhancing the safety of Victorians by harsh
dIscriminatory legislation and regulation, which will simply impact adversely and severely
on those 300 000 or 400 000 licensed shooters who are tryIng to do the right thing. As my
Leader pointed out, this will have the effect of creating a massive black market.
I conclude by reminding the House that the objective of the Liberal Party in respect of
the firearms legislation is to protect the public from injury or threatened injury, to prevent
damage to property by the misuse of firearms and to prosecute and penahse the criminal
misuse of firearms. Above all, the objective is to ensure that the legislation on this clearly
emotive and controversial subject is effective, equitable and enforceable.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
44
38
Noes
Majority for the motion
AYES

Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain

6
NOES

Mr Austin
MrBrown
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AYES
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
MrHocldey
MrJolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMathews
MrMicallef
MrNorris
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
MrsToner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

NOES

MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

MrEvans
(Gippsland East)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

MrSmith
(Polwarth)

MrSteggall
Mr Stoekdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:

Mr Dickinson
MrMcGrath

Tellers:

Mr Harrowfield
MrMcDonald

( Warrnambool)

PAIRS
MrMcGrath

Miss Callister
MrsHirsh

I

(Lowan)

Mr Lieberman

ADJOURNMENT
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until Wednesday, March 16.

I accept the invitation of the Leader of the Opposition to discuss the Firearms (Amendment)
Bill (No. 2) next Wednesday!
Honourable members on both sides of the House have expressed interest in the proposed
legislation. It is appropriate that the second-reading stage should proceed next Wednesday.
When the matter was first put before the House the Opposition moved that the debate be
adjourned until next week. What the government is doing is moving along the same lines
as suggested by the Opposition-as well as initiating debate on the Bill yesterday.
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All honourable members understand the importance of the Bill. There is great community
concern about gun laws, so it is important that the Bill be dealt with. This motion will
facilitate the House meeting next Wednesday to consider the Bill. I am sure the motion
will have the support of the House.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-This is the ~eatest act of political
opportunism that honourable members have seen for a long time. If the Bill were so
important, the government could have debated it today-and debated it at length. The
Opposition asked for two weeks in which to consult properly with all community groups
about this issue-which is somethin~ the government has not done. The government
denied the Opposition that opportumty; the government wants to rush the Bill through
Parliament. Honourable members have been subjected to a political exercise because of
what may occur tonight!
If ever anything demonstrated clearly to the people of Victoria the gross hypocrisy of
the government, it is the way in which the government has wasted the time of the House
debating a motion that is not as important as the Bill itself. The exercise honourable
members have been put through today should prove clearly to the people of Victoria that
the actions of this government are not on!
The Premier has said that this is not a political issue. It is the Premier's political issue!
The government has wasted the time available today to debate the Bill! Honourable
members will have to return next week.
The Liberal Party is happy to come back next week. No doubt the Nunawading issue
will raise its head again next week. The Bill is the Premier's pet project. Let whatever
happens next week be on his head!
The Liberal Party supports the motion. At the same time, we say to the people of
Victoria that this is the greatest exercise in political hypocrisy honourable members have
seen for many a month.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I support the views expressed by the Leader of the Opposition.
The government is indulging in an act of absolute hypocrisy.
I discussed the matter with the Premier last week. I said that there was no need to debate
the proposed firearms legislation until the week after next. The Premier advised me that
he desperately wanted the Bill to go through Parliament this week. He released a draft
copy of the proposed legislation some weeks ago-and there has been no change to it. The
Bill should go through the Parliament this week. The National Party made an arrangement
with the Premier; yet the government was not prepared to debate the legislation today.
The Premier was not prepared to proceed with the debate!
Such an attitude highlights the fact that the Premier is using the Bill for political gain.
The Leader of the Opposition is absolutely correct: this is an exercise in hypocrisy. It is
nonsense for the government to argue that honourable members should come back next
week to debate the Bill. The government had the opportunity of debating the Bill today.
The National Party agreed to debate the Bill today. I told the Deputy Premier last night
that the National Party would agree to debate the proposed legislation today, or to continue
on with the debate last night. The government has not seen fit to do so. I do not believe
there is any need to come back next Wednesday.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-This has been a day of somersaults for the
Opposition. It has changed its position on policy fifteen times! Now there is to be another
somersault.
Last week, using the same strident and extravagant language as they have used today,
Opposition members said they wanted to come back next Wednesday to debate the Bill.
Now that the government says, "Okay, let's do it next Wednesday," the government is
abused.
Mr Hann-You are a hypocrite!
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The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Deputy Leader of the National Party to withdraw
that remark.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I withdraw it.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-I should have thought members of the Opposition
would be keen to debate the Bill. Heaven knows they all have an opinion on it! I am
pleased to see that, having accused us previously of the heinous crime of coming back next
Wednesday to debate the Bill, the Liberal Party now supports the government. Even the
National Party supports our coming back on Wednesday! Everyone is happy!
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-The bottom line is that if the government is serious
there is no need for the House to adjourn today. All honourable members are here. It is a
Thursday; let us get on with the debate. If the Premier is fair dinkum-never mind the
charade of slipping out to a function he may have in his diary; never mind slipping out to
see the Governor-let us resolve the issue now, in the affirmative.
I say without equivocation that all members of the Liberal Party-and that certainly
includes me-will cancel whatever appointments they have so that the Bill can be debated.
The Liberal Party shares the view espoused by the government that this is an issue of
critical importance to Victorians and to their future welfare. To say that the government's
motion seeking effectively to adjourn the debate until next Wednesday is hypocritical is
an understatement.
There is no need whatsoever for the House to adjourn. Let us debate the Bill now,
tonight, for as long as it takes. If the government were to refuse my offer-and it is an offer
made with the knowledge of the Leader of the Opposition-it would be an act so
hypocritical as to be intolerable! All and sundry would see the govemment for what it is.
I will not say government members are hypocrites, because I know that is
unparliamentary. It would be a hypocritical act if, knowing that members of the Liberal
Party are prepared to stay on for as long as it takes to debate the Bill, the government did
not accept our offer. Not to accept the Liberal Party's offer would show the government to
be grossly playing politics in the week before the Kew by-election. If the government wants
to debate the Bill in a genuine way, let us debate it now.
The motion was agreed to.

HEALTH (GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That the following Order of the Day, Government Business, be read and dischargedHealth (General Amendment) Bill-Second reading-Resumption of debate.
and that the Bill be withdrawn.

I move this motion at the request of the Minister for Health. Following consultation
between the ~1inister for Health and the Honourable M. A. Birrell, the representative of
the Liberal Party on the issue in the other place, and following community consultation,
it was decided that, rather than going through an extensive amendment process in the
House, it would be better to introduce a new Bill. The aill has already been introduced.
Honourable members will be aware that this motion is to withdraw the original Bill listed
on the Notice Paper.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was withdrawn.
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LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE (INCORPORATION) BILL
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to make
provision for the incorporation of solicitors' practices, to amend the Legal Profession
Practice Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (DISCLOSURE OF
INFORMATION) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill amends the Accident Compensation Act to clarify the provisions pertaining to
the disclosure of documents and information relating to WorkCare. Honourable members
may recall that, at the time of the initial hearings in December 1987 of the Parliament's
Joint Select Committee on WorkCare, questions were raised about potential difficulties
faced by directors and staff of the compensation and rehabilitation arms of WorkCare in
giving evidence before the inquiry. These difficulties arose from the particular wording of
the secrecy provisions of the Accident Compensation Act. In response to these concerns, I
gave an undertaking that amending legislation would be introduced so that it would be
absolutely clear that directors and staff of the WorkCare agencies could provide information
to Parliamentary committees.
On the basis of a range of legal advice, the Bill contains the following amendments to
the Accident Compensation Act. First, the powers of both the Accident Compensation
Commission and the Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council are proposed to be
expanded. The new proposals include the powers to publish statistics and explanatory
information relating to the WorkCare scheme provided that it does not enable the
identification of an individual person.
Second, amendments to the secrecy provisions of the Act are proposed. These proposals
will provide that those organisations to which documents, or information may be divulged
or communicated will also include committees of Parliament or any person or body
approved by the Governor in Council.
Finally, consistent with my earlier undertaking, it is proposed that these amendments
apply retrospectively from 1 December 1987, so as to cover the hearings of the Joint Select
Committee on WorkCare held from December 1987 to date.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr GUDE (Hawthorn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, March 24.

WORKS AND SERVICES (ANCILLARY PROVISIONS, No. 1) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill provides for non-specific appropriation matters, mainly relating to works and
services expenditure in the Ministry of Water Resources and the Rural Water Commission,
but also including one area related to education. Technically, these non-specific
appropriation matters are more properly handled in a Bill separate from the Supply Bill.
Honourable members will be aware that a similar Bill was introduced in 1987-88.
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It is appropriate that this Bill and the Supply Bill be debated jointly to facilitate
consideration of the matters contained in them and Joint debate will, therefore, be proposed.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, March 23.

HEALTH (GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill reforms the law as it relates to public health. The Bill is substantially the same as
the Health (General Amendment) Bill introduced into the Legislative Assembly last
November. Indeed, the fundamental principles on which it is based remain unaltered
from those underpinning the earlier legislation.
Under an amended Health Act, Health Department Victoria would be encouraged to be
more of a standard setter than an inspector and would have a cooperative consultative
relationship with community organisations and local government.
The Bill will repeal, or substantially modify, provisions which no longer serve a useful
purpose or duplicate functions of newer agencies, such as the Environment Protection
Authority. A major underlying theme is that local government will continue to play a key
role in the delivery of public health programs. However, the Bill will remove unnecessary
controls and restraints so that councils can determine their own priorities in response to
the particular needs of their residents. Finally, the Bill encourages broad public participation
in debate on issues affecting the health of the wider community, most notably, through the
introduction of health impact statements.
The Bill takes on board a large number of amendments, many of a machinery or
housekeeping nature, which take account of submissions received by the Health Legislation
Review Unit during the Parliamentary recess. It is appropriate that at this stage I
acknowledge, on behalf of the government, the contributions of the various interest groups
and members of the public to the improvement of the legislation.
One of the changes in the new Bill is the "collapsing" of two similar provisions relating
to infectious disease. Proposed section 121, contained in clause 20 of the earlier Bill,
vested in a council medical officer power to order that a person who was suspected of
having an infectious disease, and who was likely to transmit that disease to a person who
did not voluntarily accept the risk of being infected, be compulsorily examined or tested
for the disease, or counselled about the disease, or be isolated. If the person were ordered
to be isolated and he or she disobeyed the order, a member of the Police Force could be
authorised to arrest that person.
The comparable provision relating to the human immuno-deficiency virus-proposed
section 127-vested the power to make such orders in the Chief General Manager of
Health Department Victoria. In view of the serious ramifications for the individual of
such an order, it is now considered that the power to make an order should vest in the
Chief General Manager of Health Department Victoria rather than a council medical
officer, irrespective of whether the danger to the public was due to HIV or some other
serious infectious disease. In other words, the Bill brings compulsory powers in respect of
cholera, typhoid and other serious infectious diseases into line WIth the provisions on
HIV.
The new provision substituted for proposed sections 121 and 127 also clarifies the role
of members of the Police Force by making it clear that, in carrying out an isolation order,
officers act in a secondary role providing assistance to the medical officer primarily charged
with enforcing the order.
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The Bill will also establish a new defence to an action brought by a person who claims
to be infected with HIV through blood supplied by the Red Cross Society or a hospital.
The new defence contained in proposed section 133 will cover the situation where a special
blood product with a very short shelflife is required for an urgent operation, before testing
of that product can be completed. The defence will apply provided that the donor of the
blood has been tested within the previous six months and was found to be negative.
Another change of significance is the restructuring of the provisions in the Bill relating
to health impact statements. Under the provisions of the earlier Bill, an application could
be made to the chief general manager for a formal inquiry into an activity if the applicant
were able to produce evidence that the activity constitutes a danger to human health.
An appeal against a decision of the chief general manager to institute an inquiry could
be made to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. However, such a decision would be
based on government policy, not amenable to review by the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal.
The new Bill omits this right of appeal but substitutes in lieu a requirement that the
chief general manager make available to any interested party the reasons why he or she
has decided either to institute an inquiry or not to institute an inquiry, as the case may be.
The effect is that any person who' is dissatisfied with a decision of the chief general manager
will be able to seek redress through the normal political processes or through the
Ombudsman.
With regard to nuisances, many technical changes have been made in the new Bill to
assist councils to fulfil their obligations under the Act. The changes will allow for smoother
practical operation of the nuisance provisions.
Proposed section 366c to be inserted into the Health Act by clause 28 requires certain
categories of business premises to be registered with councils. These include business
premises used by chiropodists. Unlike the other categories covered by the Bill, chiropodists
are a professional paramedical group and are governed by their own registration board
established under the Chiropodists Act 1968. It is, therefore, considered more appropriate
that the activities of chiropodists should be regulated by the profession's own registration
board rather than through councils. With this in mind, the list of registrable premises in
the new Bill omits the reference to chiropody.
In addition to the changes I have outlined, various provisions have been amended
either to overcome technical deficiencies or to clarify their intentions. These are of a
relatively minor nature and do not affect the essential thrust of the Bill.
More than 100 submissions were received by the review unit following the introduction
of the earlier Bill and a considerable number of the suggestions put forward have been
accepted by the government. As a result, the Bill not only reflects the benefits of the
additional consultation which has taken place within the community between the spring
and the autumn Parliamentary sittings but also, more importantly, will be a more workable
and effective measure.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, March 17.

Land (Goonawarra Golf Course) Bill

LAND (GOONA W ARRA GOLF COURSE) BILL
Mr W ALSH (Minister for Housing and Construction)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill is being introduced to put into place a management system for the Goonawarra
Golf Course which is more equitable than that which has existed under agreements
governing the establishment and ongoing development and use of the Goonawarra housing
estate.
Chief amongst those agreements was a pare~t develop~e.nt agreement executed in !uly
1978 by the Shire of Bulla and the then HOUSIng CommISSIOn. That agreement prOVIded
Session 1988-18
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for the development, over time, of 400 hectares of commission land, and for the estate to
be populated with a mix of public and private tenure households.
The development agreement addressed such matters as residential development and
engineering standards and establishment of community facilities, and it provided for the
construction of a golf course to add to the general amenity and marketability of the
developed residential allotments.
The golf course, which was built with public money, was to have a dual, private-public
character. The private interest was to be catered for by the construction of a clubhouse
and its lease to a private golf club.
In accordance with the terms of a tripartite agreement executed by the the Housing
Commission, the Shire of Bulla and the golf club, the shire took a five-year lease of the
entire golf course. During the term, which expired on 31 December 1986, the shire was
responsible for golf course maintenance; the club was conferred with exclusive playing
time ri~ts and an option to renew these rights and its sublease of the clubhouse for
succeSSIve periods of five years to a maximum period of75 years.
At the end of its five-year lease the shire had an option to purchase the golf course.
However, limited golf course access for public, ~een-fee paying players meant that the
shire was unable to cover the costs which it was Incurring in maintaining the course and
carrying out its other management obligations under the sublease to the golf club. As a
consequence, the shire was unable to exercise its option to purchase.
The reason for the limited revenue generated by the golf course is the core of the
problem. Clearly that reason is the entrenched playing time entitlements of the golf club.
Those entitlements, as recommended to the government of the day by its commercial
developer and agent, have been inappropriate and unchangeable.
Energetic efforts by previous Ministers to encourage the parties to bring about a voluntary
resolution of the matter have failed. In July-August last year the then Minister told the
shire and the club separately, and face to face, that if they could not find a mutually
acceptable solution he would find it necessary to bring about a resolution through legislation.
The Bill addresses the matter of inappropriate playing time entitlements and replaces
the existing provisions with an approach which is far more equitable. The revised approach
brings the playing times under regular review by the Minister if the parties themselves are
unable to agree, and thus caters for such things as numerical changes in club membership.
At the same time, an ample entitlement for public players is provided for.
In obliging the shire and subsequent owners of the golf course to use the golf course site
only as a golf course, the Bill will not preclude ancillary uses. For example, the shire might
want to establish on the site other sporting facilities such as a bowling green or squash
court. This will be permitted so long as the existing eighteen-hole golf course remains
intact.
The Bill also reaffirms and re-establishes the option to purchase by the shire under the
original conditions, a process which was always the intention of the then government and
the shire.
It is appropriate that this facility now passes into the hands of the local municipality in
circumstances where its management on behalf of the entire local community can take
place under a set of more equitable, more flexible, and more sensible controls.

I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr HAYWARD (Prahran), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, March 24.
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Glass and aluminium collection in City of Waverley-Restructure of Shire of CorioChemical residues at Board of Works farm-Pornographic material sold in service
stations-Ariadne Australia Ltd-Community attitudes on domestic violenceNeighbourhood Watch zone H46-Frankston Hospital
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I direct to the attention of the Minister for Planning and
Environment a matter concerning the recycling of glass and aluminium within the City of
Waverley. The city has been operating a plan which on garbage collection day has residents
sorting their own glass and aluminium waste into separate bags supplied by the contractor
for the city. That system has worked well for two years but last year, prior to the contract
being renewed, the contractor sought a payment of 5 cents a household a week to collect
that waste. That contract terminated on 30 September 1987.
If that contract had been accepted, the City ofWaverley would have had to have borne
an additional cost of$l00 000 a year. The council took the view that that was inappropriate,
and advised the contractor accordingly.
The Environment Protection Authority supports the contractor in his pursuit of the
contract. The contractor has proceeded on the previously existing arrangements and
consideration of this contract is $1 per annum. The council is seeking the advice of the
Environment Protection Authority on its intention. At a meeting held on 9 February 1988
the following resolution was passed:
That the Manager of the EPA Recycling Unit be advised that there does not appear to be a case for further
meetings relating to a financial contribution by council towards recycling as the council considers that recycling
should be economically viable ifit is to be practised.

Some household garbage is cleared on a volume basis but in the City of Waverley it is
cleared on a per-tenement basis, so, irrespective of the volume shifted, the council makes
no saving in employing a separate contractor and paying him to remove the garbage.
I ask the Minister to take up the matter with the management of the recycling unit so
that he can satisfy himself that what the manager is trying to achieve is reasonable. The
Minister should also bear in mind that the contract will pose an additional burden of
$100000 on the ratepayers of the City ofWaverley.
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for Local
Government concerns the Shire of Corio, which is involved in a long-running dispute
over the restructure of the administration of the shire. It is one of the largest municipalities
in Victoria and, in the past, it has been one of the most respected municipalities in both
Victoria and Geelong-second only to Geelong West!
It is unfortunate that the dispute has arisen. It appears that action has not been taken
on the resolution of the shire council to appoint consultants to prepare a report on the
restructure. Of concern to ratepayers is that the council discussed the recommendations
of the consultants in committee, which denied residents and ratepayers of the shire access
to the debate.

The council is evenly divided on the matter with six councillors opposing the proposals
of the consultants and six in favour. The president of the shire council used his casting
vote to resolve the issue. The consultants put forward four options but the advice I have
received from councillors informs me that only one option was considered seriously.
Concern has also been expressed over apparent division in the council on a previous
matter. Some councillors are determined to remove five senior officers from the shire
council. One officer has already resigned because of pressure brought to bear on him and
four other positions are currently being considered. A senior officer cannot be removed
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easily, but there are ways of doing so without acting in accordance with the provisions
contained in the Local Government Act.
Approximately 3000 people si~ned a petition opposing the shire council's decision on
the restructure of the municipalIty. On 20 January 1988, 360 people attended a public
meeting. Most of them strongly opposed the recommendation to accept the first option of
the consultants. The people were also critical of the fact that not one councillor who
supported the council's resolution attended the meeting.
I ask the Minister to examine the matter and to advise the House accordingly.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Water
Resources. It is pleasant to see the Minister in the Chamber as there are so few Ministers
present. I understand that chemical residues have been found at the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works farm at Werribee and the matter is serious.
The Minister would be aware that last year during the spring sessional period chemical
residues were debated extensively. Concern was expressed both here and in another place
about the use of DDT and dieldrin. At the time the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs introduced a buy-back scheme for DDT but not for dieldrin.
One has to wonder about that decision. The results of the buy-back system for DDT
meant that thousands of gallons of that material were handed in or cash was received for
it. That was the incentive and I believe the department was absolutely amazed at the
amount ofDDT that was scattered around Victoria.
On many occasions the National Party asked the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs to include dieldrin in that buy-back scheme and, in another place, in reply to a
question from Mr Knowles, the Minister said that he would not go down that track because
dieldrin is widely used in the building industry, and he said the government was, "not in
the business of taking back huge supplies that were left over from other users and that was
the difficulty".
So it was obviously known that large quantities of this material were about but the
Minister would not take action. I understand that cattle from the MMBW farm have been
found to have chemical residue levels above the acceptable limit and it would certainly
seem that the failure of the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in this area has
caused the problem.
Nobody is exactly sure how the problem had occurred but it is suggested that it came
about because dieldrin has been poured down the toilet system somewhere and has found
its way into the Board of Works sewerage farm and, as honourable members would know,
that farm is irrigated from that source.
I ask the Minister whether he is aware of the problem and whether he can tell the House
about the extent of the problem and perhaps, at the same time, indicate how many cattle
and sheep are on the MMBW farm at Werribee.
I understand that part of the farm has been quarantined and, if that is so, it raises a
serious management problem because one would imagine that all paddocks irrigated from
that source would have the same problem. It could mean a huge management problem if
cattle have to be put in dry paddocks, because irrigated paddocks are important fattening
areas for cattle. The exports from our important beef industry could be in some jeopardy
if the problem exists as I have outlined.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I address my remarks to the Attorney-General and, in his
absence, to the Minister for Housing and Construction and I ask him to pass the comments
on to that Minister. They concern the open display of certain photographic material, that
several of my constituents have found offensive, on the covers of magazines.
I shall read an extract from a letter that I received from one of these constituents. It
reads, in part:
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I am a van salesman who visits a lot of service stations. More and more, I am discovering many service
stations openly displaying magazines that are clearly pornographic. As far as I am concerned, what people choose
to read in private can be their business, but magazines with pictures on the cover displaying two nude females,
kissing each other's body and another magazine with a male and nude female obviously indicating an oral sex
act ... this in a large service station into which children are allowed.

The children frequent the service station because other articles are also for sale. I consider
this an important issue, even if members of the Opposition do not. Like you, Mr Speaker,
I know we live in different times than we lived in nearly ten or fifteen years ago, but this
situation is a problem.
In the past ten or fifteen years standards and morality have changed. We now have,
possibly on film in our living rooms, depictions and language that ten or twenty years ago
would not have been seen or heard. Yet, today, we sit with the family with our tea on our
laps and watch it, and hear it, and accept it.
Our society has become blase. Some honourable members opposite may have been in
the House in the 1960s at the time of Mr Rylah's teenage daughter when we were all
shocked by "obscene books" such as Portnoy's Complaint and Lady Chatterley's Lover,
works that would not now raise an eyebrow. In 1973 the Police Offences (Publications)
Bill was introduced into the House. Its purpose was to establish a State advisory board on
publications. By and large, that board has done a good job. It was stated in H ansard that
the Bill was to restrict the open display of magazines that members of the public may find
offensive.
My constituent said that he did not mind what people did or read in private but he was
offended when confronted by covers of magazines that he found unsavoury. I am sure the
principle of the Public Offences (Publications) Bill-probably introduced by the Hamer
government-was to protect people who did not wish to be confronted by this sort of
material.
The problem today is that, although the Victorian Authorized Newsagents Association
might be upholding the standard of lines sold in newsagents, many other outlets such as
service stations carry comprehensive lines of products from a packet of pins to Mars bars,
groceries and magazines. Some of these outlets are possibly not policing the situation as
well as do members of the association.
Mr Meagher, the then Chief Secretary, introduced the Police Offences (Publications)
Bill into the House and, during debate, is reported in H ansard as stating that the Victorian
Authorized Newsagents Association had advised its members:
Newsagents have "gotten by" for generations without handling sordid publications of the kind which are in
evidence today-and every newsagent should appreciate what is meant by that comment-and they will "get
by" in future equally as well without it. No newsagent should find space for it.

One notices when one goes to the newsagent to buy the Age or the Sun that one has to go
past large attractive displays of magazines. I am concerned that outlets such as service
stations and other places are stocking magazines of an unsavoury type.
I ask the Attorney-General to contact the Victorian Authorized Newsagents Association
to ascertain whether covers of magazines that people find offensive are not so readily
displayed and whether offensive photographic covers are removed from display shelves
so that the provisions of the Police Offences (Publications) Act are adhered to.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-In the absence of the Minister for Labour, I raise with the
Minister for Housing and Construction the problems of employment at both ends of the
scale, from principal management executives to apprentices at Repco Corporation Ltd
because of moves being taken within that organisation by Ariadne Australia Ltd.
Ariadne Australia Ltd is making noises about stripping the Repco organisation and
selling it off piece by piece. I am concerned that the apprentice training centre located in
Richmond and currently employing 110 apprentices may be in jeopardy as a consequence
of the actions of the new United States of America supremos, who do not seem to have
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the same commitment to this country and its people as did the previous senior management
executives. The government has expended approximately $1 million on the apprentice
training facility over the past three years and has provided a first-class centre.
Another matter relating to employment is that, as a consequence of the manoeuvrings
within the company, claims have been lodged at the Industrial Relations Commission of
Victoria by Mr John O'Brien, managing director, and Mr Hillary Roberts, finance director
of the Repco company, as a result of Mr Cafiero taking over. My concern is that the
commission may not be in a position to hear their claims.
If they are not able to have their claims heard before the commission, I presume the
issue will go to the State Supreme Court and the two gentlemen concerned may have to
wait anything up to two years before the matter is finalised.
That may, on the surface, not appear to be significant, except that those two gentlemen,
along with another eight senior executives of Repco Corporation Ltd, had put together a
proposition to purchase Repco from the Ariadne group to ensure that Repco, as we know
it today, continues in this country, and that the apprentice training school is maintained.
There is strong feeling within the company on this issue and I ask the Minister to take a
special interest in this matter in the interests of those people employed in that industry.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Premier and I ask
the Minister for Housing and Construction to pass on my concerns to him.
The Minister Assisting the Prime Minister on the Status of Women, Senator Margaret
Reynolds, yesterday released the results of a survey into community attitudes on domestic
violence. The survey was part of the national agenda for women, which raised, as one of
the major issues, domestic violence within Australia.
The comprehensive survey, which was commissioned by the Office of the Status of
Women in December 1987, surveyed 1504 men and women aged eighteen years and over
from city and country locations in all States and Territories throughout Australia. The
survey sample was selected at random from all 53 Australian telephone directories. Up to
three calls were made to each location and one respondent was randomly selected from
each household. The final sample compared well with the population figures available
from the 1986 census, so I am satisfied that the survey was conducted comprehensively.
The survey found that domestic violence was accepted by a wide range of people in the
community. It showed that one in five accepted the use of physical force by a man against
his female partner. It found that nearly half of the population personally know either a
victim or a batterer; that more than one-quarter admitted they would ignore a case of
domestic violence involving their neighbour, and that even the threat to use or the actual
use of a weapon on one's partner was considered justifiable by 6 per cent, that is, 700 000
adult Australians. It is a horrifyin~ state of affairs that community attitudes allow these
sorts of views to be held in Austraha.
The survey was the first step in an educational program for which the Federal government
has allocated $1·6 million to determine what community attitudes are to domestic violence
and to highlight, to the women who are being battered as well as the men doing the
battering, the problems of domestic violence.
One of the most salient parts of the survey was that domestic violence, even though it is
so widely accepted, is not a "top of the mind" issue for the Australian community_ Only
1 per cent of those surveyed mentioned it first as the most important issue affecting
families and yet, when prompted by a further question, a third of those people selected
domestic violence as a most important issue.
The most worrying factor of that survey is that more than one-quarter of the population,
28 per cent, said that they would ignore the fact of a neighbour beating his wife if they
found out about it. This reflects the attitudinal view that domestic violence is a private
matter within a family and that nobody except the police, should interfere, certainly not
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someone from outside the family unit, and, furthermore, that they, as neighbours, should
not alert anybody to the battering.
The survey of 1500 people found that people with the most sexist attitudes are more
likely to consider that violent action by a man against his wife is justifiable. Those with
more sexist attitudes are more likely to hold pro-violence attitudes: for example, that a
woman who is beaten probably asked for it; that domestic violence is a private matter;
and that a woman can always leave her home.
This is a frightful state of affairs and is perhaps the first salvo of a ten-year community
education pro$fam in the same way that the lifestyle of communities was turned around
by the promotIon of improved diet and exercise habits. The promotion of those activities
in order to prolong our lives took a long time to permeate through society. The same can
probably be said about domestic violence. We must discuss the issue and consider it
carefully.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Premier, but in his
absence I direct it to the attention of the Minister for Housing and Construction. I have
had directed to my attention by the area coordinator of Neighbourhood Watch zone H46,
correspondence forwarded to the Premier on 30 July 1987. In that letter the area coordinator
requested the Premier's advice:
(a) Will your government support, in its present or an amended form, the Hon. B. A. Chamberlain's Police
(Powers ofInvestigations) Bill 1987?
(b) Ensure that, in the next Budget, funds are allocated, both as to capital and expenses, so that the financing
of major responsibilities, such as law and order, take precedence over projects which can be efficiently undertaken
by private enterprise, or placed on hold?
(c) Effectively tighten the Bail Act to prevent judges, magistrates, etc. granting inappropriate bail, particularly
in either drug-related or prior conviction cases?

(d) Take suitable action to ensure that all judges' sentences are both responsible and adequate to the offence,
taking into consideration the well-being ofthe community, not the offender?
(e) Strengthen laws affecting Neighbourhood Watch recommendations, e.g. in the case of stolen goods, the
interpretation of "bona fide" ownership?

My understanding is that I was the only member of Parliament calling for the introduction
of the Neighbourhood Watch scheme prior to its introduction. I assure the Premier and
the House that I appreciate that for the scheme to be successful it must be totally free of
party politics. In bringing this matter to my attention, I am certain that members of
Neighbourhood Watch zone H46 have no intention of becoming involved in party politics
on this issue.
Nevertheless, they have asked me as the local member, to raise this matter in the House
as, apart from a letter of 1 September 1987 referring the matter to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, they have heard nothing further. The members of zone H46,
through their area coordinator, have clearly expressed to me that they consider these
questions to be of importance and that sufficient time for a response has now elapsed.
They believe they should now receive a reply on this issue from the Premier.
I ask the Premier to either ascertain what has happened in his office to that letter from
Neighbourhood Watch zone H46, or to contact the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services to discover what has occurred with the correspondence and ascertain when the
questions can be answered. As the Premier is not present, I ask the Minister for Housing
and Construction to take up this matter as soon as possible.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister
for Planning and Environment as the representative of the Minister for Health. I inform
him that in 1985 there were 710 people on the waiting lists of the Frankston Hospital. In
December 1987, there were 1000 people on the waiting lists, representing an increase of
41 per cent.
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I also point out that waiting times for orthopaedic patients were 13·6 months; in
ophthalmology the waiting time was 7·1 months; for general surgery it was 5·1 months.
The Premier made a glamorous statement about the wonderful improvements the
government had effected on the Mornington Peninsula. He said that I had done nothing
for the Frankston Hospital, although I had served on the board of the hospital during all
of the years from 1975 to 1980. The Minister for Planning and Environment, when
announcing the overpass to be built at Frankston, informed the House that the sand was
sold by the Frankston Hospital.
Ifhonourable members look at the analysis of waiting lists and times at suburban public
hospitals, they will see that the Frankston Hospital has consistently had the longest waiting
lists and times in the State. The Prime Minister promised $100 million over three years
and the people of Frankston have yet to see that money. The Premier will not be the
Premier after the next election ifhe continues with his present behaviour.
Mr WALSH (Minister for Housing and Construction)-The honourable member for
Syndal raised a matter concerning the cost to the Waverley City Council ratepayers of the
recycling plant, and he referred to negotiations which are taking place. I shall pass that
concern on to the Minister for Planning and Environment.
The honourable member for Hawthorn raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Labour concerning apprentice training at Repco Corporation Ltd at Richmond. I am
concerned about that matter, too, and I shall pass on his concern to the Minister for
Labour.
The honourable member for Hawthorn raised another matter relating to the unfair
dismissal of Mr O'Brien and another person. There may be problems with section 34 on
this matter. I shall certainly bring the matter to the attention of the Minister.
The honourable member for Ringwood raised a matter relating to domestic violence for
the attention of the Premier. I agree that there should be an education program devised
on the issue. The honourable member is quite right in seeking to ensure that that should
take place, so that the incidence of domestic violence is kept low in Victoria.
The honourable member for Caul field raised a matter concerning the Neighbourhood
Watch scheme for the attention of the Premier. He referred to questions which have been
forwarded to the Premier. I shall bring that to his attention and ask for a reply on those
matters.
Finally, the honourable member for Frankston South directed a matter to the attention
of the Minister for Health concerning public hospital waiting lists and funding. I shall
bring that matter to the Minister's attention.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Water Resources)-The honourable member for Ripon
raised a matter relating to contamination at the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works farm at Werribee. Honourable members will be aware that the farm is 10800
hectares in size and that it is currently grazing 19 000 sheep, 14 500 head of cattle and
1100 goats.
It is important to the proper functioning of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works that the farm operates and grazes cattle to the extent that it does. The cattle are
grazed on pastures irrigated with treated sewage and also on dry grazing pastures.
Unfortunately it has been detected recently, after a random sample was taken of 24
Werribee farm cattle that were tested for pesticide residues, that six bulls of various ages
and one young cow had levels of dieldrin which exceeded the maximum residue limit. All
the cattle tested were below the minimum level for DDT, which is in line with what the
honourable member for Ripon said. The sheep and goats grazed at Werribee are not
exposed to the pesticides and have not been affected by the contamination. They are sold
in the main for breeding or live export.
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The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs was kept fully informed of the board's
action and recently the department quarantined the entire farm. It appears that the dieldrin
contamination at the farm was historically based and was the result of past illegal dumping
of pesticides in the sewer.
The board put that plan into operation in about last December. The management plan
was developed after consultation with the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs; it
has been based on live testing and trial slaughtering of 163 representative animals. The
main area of concern has been the level of residue in bulls and in some cows, ranging from
just below to just above the acceptable limits.
The main area of concern on the levels of residue in the bulls has been that, when they
are grazing off this particular pasture, obviously they are contaminated by the dieldrin
that has already been flushed through the pasture and dumped down the sewer. The cattle
sales are proceeding on the basis of retaining the animals that were at risk and grazing
them on uncontaminated areas, to reduce the residue levels.
Approximately 2000 animals-mainly steers-have been slaughtered and no violations
have been detected. All cattle sales will be in full conformity with the requirements of the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. Close testing and monitoring of all cattle on
the farm will be continued.
There has been a great deal of concern by the department and the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works about the effect of contamination by the dieldrin that was
washed down the sewer. The fact that the board runs cattle on its land in that location
means revenue of about $4 million a year, contributing largely to the proper functioning
of the operations in handling sewerage.
I confidently say to the honourable member for Ripon that the matter is not under
control, to the extent that the board has been forced to test every animal to be slaughtered
on the fann. That costs about $40 a head. Those measures will continue, to safeguard
against contaminated cattle getting onto the open market.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The honourable member for
Geelong asked a question about a dispute centring around the structuring of staff at the
Shire of Corio. From information provided, the decision was six-all, depending on the
casting vote of the president. Concern was expressed at a deputation I recently received as
to whether a more public discussion of the consultant's report might have resulted in a
different recommendation.
I have undertaken to discuss the issues with the department. I understand the nature of
the public concern, when about 3000 signatures were collected on a petition, and the
concern of those councillors who intend to continue to serve the shire after August 1988.
Some have indicated that they will not continue, and that may influence decisions to the
detriment of the Shire of Corio. I will further investigate the matter.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-The honourable member for Dandenong
raised the question of a complaint from a constituent about the display of offensive
publications-porno. This material is being displayed in magazine racks in stores and
service stations and, probably to a lesser extent, in newsagencies. People tend to find it
offensive.
The censorship of publications is under the control of the Police Offences Act, which
creates the State Classification of Publications Board. That board has a duty to declare as
'unsuitable material that would not be suitable for persons under the age of eighteen years.
The board is empowered to classify such material as restricted and, where it applies that
classification, such material is not allowed to be sold to minors or available for perusal by
minors. Such publications are required to be sealed in plastic bags so they cannot be
opened up and thumbed through.
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In addition, the board may order that publications be not displayed in normal places
for purchase of magazines and that they be made available for distribution only in sex
shops.
A number of complaints have been made about the availability of the Playboy magazine,
in particular, in stores such as K-mart, Safeway, 7-Eleven and so on. It IS important to
recognise that there appears to have been a change of policy by the Packer organisation,
Australian Consolidated Press Ltd, which distributes a wide range of popular motoring
and sporting magazines, as well as the Australian Women's Weekly, the Bulletin and
Playboy.
I have been informed that chain-stores, service stations and supermarkets have been
told by Australian Consolidated Press Ltd that, if they wish to stock any of the popular
magazines distributed by that organisation, they must stock the full designated range,
including Playboy. That is causing some difficulty because many operators and managers
of stores want to be selective about the magazines they place on display, so as not to cause
offence. It is such an approach to marketing that creates difficulties for some of the
distributors and shopkeepers.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 6.17 p. m. until Wednesday, March 16.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

DEPARTMENT OF PROPERTY AND SERVICES ANNUAL
REPORTS
(Question No. 16)

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) asked the Minister for Property and Services:
1. Which departments, authorities and agencies within his administration are required to present annual
reports to Parliament?
2. Whether any ofthese bodies had not lodged their 1985-86 annual report by 31 December 1986; ifso-(a)
what is the name of each body; (b) what was the reason for those annual reports not being lodged in accordance
with the appropriate Act; and (c) what action is being taken to ensure those bodies comply with their Act?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The answer is:
1. The following bodies which fall within my portfolio are required to submit annual reports to Parliament:
Department of Property and Services
Government Employee Housing Authority
Public Record Office
Surveyor-General (including Place Names Committee)
Victorian Public Offices Corporation.
2. (a) The 1985-86 annual reports for the Public Record Office and the Victorian Public Offices Corporation
had not been tabled in Parliament before 31 December 1986.
(b) In the case of the Public Record Office, the late lodgement was due to the need to prepare a late appendix
to address some matters omitted from the report originally submitted in December 1986. This appendix was
submitted to my predecessor on 17 February 1987, and the report was tabled in Parliament on 17 March 1987.

In the case of the Victorian Public Offices Corporation, the delay was due to the auditor's report not being
available and the necessity to obtain the signatures of the four relevant Ministers required to sign the report.
(c) The bodies referred to above will make every endeavour in future to comply with the relevant legislation
in relation to submission of annual reports to Parliament.

CONSULTANTS EMPLOYED BY DEPARTMENT OF PROPERTY
AND SERVICES
(Question No. 138)

Mr COOPER (Momington) asked the Minister for Property and Services:
In respect of each department, agency and authority within his administration, what are the names of all
consultants employed since March 1984, indicating-(a) for what purpose they were employed; (b) what working
plan they were given; (c) what was the cost of their services; (d) what was the duration of their contract; and (e)
were any additional payments made in excess of the contract price; if so, what were the amounts paid?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The answer is:
The Department of PrQperty and Services is a diverse and complex organisation comprising some seventeen
divisions and a range of statutory authorities and instrumentalities. Over the period covered by the honourable
member's question, the services of consultants have been engaged to assist the department and its divisions in a
variety of tasks which the department has not been equipped to handle from within its own resources. These
have included management reviews of the Valuer-General's Office, Property Division and Survey and Mapping
Division; a review of public records policy in Victoria; publicity services associated with voter information
campaigns in various State elections and by-elections; studies into information systems needs (in particular as
they relate to land information services provided by the LANDATA project and the Land Titles Office); and,
more recently, a comprehensive review of the role and functions of the Victorian Government Printing Office.
Smaller scale consultancies have also been conducted from time to time as needs arise-for example, in the areas
of staff training and development and computer systems needs of individual divisions.
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A further relevant consideration is that a number of the functions for which the Department of Property and
Services is at present responsible were transferred from other government agencies as a result of machinery of
government changes during the period covered by the question, principally in 1985 and 1986. Detailed records
of any consultancies which occurred prior to the machinery of government changes are therefore not held by my
department in all relevant cases.
In view of the above considerations, the time and resources which would be necessary to provide a full
response to the question cannot be justified, particularly to the degree of detail for which the question seeks.
However, should the honourable member wish to obtain details of any consultancy or consultancies in which he
has a particular interest, I should be pleased to provide him with the relevant information, so far as it is
practicable to do so.

JOINT VENTURES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT
(Question No. 163)

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

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The answer is:
From enquiries made on my behalf I understand that no department, agency or authority within my
administration was involved between 4 April 1982 and 1 May 1987 in a joint venture where the State of Victoria
had or acquired equity.

JOINT VENTURES OF DEPARTMENT OF PROPERTY AND
SERVICES
(Question No. 166)

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

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Property and Services)-The answer is:
The Survey and Mapping Division is the only division of the department which has any agreement which may
be interpreted as falling into this category. During this period that division jointly purchased with the Royal
Melbourne Institute of Technology one global positioning system receiver at a cost of $90 000. The division
utilises the system for approximately one-third of the time, one-third is utilised for educational purposes and the
remaining time the receiver is available for hire. Any revenue derived from the hire is to be divided equally
between both parties.
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UNIONISTS APPOINTED TO COMMITTEES OR BOARDS
(Question No. 221)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Planning and Environment:
In respect of each department, agency and authority within his administration, what are the names and
qualifications of all-(a) union officials; (b) union members or affiliates; and (c) members ofthe ALP, appointed
to any committee or board?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-The answer is:
Appointments to boards and committees are made on the basis of merit and qualifications considered appropriate
for the functions undertaken by the relevant board or committee. Information concerning the union, political or
other affiliation of any person appointed to a board or committee within my portfolio is a private matter which,
so long as it remains such, is not a matter within my Ministerial responsibility. This does not include those
appointments to boards or committees where union affiliation is a prerequisite for appointment, either because
it is specified in legislation or adopted as a matter of policy. Accordingly, details concerning appointments so
specified are as follows:

Historic Buildings Council
N. Moore: Nominee of the Victorian Trades Hall Council.

J. Ellis: Deputy member appointed to act in absence ofN. Moore, also nominee of the Victorian Trades Hall
Council.
P. Sandon: Nominee of the Victorian Public Service Association.

J. Anderson: Deputy member appointed to act in absence ofP. Sandon, also nominee of the Victorian Public
Service Association.
Plumbers and Gasfitters Board
C. Daniels: Nominee ofthe Plumbers and Gasfitters Employees Union of Australia.

J. Rutherford: Nominee of the Plumbers and Gasfitters Employees Union of Australia.
Plumbers Gasfitters and Drainers Registration Board

J. Rutherford: Nominee of the Plumbers and Gasfitters Employees Union of Australia.
W. Davis: Nominee of the Plumbers and Gasfitters Employees Union of Australia.

Westernport Regional Planning and Co-ordination Committee

J. Benstead: Member of the Australian Workers Union nominated by the Trades Hall Council.
Ministry for Planning and Environment Occupational Health and Safety Co-ordinating Committee
A. Atkins: Nominee of the Victorian Public Service Association.
K. L'Huillier: Nominee of the Victorian Public Service Association [occupational health and safety
representative].

Ministry for Planning and Environment Equal Opportunity Consultative Committee
L. Smith
O. Monkerud
N.O'Keefe
[Nominees of the Victorian Public Service Association].
P. Mollison
S. McLaren
A. Farago

I

Ministry for Planning and Environment Protection Authority-Joint Technological Change Committee
P. Connell, W. McCutcheon,

J. Lane: [Nominees of the Victorian Public Service Association].
Ministry for Planning and Environment Protection Authority-Accommodation Committee
T. Kennedy,
K. Wood: [Nominees of the Victorian Public Service Association].

Recycling and Litter Advisory Committee
M. Graham: Member of the Pulp and Paper Workers Federation of Australia nominated by the Trades Hall
Council.
J. Allcock: Member of the Australian Glass Workers Union nominated by the Trades Hall Council.
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Recycling and Litter Advisory Committee-Litter Subcommittee
J. Allcock: Member of the Australian Glass Workers Union nominated by the Trades Hall Council.
Recycling and Litter Advisory Committee-Recycling Subcommittee
M. Brough: Nominee of the Victorian Trades Hall Council [Geelong).

WORKCARE
(Question No. 228)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Community Services, for the Minister
for Transport:
In relation to each department, agency or authority, respectively, within his administration whether any
evaluation of the impact of WorkCare has been carried out, if so, on a monthly basis-(a) for the three years
preceding the introduction of WorkCare; and (b) for the period since the introduction of WorkCare to 31 August
1987-(i) what number of claims were lodged by employees; and (ii) the duration of each claim?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-The answer supplied by the
Minister for Transport is:
This information has already been provided to the honourable member under the Freedom of Information
Act.

EMPLOYMENT OF MR T. TOUHEY
(Question No. 257)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Community Services, for the Minister
for Transport:
Whether Mr Tony Touhey is employed by the Metropolitan Transit Authority as a revenue clerk; if so-(a)
whether he is aware that Mr Touhey is also a full-time union representative for the Municipal Officers Association
and is paid as a part-time board member of the Metropolitan Transit Authority; and (b) whether Mr Touhey's
position will be one of the 4 per cent redundancies to take place and, if not, whether Mr Touhey will be allowed
to continue his union duties while being employed by the MT A?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-The answer supplied by the
Minister for Transport is:
(a) Mr Touhey is employed by the Metropolitan Transit Authority as a project officer within the operations
directorate.

Mr Touhey is Federal President of the Municipal Officers Association of Australia. This is not a full-time
position.
Mr Touhey is an elected member of the board of the Metropolitan Transit Authority. He was elected in
accordance with section 15 (2) (iii) of the Transport Act 1983.
(b) The position of project officer occupied by Mr Touhey will not be declared surplus to the operating
requirements of the authority as a result of the 4 per cent second-tier wage indexation decision.

EMPLOYMENT OF STAFF AT BENDIGO RAILWAY
WORKSHOPS, 1982 TO 1987
(Question No. 290)

Mr JOHN (Bendigo East) asked the Minister for Community Services, for the Minister
for Transport:
As at 30 June, for each of the years 1982 to 1987:
1. How many persons were employed at the Bendigo Railway Workshops?
2. How many apprentices were engaged at the Bendigo Railway Workshops?
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Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-The answer supplied by the
Minister for Community Services, for the Minister for Transport is:
Year

Employees

Apprentices
Number Engaged

Total Employed

Total Employed

1982

452

46

16

1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

470
458
465
465
400

50
54
60
48
49

14
14
15
4
16
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Wednesday, 16 March 1988
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Minister for Sport and Recreation
will be absent during question time.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources, given the government's strong defence last week in Parliament of the
Brunswick-Richmond powerline and the new position expressed last Friday by the Premier,
if the government is now seeking to review the route of the powerline, and will the Minister
inform the House on what grounds the decision that the State Electricity Commission
reroute the line around schools in Clifton Hill is based, be they environmental or other
considerations?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I again welcome
the somewhat belated interest by the Opposition in the powerline, an interest that will
obviously fade away' after next Saturday. Such political opportunism indicates the depth
of concern of the LIberal Party particularly the Leader of the Opposition, in the result of
next Saturday's by-election.
The position of the government with respect to the powerline was outlined by me last
week, in the earlier weeks of the sessional period and in the repeated statements I have
made. The government has received some representations from the Trades Hall Council
seeking further information about a number of aspects of the line, particularly the
comparative effect of electromagnetic radiation both above and below the ground and a
number of issues related to that. I have undertaken to provide what information is
available from the State Electricity Commission. The matter will be considered in further
discussions with the Trades Hall Council some time next week.
The powerline is sorely needed. The route of the line was determined after extensive
work by ajoint Parliamentary committee and after appropriate public processes involving
an environment effects statement. The government has done all that it could to ensure
appropriate community input and consultation. The powerline is replacing an existing
line, a point that the Leader of the Opposition would not even know; it is replacing a line
already on the route in question.
After Saturday's by-election, I hope the Leader of the Opposition will go back to his
cocoon and stop worrying about and getting involved in issues of this sort.

PENALTIES FOR OFFENCES COMMITTED IN GAOL
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Attorney-General to
people who have been convicted of murder, who are serving sentences in gaol given them
by a judge and who then proceed to commit further offences in gaol. The community is
faced with the unsatisfactory situation where those people know that they will serve only
their original sentences, regardless of the offences committed in gaol. Will the AttorneyGeneral ensure that the government takes action so that adequate protection is given to
warders by additional penalties being conferred on people who commit offences while in
prison?
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Mr McCUTCHEON (Attorney-General)-I believe the matter raised by the Leader of
the National Party would require legislation; it will be considered.

POLICE FLAK JACKETS
Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-Is the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
aware of allegations that police flak jackets are inadequate and dangerous? If so, has he
had those allegations investigated, and what are the results of any such investigations?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I am aware of allegations
made by the honourable member for Mornington towards the end of last year that the
police flak jackets were inadequate and dangerous. The jackets were designed and tested
by the Victoria Police under the charge of Inspector Nick Hoare, who is a Churchill Fellow
and an acknowledged expert on flak jackets.
The flak jackets are entirely suitable and were designed for the Victoria Police, in fact,
they were designed by the Victoria Police. Mr Tom Rippon, former Secretary of the Police
Association, who is not given to laying praise on the government indiscriminately, said of
the flak jacket: "It is bloody good for our people". The entire Police Force is well satisfied
with the 1800 flak jackets the government has provided at a cost of $900 000, but the
police are outraged-Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member for Mornington continues to
interject, and defies the Chair and fails to respect the authority of the Chair, I shall deal
with him.
Mr CRABB-The Victoria Police Force is entirely satisfied that the flak jackets are
appropriate for the uses for which they were designed, but members are deeply offended
at the irrational comments by the so-called spokesman on police for the Liberal Party. In
fact, they would agree with the view expressed by the Liberal candidate for St Kilda
concerning the honourable member for Mornington, which I will put to the House another
day.

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I direct a question to the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources. If it is correct that the government is conducting an
environmental review of the powerline in the Yarra Valley area near the Kew electorate,
where a by-election will shortly be held, will the Minister instruct the State Electricity
Commission to re-examine the proposal to put the powerline underground in the Yarra
Bend National Park?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Once again, a
diversionary tactic is being perpetrated by the Liberal Party. I will make a simple point
which has been made before but which is taking a while to sink through the minds of
Opposition members. The cost of undergrounding the powerline has been estimated to be
approximately $40 million. For the Opposition suddenly to develop a policy on the run
for a by-election for a seat that is supposed to be a safe Liberal seat, demonstrates the
extent of concern of the Liberal Party in Victoria at the moment.
The idea of blithely saying the cost is only $40 million is utterly irresponsible and I, for
one, will not have a bar of such absolute nonsense. The first issue is that the effect on the
park, for which the honourable member for Berwick has found some latter-day concern,
would be much greater if the line were put underground. A 9-metre wide trench would
need to be cut right through the park. No trees would be able to be grown in that area so
that the State Electricity Commission could have access to the trench.
Mr Brown-What rubbish!
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Mr FORDHAM-We have a new-found expert in the form of the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition. He does not want an answer to the question after all! It would be
environmental madness to place the powerline underground through the park, as has been
proposed. The existing powerline which runs through that area is being replaced and the
powerline will be erected on poles ratter than towers, so the impact on the community
will be much more environmentally sensitive than the existing powerline.
The political opportunism of the Liberal Party knows no bounds. If the honourable
member for Berwick had been one of the people doorknocking in the electorate of Kew
last week, I can understand why he is so concerned; the issue in that electorate is guns and
nothing the Liberal Party says will change that fact one iota!

FIREARMS LEGISLATION
Mr MeN AMARA (Benalla)-Has the Minister for Police and Emergency Services been
invited to attend meetings that have been arranged to discuss the firearms legislation? If
so, why did he not attend?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I have been invited to
several meetings to discuss gun laws and I have accepted some invitations and declined
others. The fact that I have not attended any meetings at which the honourable member
for Benalla has been present is fortuitous rather than by design; when I think about it, it is
probably good judgment on my part!

AVAILABILITY OF VIOLENT VIDEOS
Mr CULPIN (Broadmeadows)-Is the Premier aware of community concern at the
growth in the availability of violent videos? If so, what steps is the government taking to
restrict this growth?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The problem to which the honourable member for Broadmeadows
has directed attention has existed for some time. I believed the steps the government took
almost four and a half years ago to try to provide uniform classification and enforcement
had overcome those problems. Honourable members would be aware of one particular
video, Faces ofDeath, which apparently has been available for some time in video outlets
even though the Film Censorship Board unanimously refused it classification. The video
was barred entirely because it was considered so indecent and obscene.
That matter has been placed in the hands of the police and action is being taken on that
video. That addresses a single case but the harmful effects of this kind of material is real
and concerted action is required. I repeat that this problem must be tackled on a national
basis. A major weakness in the current national censorship system is that censorship
authorities seem not to have power to recall and reconsider classifications that are given
to videos.
More than once the government has expressed its cr ncern about the apparent liberal
approach to the classification of some material by the Chief Censor, especially where the
material depicts excess violence and is gratuitous with no relationship to the theme or
story-line. I understand the Commonwealth government will propose amendments to the
Australian Capital Territory ordinance.
Mr Maclellan-About time!
Mr CAIN-It may well be "about time". Amendments will be made to the ordinance
on that subject to allow the Commonwealth government to reclassify material that has
been in circulation for at least two years. On Friday a meeting of State and Federal
Attorneys-General will be held and Victoria's Attorney-General will make a case for a
reassertion of the determination of the States to bring some sense back into the issue.
Almost five years ago, as the then Attorney-General, I attended a meeting at which a
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common approach was reached with some difficulty. Unfortunately, through the outlets I
have mentioned, this common approach has been undermined.
The government has expressed its concern to the Commonwealth government over the
continued problem of X-rated videos being able to be sold within the Australian Capital
Territory and the Northern Territory, despite the fact that they are banned in the States.
It is time to stop the practice and the government will be doing what it can to stop it.
The government will be asking the Commonwealth government, which has exclusive
control over import licences, to keep the most objectionable material out of the country.
That can be done to the satisfaction of the State governments. The government intends to
lead in the action it undertook some years ago. That action has been undermined; it must
be reasserted, and it will be.

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-Given that the government is reviewing the route of the
Brunswick to Richmond powerline, has the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources instructed the State Electricity Commission to stop construction of the powerline
until the review has been completed?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Construction is
proceeding on the Brunswick-Richmond powerline in a number of locations. The
placement of the foundation pads is in progress throughout much of the route of the line.
One of the poles has already been constructed and others will be erected soon.
The concerns raised by a number of individuals and groups will be answered when they
see the poles rather than those nasty pylons that have been a feature of the line in the past.
The poles are a vast improvement In terms of environmental design.
The government is replacing an existing line along the same route. I reiterate-as the
Opposition is so persistent and bereft of other questions for question time today-that we
are talking about a sizeable sum of money, by any criteria. What schools, what hospitals,
what other projects should not proceed?

Mr Perrin interjected.
Mr FORDHAM-I told the honourable member for Bulleen what I thought of him last
week! Does he want to hear it again?
What increase in the electricity tariff does the Opposition want in order to pay for this
particular powerline? Why should electricity users across Victoria be required to pay an
increased tariff simply because of political opportunism by the Liberal Party in the three
or four weeks prior to the Kew by-election?
I reiterate that the construction of the line is proceeding. The construction has followed
detailed consultation involving Parliamentary committees and the appropriate public
processes over a long period. I look forward to the ongoing progress of the construction of
the powerline. It is an appropriate use of public funds and it is absolute nonsense for the
Opposition to be carrying on in this way about the construction of the powerline!

TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCEMENT
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-Will the Minister for Planning and Environment
inform the House of the steps he has been taking through his department to secure the
development of advanced technology through the use ofthe Planning and Environment
Act 1987?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-The government regards the
development of technology in this State as a major focus for Victoria's economic strategy
and an area with the capacity to add thousands ofjobs to the Victorian economy. Members
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of the Opposition might not be particularly interested in this kind of issue, but the
government is interested in the development of a range of technologies, such as
biotechnology, genetics, fibre optics and the like, in which fields the government is already
contributing, with the rest of Australia, to exports worth some $800 million. The
government believes that amount can be significantly increased in the future.
In conjunction with the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, the Ministry
for Planning and Environment is concerned to locate the research aspect of technological
activity in Victoria in major tertiary institutions.
It must be ensured that in the areas where the government is developing high technology,
there are not land issues-such as for industrial purposes-that are disadvantageous to
what is a very scientific and advanced form of research and production.

For that reason, the government has today declared six areas under the Planning and
Environment Act for technology precinct development: firstly, the Melbourne
University-Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology area has been declared a major
knowledge precinct; secondly, precincts have been established at Monash University, La
Trobe University and in surrounding areas; and, thirdly, a precinct has been established
in the Shire of Strathfieldsaye, represented so ably by the honourable member who asked
the question. In that area the government is able to provide particularly for specific areas
that would be appropriate to attract the establishment of technology-intensive enterprises.
That shire has already supported the proposition.
The government has designated Werribee for development, particularly in the
biotechnology area; the honourable member for Werribee has been most active in
supporting that development. The other declared precinct is Port Melbourne and South
Melbourne, which will deal specifically with engineering and advanced technology. The
six areas will provide a significant focus. The government looks forward to working with
the local communities and with research institutes and tertiary institutions to ensure that
they are successful.

HOME FINANCE TRUST MORTAGE
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-Is the Minister for Housing and Construction aware that
the Ministry of Housing currently holds a mortgage over Senator Robert Ray's property,
that mortgage having been taken out with the Home Finance Trust which was established
to assist low-income earners? Does the Minister for Housing and Construction consider it
fair that part of the funds designated to the Ministry for Housing and Construction to
provide low interest loans for low-income earners has been taken up by people like Senator
Robert Ray? Will Senator Ray be asked to payout the mortgage to enable a truly needy
family to receive available funds?
Mr WALSH (Minister for Housing and Construction)-I am not aware of the financial
position of Senator Ray and his family prior to his becoming a member of Federal
Parliament. He may have resided in the accommodation for five or six years prior to
becoming a member of Parliament. He would not be the first person who has become a
member of Parliament after having received Ministry of Housing and Construction finance;
I remember a Parliamentary colleague of mine, Mr Todd, who was a member in the other
House, buying a property from the former Housing Commission.
It depends on the financial circumstances at the time. It is understood that only a few
people in our society become members of Parliament; they do not last very long on the
other side, and a few of them will not be back after the next election.

I assure the House that when allocations of funds are made from the Ministry of
Housing and Construction, they are allocated according to the financial situations of the
family concerned, and all applicants will be treated equally.
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DUCK HUNTING SEASON
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Will the Premier provide an assurance that officers of
the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands will endeavour to prevent
confrontationist acts by animalliberationists and deliberate provocation of duck shooters
in their legally approved sporting activity at the opening of the duck hunting season next
Saturday?
The SPEAKER-Order! The question should be directed to the Minister for the Arts,
who has responsibility for that matter.
Mr JASPER-I am happy to redirect the question to the responsible Minister, but the
Premier may be able to provide a better answer on this occasion.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Murray Valley that that
is not the point. I call the Minister for the Arts.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for the Arts)-I am sure the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands is well aware of the difficulties that are being faced with the opening of the duck
hunting season next Saturday. I am sure all appropriate measures will be taken. I shall
pass on the concerns of the honourable member to the Minister.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Will the Premier outline to the House what recent recognition
has been given to Melbourne in its leading role in industrial relations and the success of
the Victorian government in reducing the level of industrial disputation?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I direct the attention of the House to the conference taking place
in Melbourne this week-the fourteenth International Confederation of Free Trade Unions
World Congress. That is a great achievement for Melbourne. The last few congresses were
held in Oslo, Spain, Sweden and Mexico City. This is the first time the congress has been
held in Australia. I am delighted that Melbourne was chosen as the venue for the conference.
Delegates are probably learning already-I had a few words with some of them last nightthat Victoria enjoys a good industrial relations climate, as the honourable member for
Hawthorn, who seeks to interject, is well aware.
I shall provide a few figures to help further convince the honourable member for
Hawthorn of the good industrial relations climate in Victoria. Since the Labor government
came to office, on average 310 000 working days a year have been lost because of industrial
disputation.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr CAIN-I have to look high for the figure when the Liberal Party was in government
because it is up in the sky! The figure of 310 000 working days lost compares with an
average figure of 1·279 million working days lost a year during the last three years of
Liberal government. The reasons for the difference are well known. The number of working
days lost under the policies of the Labor government has been less than 25 per cent of the
number lost in the last three years of Liberal Party rule. The figures are there for all to see;
they are incontrovertible.
The figures must be recognised and seen in the light of the incoming Labor government
inheriting an economic and industrial mess; there was absolute chaos. However, the Labor
government has got through it all. The reason it has done so is that it adopted a cooPerative
and consensual approach and the wages accord has been a key to the good industrial
relations record.
Researchers at the Australian National University have come to the conclusion that the
accord has been a contributor to increased industrial harmony. What I have said before is
correct: some powerful unions and employers believe they can make bargains, wheel and
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deal, and do better things elsewhere. They may do so in the short term, but the accord has
increased industrial harmony for the nation as a whole and, Victoria has performed far
better than any other State. This is directly attributable to the accord.
Where one has this kind of atmosphere, the accord brings about industrial stability; it
means people do not lose wages as often and companies can produce more. Victorian and
national economies expand. It means export earnings increase-Victoria is doing much
in that regard-and Australia's reputation as a reliable exporter is maintained. This all
flows from good industrial relations and, as the figures illustrate, that is what Victoria
enjoys.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-I know the Opposition has no industrial relations policy; it will be a matter
of getting back and fighting in the trenches. That is in marked contrast to the policies
introduced by the Labor government which have resulted in industrial sense.

BRUNSWICK-RICHMOND POWERLINE
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I address my question to the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources. On three occasions, the State Electricity Commission prepared brochures
on the Brunswick-Richmond powerline? Were all three lots of brochures pulped? If so,
what was the cost of the exercise?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Malvern is wrong. The commission produced a number of brochures on the
Brunswick-Richmond powerline and distributed them in the area. To the best of my
knowledge, no brochures have been pulped.
I have encouraged the commission to make all appropriate information available to the
public-both to the general public and to the people who live along the route of the
powerline. It is very important that the commission undertakes such a public information
role. I am sure there will be further publications on this issue so that the people in that
region are kept up to date with the progress of the line.

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

Brothels
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition ofthe undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth:
That we are opposed to the adoption by the State government of any recommendation of the Neave report
into prostitution which will allow brothels as a permitted use in its planning scheme.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the State government abandons any intention to force a city or municipality
to provide for brothels as a permitted use in its planning scheme.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Norris (1779 signatures)

Residential bouse lot sizes
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of Victoria sheweth that the present residential land subdivisions
in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe are satisfactory.
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Your petitioners therefore pray that the Victorian government does not proceed with proposals to reduce the
residential house lot sizes in Victoria.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Perrin (22 signatures)

Medical examinations for preschool children
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
We the undersigned wish to express our concerns regarding changes made to the school medical service in the
State of Victoria.
We, parents of young children and citizens of your electorate seek your assurance that this service, essential to
the well-being and health of our children will be provided and funded by your government, so that all preschool
children will be adequately checked in the years that lie ahead.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Coghill (64 signatures)

Firearms regulations
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth that we urge Parliament to
adopt, in full, the Cain government's amendments to the Firearms Act, so that it further strengthens security in
the community.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Cog hill (153 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Planning and Environment Act 1987-Notice of approval of the following principal planning schemes:
Alberton Planning Scheme
Alexandra Planning Scheme
Altona Planning Scheme
Arapiles Planning Scheme
Ararat (City) Planning Scheme
Ararat Shire Planning Scheme
Avoca Planning Scheme
Avon Planning Scheme
Bacchus Marsh Planning Scheme
Bairnsdale (Shire) Planning Scheme
Bairnsdale (Town) Planning Scheme
Ball an Planning Scheme
Ballaarat (City) Planning Scheme
Ballarat (Shire) Planning Scheme
Bass Planning Scheme
Beechworth Planning Scheme
Belfast Planning Scheme
Benalla (City) Planning Scheme

Papers
Benalla Shire Planning Scheme
Bendigo Planning Scheme
Berwick Planning Scheme
Bet Bet Planning Scheme
Birchip Planning Scheme
Box Hill Planning Scheme
Bright Planning Scheme
Brighton Planning Scheme
Broadford Planning Scheme
Broadmeadows Planning Scheme
Brunswick Planning Scheme
Bungaree Planning Scheme
Bulla Planning Scheme
Buln Buln Planning Scheme
Buninyong Planning Scheme
Camberwell Planning Scheme
Camperdown Planning Scheme
Castlemaine Planning Scheme
Caul field Planning Scheme
Charlton Planning Scheme
Chelsea Planning Scheme
Chiltern Planning Scheme
Cobram Planning Scheme
Coburg Planning Scheme
Cohuna Planning Scheme
Colac (City) Planning Scheme
Colac (Shire) Planning Scheme
Collingwood Planning Scheme
Cran bourne Planning Scheme
Creswick Planning Scheme
Croydon Planning Scheme
Dandenong Planning Scheme
Daylesford and Glenlyon Planning Scheme
Deakin Planning Scheme
Diamond Valley Planning Scheme
Dimboola Planning Scheme
Donald Planning Scheme
Doncaster and Templestowe Planning Scheme
Dundas Planning Scheme
Dunmunkle Planning Scheme
Eaglehawk Planning Scheme
East Loddon Planning Scheme
Echuca Planning Scheme
Eltham Planning Scheme
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Essendon Planning Scheme
Euroa Planning Scheme
Fitzroy Planning Scheme
Ainders Planning Scheme
Footscray Planning Scheme
Frankston Planning Scheme
French Island Planning Scheme
Geelong Regional Planning Scheme
Gisborne Planning Scheme
Glenelg Planning Scheme
Gordon Planning Scheme
Goulburn Planning Scheme
Grenville Planning Scheme
Hamilton Planning Scheme
Hampden Planning Scheme
Hastings Planning Scheme
Hawthorn Planning Scheme
Healesville Planning Scheme
Heidelberg Planning Scheme
Heytesbury Planning Scheme
Horsham Planning Scheme
Huntly Planning Scheme
Kaniva Planning Scheme
Kara Kara Planning Scheme
Karkarooc Planning Scheme
Keilor Planning Scheme
Kerang (Borough) Planning Scheme
Kerang (Shire) Planning Scheme
Kew Planning Scheme
Kilmore Planning Scheme
Knox Planning Scheme
Korong Planning Scheme
Korum burra Planning Scheme
Kowree Planning Scheme
Kyabram Planning Scheme
Kyneton Planning Scheme
Leigh Planning Scheme
Lexton Planning Scheme
Lillydale Planning Scheme
Lowan Planning Scheme
Maffra Planning Scheme
Maldon Planning Scheme
Malvern Planning Scheme
Mansfield Planning Scheme

Papers

Papers
Marong Planning Scheme
Maryborough Planning Scheme
Mclvor Planning Scheme
Melbourne Planning Scheme
Melton Planning Scheme
Metcalfe Planning Scheme
Mildura City Planning Scheme
Mildura Shire Planning Scheme
Minhamite Planning Scheme
Mirboo Planning Scheme
Moe Planning Scheme
Moorabbin Planning Scheme
Mordialloc Planning Scheme
Mornington Planning Scheme
Morwell Planning Scheme
Mortlake Planning Scheme
Mount Rouse Planning Scheme
Myrtleford Planning Scheme
Narracan Planning Scheme
Nathalia Planning Scheme
Newham and Woodend Planning Scheme
Newstead Planning Scheme
Northcote Planning Scheme
Numurkah Planning Scheme
Nunawading Planning Scheme
Oakleigh Planning Scheme
Omeo Planning Scheme
Orbost Planning Scheme
Otway Planning Scheme
Oxley Planning Scheme
Pakenham Planning Scheme
Phillip Island Planning Scheme
Port Fairy Planning Scheme
Portland City Planning Scheme
Portland (Shire) Planning Scheme
Port of Melbourne Planning Scheme
Port Melbourne Planning Scheme
Prahran Planning Scheme
Preston Planning Scheme
Pyalong Planning Scheme
Richmond Planning Scheme
Ripon Planning Scheme
Ringwood Planning Scheme
Rochester Planning Scheme
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Rodney Planning Scheme
Romsey Planning Scheme
Rosedale Planning Scheme
Ruthergien Planning Scheme
Sale Planning Scheme
Sandringham Planning Scheme
Sandstone Island Planning Scheme
Sebastopol Planning Scheme
Seymour Planning Scheme
Shepparton City Planning Scheme
Shepparton Shire Planning Scheme
Sherbrooke Planning Scheme
South Gippsland Planning Scheme
South Melbourne Planning Scheme
Springvale Planning Scheme
St Arnaud Planning Scheme
Stawell Shire Planning Scheme
Stawell (Town) Planning Scheme
Strathfieldsaye Planning Scheme
St. Kilda Planning Scheme
Sunshine Planning Scheme
Swan Hill City Planning Scheme
Swan Hill Shire Planning Scheme
Talbot and Clunes Planning Scheme
Tallangatta Planning Scheme
Tambo Planning Scheme
Traralgon (City) Planning Scheme
Traralgon (Shire) Planning Scheme
Tullaroop Planning Scheme
Tungamah Planning Scheme
Upper Murray Planning Scheme
Upper Yarra Planning Scheme
Violet Town Planning Scheme
Walpeup Planning Scheme
Wangaratta City Planning Scheme
Wangaratta Shire Planning Scheme
Wannon Planning Scheme
Warracknabeal Planning Scheme
Waranga Planning Scheme
Warragul Planning Scheme
Warmambool City Planning Scheme
Warmambool Shire Planning Scheme
Waverley Planning Scheme
Werribee Planning Scheme

Papers
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Whittlesea Planning Scheme
Williamstown Planning Scheme
Wimmera Planning Scheme
Winchelsea Planning Scheme
Wodonga Planning Scheme
Wodonga Development Areas Planning Scheme
Wonthaggi Planning Scheme
Woorayl Planning Scheme
Wycheproof Planning Scheme
Yackandandah Planning Scheme
Yalloum Works Area Planning Scheme
Yarrawonga Planning Scheme
Yea Planning Scheme
Police Complaints Authority, Special Report-Report pursuant to section 861 (2) of the Police Regulation Act
1958, for the period October 1987 to 16 March 1988.
Statutory rules under the following Acts:
Boilers and Pressure Vessels Act 1970-Nos 62, 63.
Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983-No. 64.
Explosives Act 1962-No. 70.
Inflammable Liquids Act 1966-No. 72.
Lifts and Cranes Act 1967-Nos 68,69.
Liquefied Gases Act 1968-No. 71.
Marketing of Primary Products Act 1958-No. 58.
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Superannuation Act 1976-No. 74.
Scaffolding Act 1971-Nos 65,66,67.
Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Board-Report for the year 1986-87.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That Miss Callister be discharged from attendance on the Privileges Committee and that Mr Norris be
appointed in her stead.

The issue currently before the committee arose, and the honourable member for Morwell
spoke with both the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party and
explained her personal circumstances. I thank the Leaders for their cooperation and for
their willingness to act in this way.
The motion was agreed to.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced that he had received messages from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that appropriations be made from the Consolidated Fund for
the purposes of the following Bills:
Works and Services (Ancillary Provisions, No. 1) Bill
Health (General Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
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SUSPENSION OF SITTING
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I intend to suspend the sitting at 5.30
p.m. this afternoon and resume the chair at 8 p.m. This is because of a longstanding
commitment that Parliament has accepted. This will ensure that the management of the
business of the House is not disturbed.

PHOTOGRAPHING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I have given permission for the Herald
newspaper to take still photographs of proceedings during debate on the Firearms
(Amendment) Bill (No. 2).

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
La Trobe University
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation
The SPEAKER-I have received the following communications from the former
Minister for Education, dated 9 December 1987, and the Minister for Health, dated 3
December 1987:
Dear Mr Speaker,
Section 7 ofthe La Trobe University Act 1964 provides that three members of the council shall be members
of the Parliament of Victoria who have been recommended for appointment by a joint sitting of members of the
Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly and conducted in accordance with rules adopted for the purpose
by the members present at the sitting.
Mr David Lea, MLA, whose appointment was approved by the Governor in Council on 16 December 1986,
has resigned from the council, creating a casual vacancy to be filled in a like manner.
I should be grateful if you could arrange for a joint sitting of the members of the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly to recommend a member for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe University for a
term of office expiring on 18 December 1990.
I have addressed a similar letter to the President of the Legislative Council.
Yours sincerely,
IANCATHIE
Minister for Education

••*•*
Dear Mr Speaker,
Tobacco Act 1987 (Act No. 81-87)
I wish to advise that the above Act established the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation. Section 21 (I) (j)
provides that the membership of the foundation shall include three persons who are members of the Legislative
Council or the Legislative Assembly elected by the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly jointly.
Pursuant to this requirement I would be pleased if you would, together with the President of the Legislative
Council, take steps to convene a joint sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly to take
place during the autumn session of Parliament, 1988.
Yours sincerely,
DAVIDWHITE
Minister for Health

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That this House meets with the Legislative Council for the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose a
member of the Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment to the Council of La Trobe University,
and three members to be elected to the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation, and proposes that the place and
time of such meeting be the Legislative Assembly Chamber on Wednesday, 23 March 1988 at 6 p.m.
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The motion was agreed to.
It was ordered that a message be sent to the Legislative Council acquainting them with
the foregoing resolution.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Planning and Environment) moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to amend provisions of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 relating to transitional
arrangements and certain other matters and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from March 9) was resumed on the motion ofMr Cain (Premier):
That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr McNamara's amendment:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view to inserting in place thereof the words "this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until an inquiry has been conducted into-(a) the relationship of firearm
possession and the level of violent crime in the community; (b) the causes of the doubling of all forms of violence
since 1982 with particular reference to-(i) media, cinema and video violence; (ii) lack of police numbers and
powers; (iii) domestic pressures, particularly financial; (iv) the need for tougher penalties for violent offenders;
and (v) the need to instil social responsibility and self-discipline at school; and (c) the need for new legislation
based on the New Zealand Arms Act with an emphasis on education and training as a prerequisite to obtaining
a shooter's licence; and (d) the abolition of firearm registration and permits to purchase".

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I welcome the opportunity of making a few comments on the
Bill. Having moved the second reading, I shall respond at greater length at the end of the
debate, but I shall make a few remarks about the amendment and related matters at this
stage.
It is appropriate to put the Bill in perspective because of what has been said in the
debate so far. It has been a noisy and aggressive debate. In a sense, I regret that because
the matters are of great moment and require a considered debate by Parliament.

Listening to some of the contributions, particularly from members of the National
Party, one could be excused for thinking that the logic and power of the arguments being
put varied in direct proportion to the level of personal abuse and invective that was
injected into the debate; it does not help anyone.
I do not mind what the honourable member for Benalla or any other honourable
member has said about me personally on an issue of this kind, but the people of the State
see firearms control as an important issue. I emphasise that the government does not see
it just in terms of the Bill before Parliament. The reasoned amendment points to wider
issues; it points to matters of concern that are being addressed by the government, to the
matter I spoke about during question time today when referring to the media, cinema and
video violence, and domestic pressures and penalties that are addressed in the Bill also.
I have not for a moment suggested that the problems of the community, of which the
gun issue is a particular subject, are all resolved by introducing a Bill with respect to
firearms control. The amendment moved by the honourable member for Benalla, in wide
terms, is about violence, aggression and all the reasons leading to violence and aggression.
I do not resile from considering those issues. The way guns have been used and misused
in the community over a long period is of concern and the wider debate, which the
Opposition has highlighted in the reasoned amendment, needs to take place.
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I am concerned about the way guns are used to manifest violence and aggression in our
community, and the devastating consequence that has for so many people. I shall cite
some statistical material which became available as recently as yesterday and which
highlights the problem, some of which honourable members have heard before. I ask the
Opposition to listen carefully to the material and the problems we face.
In 1985, in Victoria, there were 421 suicides in which 105 guns were used-about 25
per cent. From 1980 to 1987, there were 235 gun homicides in Victoria. In 1987,47·1 per
cent-almost half-of all homicides committed in Victoria involved the use of guns.
Some United States of America studies show that if the career of a particular gun is
recorded, it is evident that one in every ten guns is used in at least one crime in its lifetime.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-I ask the honourable member for Benalla to listen to what I have to say. He
yelled and screamed so loudly that I could hear him in Spring Street. If he thinks being
strident is effective, he can go on thinking it, but he is making a fool of himself. Ifhe wants
to go on doing it, another four years will not make any difference.
Studies in the United States of America show sharp parallel increases in gun ownership
and the use of guns in crime. Implicit in those figures is a clear message that if the number
of firearms is reduced, the possibility of crime occurring is also reduced.
The Australian Institute of Criminology has recently issued figures indicating that there
are 3·5 million guns in the hands of private citizens in this country, which has a population
of 16 million people. There is a gun in more than one-quarter of Australian households.
Some one-third of all murders reported to the police throughout Australia are committed
with firearms. Almost all the 65 murders of on-duty police officers in Australia between
1976 and 1985 involved guns. Between 1978 and 1981, almost 6000 Australians killed
themselves by using guns or explosives.
Guns in American households are involved in the deaths of household members eighteen
times more than in the deaths of intruders; guns in American households are involved in
the deaths of friends or acquaintances twelve times more than in the deaths of strangers.
That is in as country where people want guns for protection. For every incident of selfprotection in American homes, there were 37 suicides involving the use of guns. That is
the American experience, and that is the country that asserts the right to bear arms.
The availability of guns is associated with the degree of violence involving guns. A study
by the International Chiefs of Police shows that countries with strict gun laws have fewer
homicides. That is the dimension of the problem we face; it is the dimension of the
problem to which the government seeks a solution. I have never said that if the number
of guns is reduced-which the Bill will do-all problems will be solved. I have said that it
will help. That is the claim I am making and it is supported by all the studies that have
been conducted worldwide.
I have never said that farmers do not need guns and I have never said that sporting
shooters should not have weapons to pursue their sports. I have simply said that I want a
responsible framework for sporting shooters, and I have urged them to foster a wider
community interest, as farmers do. I have asked sporting shooters to recognise the dangers
inherent in the use of semiautomatic weapons which the Chief Commissioner of Police
recommended should be banned, following the Queen Street disaster. It has not been
mentioned that the Bill allows the Registrar of Firearms the discretion to license a
semiautomatic weapon for use ifhe sees fit.
Farmers have taken a sensible, commonsense approach to this issue. I am asking
farmers and sporting shooters, whose legitimate claims are recognised, to think of their
neighbours. I am asking them to think of their fellow citizen who is not one of the 3·5
million people who own guns. If that saves one life, they are not being asked to make a big
sacrifice.
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The case made out by the figures I have mentioned was supported in December last
year by the Liberal Party. On 16 December last year the Leader of the Opposition supported
the introduction of regulations banning semiautomatic rifles. At that time there was no
equivocation; the Liberal Party seemed to be offering general support for the government's
proposals.
Mr B. J. EV ANS (Gippsland East)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, when the Premier
commenced his remarks, you, Sir, ruled that he could speak only to the reasoned
amendment. The amendment was not even before the House in December last and,
therefore, matters raised in December are completely out of order with regard to the
debate on the reasoned amendment. The Premier should confine his remarks to the
amendment.
The SPEAKER-Order! The reasoned amendment is extremely broad and refers to the
causes of the doubling of all forms of violence since 1982. That enables a wide-ranging
canvassing of many matters associated with violence and firearms. I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On 16 December the Leader of the Opposition indicated his
support for what the government was doing. On 18 December he called for a ban on
firearms except those used by police, security guards, gun club members and farmers. The
"no-shooting" zone proposition was put forward around that time. On 18 January this
year the Leader of the Opposition restated his support for tougher gun legislation and
attacked the position of the National Party. The Leader of the Opposition attacked the
National Party for not acting with reason on the gun issue.
By its conduct, one assumes that the Liberal Party is now opposed to tighter gun laws.
Any party that moves to put back into the community for active, lawful use the weapons
that the Chief Commissioner of Police recommended to the government should be
banned-as the Liberal Party did last week-is not in favour of tougher gun laws. It is
apparent that the Liberal Party is opposed to tougher gun laws but does not have the guts
to say what the National Party has been saying for months. The reasoned amendment
makes gun laws less strict as it abolishes the requirements for a permit to purchase a
firearm and to register firearms.
l\1r Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr CAIN-The National Party has been consistently wron~ for years. The rural members
of the Liberal Party are worried about National Party candIdates knocking them over in
their seats, so the National Party has run the show and told the sensible suburban members
of the Liberal Party what to do; they have rolled their Leader. They are worried about
losing country support.
Mr Crozier interjected.
Mr CAIN-It does not matter to the honourable member for Portland because he is
not coming back. However, losing country support worries his colleagues because it seems
the Liberal Party has sold out to the strident and noisy opposition from the gun lobby.
Opposition members must make up their minds in this debate. Many members are
listed to contribute to this debate, and I remind those members that they can change their
minds now if they want to, but they cannot have it both ways: on the one hand, being in
favour of tougher gun laws while, on the other hand, releasing 210 000 semiautomatic
weapons into the community.
I have no quarrel with National Party members. They are wrong but they have always
been wrong. Last December the Liberal Party showed some concern about gun laws and
responded to community concern about the issue, but it has since thrown that concern
out the door. I appeal to both sections of the Liberal Party not to underestimate the
significance of this issue inside the Liberal Party. The issue is not just about guns; it is also
about leadership. I appeal to Melbourne and suburban members of the Liberal Party not
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to be stood over by the country members who have already stood over some of their
colleagues. I appeal to them to think about what they are doing. There is opportunity now
for Opposition members to reflect on what they have done and to say whether they want
tougher gun laws, but they should not try to have it both ways.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Mr Speaker, on the amendment-The SPEAKER-Order! I am advised that the Leader of the Opposition has exercised
his right to speak during the second-reading debate.
Mr KEN NETT-Not on this amendment, Sir.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition did not advise that he was
speaking on the amendment, according to my advice.
Mr Leigh-He did!
The SPEAKER-Order! I am getting plenty of assistance to arrive at a decision! I
advise that the Leader of the Opposition is deemed to have spoken on both the amendment
and the second-reading motion. If he wishes to seek the leave of the House he may do so
but, other than that, his next opportunity of speaking will be on the clauses of the Bill in
the Committee stage.
Mr KENNETT-With the amendment we are now-The SPEAKER-Order! Is leave granted for the Leader of the Opposition to speak?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Leave is refused.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
amendment that the House is now addressing was moved subsequently to the amendment
that was moved by my colleague, the honourable member for Mornington, and therefore,
is a new amendment before the House, to which honourable members should be allowed
to speak. I should have thought that when a new amendment is moved honourable
members should be able to address it, under the provisions of May. Honourable members
did not previously address or debate that amendment, except the honourable member for
Mornington. Given that the Premier has refused leave, if your ruling is upheld, Mr
Speaker, it will clearly indicate that Parliament is turning into an absolute sham. I ask you
to recognise that I have every right to speak, given that this is a fresh amendment.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Labour)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, the Leader of
the Opposition has become confused, and not for the first time. The House is debating the
second reading of the Bill, not the motion that was before the House last week. On the
second-reading debate the order of speakers was the Premier, who made the secondreading speech; the honourable member for Momington who spoke and did not move an
amendment; the honourable member for Benalla who spoke and moved an amendment;
following which I spoke on both the motion and the amendment, and then the Leader of
the Opposition spoke on both the motion and the amendment. It is understandable that
the Leader of the Opposition has become confused, but nevertheless he has no further
right to speak on the second reading.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. The amendment was
moved by the honourable member for Benalla. The spokesman for the Opposition, the
honourable member for Mornington, has not exercised his right to speak on the
amendment, of which I am aware, and is therefore entitled to do so.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-For some months now the Premier has shown a
disregard for Westminster procedures by issuing draft Bills and seeking community
consensus. The second-reading notes he delivered to Parliament some weeks ago lacked
any data; they were hollow rhetoric. The panic hit the government when it took out fullpage advertisements on the Brunswick-Richmond powerline because of the forthcoming
Kew by-election.
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The Premier was not present when the House debated real life and death issues affecting
the community, such as the Infertility (Medical Procedures) (Amendment) Bill (No. 2).
The high rate of abortion in the community is of concern to thousands of people across
this nation. The real life and death issues are not firearms but larger issues, such as the
breakdown of honesty, truthfulness and responsibility; in its place we find growing violence
and cultural sadism in Australia.
The Premier advised Parliament today that he would examine the issue of video violence.
For months honourable members have been saying Parliament should consider video
violence, pornography and other factors pulling down society. It is only today, a few days
before a by-election, that the Premier has addressed this matter. Thousands of people die
from causes other than firearms. For example, 24 per cent of people die from cancer; 47·7
per cent from heart disease; 2·5 per cent from motor traffic accidents; 0·27 per cent from
homicides; and 1·7 per cent from suicide. The Premier would do well to save more than
one life in many of those areas.
Parliament debated the Tobacco Bill for several weeks, yet full-page advertisements
promoting tobacco are still appearing in newspapers. How sincere was the government in
addressing a real issue? The government is a government of contradictions. Time and
again it has promoted things such as the "slip, slop, slap" campaign in the Geelong area,
yet it introduced nude bathing in the South Barwon electorate.
The draft firearms Bill caused much unrest among thousands of shooters. I estimate
that there are approximately 3000 sportsmen and shooters in each electorate in the Geelong
area. When firearm owners went to the Arena in North Geelong on 10 February to hear
what the government proposed, not one government member of Parliament attended to
put forward the view of the government. Instead, the National Party representative and
the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party listened to the community at that meeting. As the
local member of Parliament, I appreciate the strong resentment expressed by many
longstanding gun owners about the intrusion on their rights to hold firearms, rights they
have had for many years. They have not gone outside the law in that time.
Shooting is a legitimate sport and is recognised at an Olympic level. Thousands of
people on farms need firearms. The Liberal Party recognises and supports the needs of
those people. Both shooters and non-shooters deplore the terrible violence that took place
in the latter half of last year. The answer to preventing such violence goes deeper than
firearms control; we need to examine the real problems that prompted the maniacs in the
Hoddle Street and Queen Street shootings.
Even the Premier admitted that the proposed legislation will not go all the way towards
bringing about a decline in the number of deaths resulting from firearms. The Liberal
Party believes the State government should immediately institute a Royal Commission to
examine the major issues affecting our society, such as video violence, pornography, the
breakdown of respect in families, and family violence, all of which are referred to day after
day by honourable members.
Since the shootings in Hoddle and Queen streets I have been made aware of the
irresponsible reporting by the media. I recall that in the wake of the Queen Street shooting,
for five or six days the newspapers were flooded with photographs, headlines, and
speculation about the disaster, yet, at the same time in Manila, 3500 lives were lost at sea.
That issue hardly rated a mention, yet it was possibly one of the biggest disasters since the
sinking of the Titanic. Another disaster that rated only a I-inch by I-inch column in the
Age newspaper was a bus accident at a level crossing in Egypt when 60 passengers were
killed. How small-minded is the media when one considers the broader issues affecting
thousands of people throughout the world? Major events are not adequately reported,
local items get a media beat-up.
During the debate members of the Labor Party have expressed as their philosophical
views the socialist thrust to curb the use of and to take away firearms. The Premier
expressed concern about the possibility of200 000 firearms being released in society. More
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than 500 000 firearms are owned in Victoria! The government is tampering with the rights
of 500000 gun owners. No doubt the Minister for Community Services, who is a staunch
supporter of the Fabian Society, will attend the meeting at Erskine House at Lorne on 13
and 14 May to listen to the further utterances of a way-out group in the Labor Party that
wants to curb the rights of ordinary Australian citizens.
I despair when I meet former servicemen who are absolutely shocked to think that the
Labor Party has stooped so low as to introduce these measures, especially when they recall
that the Federal government at the time of the second world war was a Labor government
headed by the Honourables Ben Chifley and John Curtin. They are disappointed because
the men at the helm of the State today have little military training and little respect for
firearms.
One has only to research the records in the Parliamentary Library to learn that few
members of the Cain Cabinet were involved in school cadets or have a respect for firearms
or national service. The Minister for the Arts is the only Minister who achieved officer
rank in a school cadet unit during his education at Wesley College in Victoria.
Why has the crime rate risen? It is because the crooks know they can get away with more
crimes in Victoria. The report on crimes in Victoria between 1981 and 1986-87 highlights
that fraud has increased 348·7 per cent; homicides, 25·6 per cent; serious assault, 58·8 per
cent; robberies, 67·9 per cent; rape, 24·4 per cent; burglary, 41·9 per cent; theft, 43·5 per
cent; motor car thefts, 85·7 per cent; drugs, 301·1 per cent; firearm offences, only 24·3 per
cent; minor assaults, 32·6 per cent; property damage and arson, 50·6 per cent; and
prostitution, 54·8 per cent; in all, a total increase in crime of 61· 7 per cent. The figures are
a result of the Victoria Police Force statistical review of crime for 1986-87.
The Liberal Party's proposals include a tenfold increase in many of the fines for various
offences relating to firearms. The law must be respected and those who are caught without
firearm licences or with illegal firearms should pay the penalties and accept the punishment
imposed by the courts. A new offence of carrying a concealed firearm should attract a fine
of$5000 and five years' gaol. Those penalties would make people realise that the law must
be respected.
The Liberal Party proposes large increases in penalties for licence offences, including
the making of false statements in an application for a licence, producing a false licence,
and forging a licence. The illegal practice of shortening the barrel of a firearm to less than
16 inches should attract a fine of $5000 and five years' gaol. The Liberal Party would
substantially increase penalties for offences involving damage to property using a firearm.
Throughout country Victoria one sees the considerable damage to road signs and
billboard hoardings on the side of highways caused by the misuse of firearms. Millions of
dollars each year are spent on renewing and replacing the damaged signs. I am amazed
that within hundreds of yards of a built-up area in Newtown on the outskirts of Geelong
offenders have blasted road signs with shotgun pellets or ·22 bullets.
The Liberal Party adopts the responsible attitude that firearms need to be treated with
respect. For that reason it has supported, to a large extent, the proposals entertained by
the government. However, the government has gone too far in trying to convince peoplevia press releases-of what the Premier intends. In recent weeks in the build-up to the
Kew by-election the press has been manipulated.
It is little wonder that I received a short note from Mr. R. G. Brown of Cape Otway
Road, Modewarre, in the following terms:
I am writing to demonstrate my opposition to the changes and proposed changes to the Victorian gun laws.
I believe that most of the proposed changes will only have the effect of unduly penalising the responsible and
law-abiding shooter . . .

Another constituent, Mr Riches of Irrewillipe, wrote to me as follows:
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I just want to let you know that I think that Mr Cai n's proposals governing firearm ownership stink, he should
not be allowed to get away with this. If someone wan ted to kill a number of people, they do not need a gun to do
so. Anyone could drive their car down the footpath on a Friday night to do the same job. Stiffer penalties must
be imposed on those who break the law.

These letters were received from ordinary people who go about their lawful businesses and
they reflect on the government's proposals.
Another letter that I received referred to the irrational and hysterical attitude to legallyacquired private property. This attitude is totally unacceptable. Adequate compensation
will not be provided. Although the Bill refers to compensation, it may not be provided.
That information is disturbing to hundreds and thousands of Victorians.
Any law which automatically converts a respectable law-abiding citizen into a criminal,
with no change of behaviour by the citizen to justify it, must be wrong and socially
inequitable.
I have attended many meetings in Geelong at which people wanted to continue to
exercise their right to take part in sporting activities which involved shooting on a Saturday
or Sunday on farmland. Many of my constituents are retired farmers who reside in
Geelong but still have the firearms which have been handed down in their families for
generations. These firearms have never been used for illegal purposes. The owners of the
firearms do not intend to depart from the practice of using the firearms legally.
One of my constituents has written:
In the wake ofthe latest gift to the media barons, the Queen Street shootings, it is to be hoped that you will not
be steamrollered into panic action against legitimate gun-owning members of rifle and pistol clubs.

Many people belong to respectable firearms clubs where they exercise their sporting prowess
each weekend. Many people do not wish to belong to shooting clubs. They put their rifles
away after each occasion on which they use them and lock up the ammunition and the
bolts separately. These sporting shooters are fearful that their legitimate right to participate
in this sport might be taken from them by the proposed legislation.
One of my constituents has written to me as follows:
... when a shooting incident occurs, we are never told by the media (or anyone else) whether the shooter was
licensed and whether the gun used was registered.

Honourable members have not at any time in the earlier parts of the debate been given
the full facts by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and so the issues have
been clouded. The Minister has not informed the House where the firearms are in Victoria,
the categories of firearms held, and whether in the incidents which resulted in homicides
the guns used were licensed or whether the shooters were licensed.
I have waited some months and have now been given figures by the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Those figures indicate that the homicides in 1977 which involved
firearms numbered 34; in 1982 there were 29 involving firearms; and, in 1986, there were
31 involving firearms.
The categories of suicide are broad and varied. Not only do they cover firearms but also
people poisoning themselves with carbon monoxide fumes from cars and with other
poisons; by hanging; by suffocation with the use of a plastic bag; or by jumping from a
building or a vehicle.
Honourable members should note that, in 1986, 18·3 per cent of suieides were due to
poisoning; 20·2 per cent were due to poisoning by gas from carbon monoxide fumes from
car exhausts; 20·8 per cent by hanging; and 22·4 per cent by the use of firearms. Those who
suicided by jumping before a moving object amounted to 5·4 per cent. The figures for
firearm suicides show that the highest level in the use of firearms for suicide was in 1982
when the level was 29·4 per cent.
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Today Dr Paul Wilson of the Australian Institute of Criminology has released some
figures. It is interesting that that gentleman did riot reply to my correspondence as a
member of Parliament; he has been busy promoting his own institute and the activities in
prisons throughout Australia. Honourable members will recall that after one of his television
programs there was a spate of fires in prisons in Victoria and in other States.
I have already mentioned the fact that there have been other life and death issues
debated in this House, on which occasions the Premier has been absent-I refer to 13
November last when the Infertility (Medical Procedures) (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) was
debated. Many honourable members spoke then of the tragedy of the loss of life through
the 60000 abortions carried out year after year. There is not one statistic in the figures
given by the Registrar of Births, Deaths and Marriages on deaths due to abortions; the
heading is just a blank. It is a damning indictment of our society.
In 1987, there were 102 homicides, with 47 per cent involving firearms, compared with
29 per cent in 1984. The figure refers to approximately twenty murders or homicides. The
proposed legislation is directed against the owners of some 500 000 guns.
In 1986-87, of the 2090 robberies committed, 655 involved firearms; that represented
31 per cent. Whether they were legal or illegal firearms we do not know, as the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services has never told us. He cannot give Parliament the
details.
In 1986-87, of the 1622 firearms offences committed, 897 shooters were charged with
not having licences. In 1982-83, military firearms were used in 23 cases and, in 1986, in
five cases. These are the firearms honourable members are concerned about-the militarytype weapons that have a place only in war and are not to be lightly used as sporting
firearms.
I have referred to the suicide figures. They show that, in 1977, firearms were used in
26-8 per cent of cases; in 1982, in 29-4 per cent of cases; and in 1986, in 22-4 per cent of
cases. In 1986, hangings represented 20·8 per cent of suicides; poisoning by gas, 20·2 per
cent; poisoning generally, 18-3 per cent; and jumping before moving vehicles 5-4 per cent.

If these figures had been included in the Premier's second-reading speech, they would
have made that speech more creditable.
All honourable members are aware that 2-5 per cent of deaths in Victoria are caused by
motor traffic accidents. In 1980, motor accidents resulted in the loss of758 lives. However,
50 per cent of the people killed in road accidents across Australia have their deaths
attributed to alcohol. What has the Victorian government or any government done about
alcohol in relation to road deaths?
Violent crimes which can be attributed to alcohol amount to 70 per cent of those crimes.
I have already referred to hanging. Do we ban rope? No!
The percentages for the causes of deaths are as follows: suicide, 1-7 per cent; homicide,
0-27 per cent; motor traffic accidents, 2·5 per cent; heart disease, 47-7 per cent; and cancer,
24 per cent.
There is much scope in those figures for honourable members to be concerned about the
things that affect the lives of Victorians. We have become lost in a maze of propaganda
for political purposes which does no credit to men of intelligence. The Premier, with his
legal training and being in charge ofa legal aid office in Fitzroy, should know more about
these things than to present a second-reading speech on such a shaky basis.
Members of the Returned Services League believe there should be:
... a restriction and censorship on violence on television and with the purchases and hiring of videos. A little
more discipline amongst our youth whilst at school and heavier penalties for criminal activities ...
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Time and again we hear people saying that. It does not matter where you go in Victoria,
what is uppermost in the minds of the people is the breakdown of and disrespect for law
and order and the disrespect for human values in society.
In the Returned Services League's article headed, "Proposed gun laws", this appears:
A person who aimlessly shoots to kill other people is a psychopath. Societies seem to be producing an increasing
number of psychopaths. Why is this so? It is held by some experts in this field to be due to the type of policies
being imposed on society (e.g. Family Law Act). Growing youth violence is associated often to the result of socalled "progressive education".

I was interested to hear last week the former Minister for Education, now the Minister for
the Arts, addressing a meeting at Deakin University at which he spoke about a liberal
education. He spoke at great length about the importance of our education system and the
values gained from our education system.
The media have a debt to pay in relation to the recent events at Hoddle Street and
Queen Street. It was despicable for media representatives to speculate in the way they did,
thrusting television cameras under the noses of people in order to capture a story; they
acted like ghouls.
The Geelong Advertiser of 7 March 1988 contained an article headed "Don't Forget
Victims in Rush for Scoop: Journalists Warned". The article states:
The impact of violent news stories on society should not take second place to battles for newspaper sales and
broadcast ratings, a conference on the media and violence was told yesterday.
Melbourne journalist Mr Paul Chadwick said the media should be more sensitive to the effect reports of
trauma and violence and interviews with grieving families of victims had on society and individual lives.
10urnalists should ask themselves if they would let themselves or friends be interviewed or filmed at a time of
grief, he said.
Yesterday's conference at the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology was called by the Australian 10urnalists'
Association to discuss media coverage of violence and trauma. It brought together journalists, editors, film crews,
police, psychologists and counsellors.
In the wake of recent violence in Melbourne, including the Queen Street shootings in which nine people died,
the conference questioned the media's role and responsibility in covering violence and the difficulty in balancing
sensitivity with competition.

The Queen Street disaster may never have occurred if there had not been so much media
coverage at the time of the Hoddle Street disaster. The tragic life of the man who perpetrated
the shootings was such that he had a full collection of news clippings and cuttings and a
library of violent videos. The entire event was tragic.
There may be many thousands of other people who are sick and in need of help. Perhaps
the psychologists, psychiatrists and doctors could have contributed more to the debate.
To prevent firearms falling into the hands of people not suited to having them in the first
place, the proposed legislation should provide that when a licence is sought, the applicant
must produce a medical certificate stating that he is of sound mind and is capable of
holding such a permit. That provision, if adopted, may save one life.
The removal of 200 000 rifles from law-abiding citizens in the community who have
not perpetrated one crime, would not have the same effect. The Returned Services League
has said there were 164 murders in 5 years but that only 3 of the illegal shootings involved
persons who had legitimate reasons for having guns. That demonstrates how far overboard
the government has gone in the proposed legislation.
The press journalists have gone off to their rooms, having been fed their daily diet by
the media machine of John Cain's government. They do Parliament and Victorians no
credit by ignoring the facts that have been introduced into the debate by speaker after
speaker. The Liberal and National parties hope that good sense will prevail in the final
outcome of the debate.
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Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I support the stand taken by the honourable member
for Benalla in leading the debate for the National Party, and share the strong opposition
expressed by National Party members in Parliament and throughout Victoria to the
proposed legislation that is being debated today.
It is disappointing that during the debate on the Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
more members of the government are not present in the House to listen to the arguments
put by the National Party and the Liberal Party in opposition to the Bill; those arguments
should be properly assessed in considering the Bill. It is disappointing that the Premier
took it upon himself to lead the debate for the government by reading the second-reading
speech but is not in the House while the debate is proceeding to listen to the arguments
being put by honourable members from both sides of the House.
It is also disappointing that the nineteenth man-that is, the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services-is not here to participate in the debate. He should be here. However,
it is pleasing that the former Minister for Police and Emergency Services is carrying the
can for the government.

Mr B. J. Evans-He drew the short straw!
Mr JASPER-As the honourable member for Gippsland East said, he drew the short
straw and is here to cop the brunt of the attack. Surely the Minister would have attended
some of the meetings that have been organised throughout Victoria, to gauge public
opinion and to hear what people had to say about the Bill.
I pay tribute to the present Minister for Community Services; he would have had the
strength of character to have attended some meetings to put the government's view. It is
disappointing that the present Minister for Police and Emergency Services was not prepared
to attend any of the meetings. He was not honest during question time today; he was not
prepared to attend the public meetings because he could not have taken the criticism
levelled at the government because of the Bill. He said he was not invited to the meetings;
was he invited but rejected all invitations?
I am not a licensed shooter and I do not own a firearm of any description. I live in a
country electorate where there is much interest in the Bill; it has caused an upsurge of
opposition, hostility and even anger in people from all walks of life and from all political
persuasions. The National Party regards the proposed legislation as an attack upon innocent,
law-abiding citizens in Victoria.
The government should be taking note of the spontaneous response to the proposed
legislation at meetings across Victoria. The Premier said that the opposition to the measure
is found only in country Victoria, but what about the meetings in Melbourne and the
march on Parliament House? The Premier is deluding himselfby suggesting the marchers
were all from country areas. At least half of the people involved in that march came from
Melbourne and were concerned about the government's attack on law-abiding, innocent
Victorians.
I have received more representations from people in my electorate on this Bill than on
any other Bill since I entered Parliament in 1976. Not one representation has supported
the Bill; the opposition to the government's intentions has been expressed by way of
correspondence, telephone calls and personal visits.
I am concerned for the people who are legitimate shooters and who own guns because
they want to participate in shooting and sports shooting activities. The Bill prescribes a
specific range of persons in Victoria who will be able to own guns if the Bill becomes law.
The Bill should be rejected in its entirety; but, if that is not done, major amendments must
be made to it.
The proposed legislation provides that only a certain range of people will be allowed to
own guns-namely, farmers, people who require guns for the professions in which they
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are involved, and those involved in sports shooting associations. The Minister for
Community Services, who is sitting at the table, confirms that what I say is correct.
However, that does not take into account the thousands of gun owners who do not want
to belong-and never have belonged-to sports shooting associations. I shall provide the
House with two or three examples. Recently I spoke to an 80-year-old constituent who
said that he has a ·22 calibre pea rifle which he has owned for 60 years. He is a licensed
shooter and the gun is registered. However, the government will take his gun away from
him unless he joins a sports shooting association. The man said that he used shot cartridge
in the gun only to shoot the odd sparrow that comes into a shed on his property. The
Premier will take away his gun and say that he cannot have it. The Minister for Community
Services confirmed that the government will take away the gun of an innocent, law-abiding
person.
What about the owners of antique guns? Their guns may be displayed on the walls of
their homes and may not even be fired. The government says, "Unless you belong to a
sports shooting association, we will take your guns away from you: but, we may pay you
for them". A person to whom I spoke told me that he had antique guns which had been
handed down through his family for more than 100 years. Yet, the government will take
away the guns. What will happen to gun enthusiasts and those who have a large range of
guns as collections? The proposed legislation contains no provisions for people to own
antique guns or collections of guns. The Premier says, "We do not want you to own guns
at all; if you do want a gun, you can have only one gun and not a collection of guns". What
is the debate really about?
An honourable member-Public safety.
Mr JASPER-That is all right; I support that. The National Party supports public
safety. However, the National Party believes the debate is about law and order, and one
must examine the rights of people within the context oflaw and order. Where does one go
from there when seeking to remove guns from the community and to control the number
of guns in the State? Surely the government should examine law and order first. Is the
government examining the effect rather than the cause? The whole issue comes down to
the rights of people. How far will the government go? What will be the government's next
step? Some people believe the government has an ulterior motive and that this is a socialist
plot to remove guns from the community.
An honourable member-What do you believe?
Mr JASPER-I believe that many people from the Labor Party believe that.
Mr Gavin inteIjected.
Mr J ASPER-The honourable member for Coburg should not inteIject; he is in enough
trouble.
Many people believe the government is seeking to disarm the community. One would
like to think that that is not the case. However, total confusion exists in the gun debate
because of the government's stance about the ownership and licensing of guns. The
government is deliberately causing confusion. Because of that and the licensing procedures,
people will decide that it is better not to bother and, although they have been involved in
guns and hunting oV,er many years, they will not do so in future.
The Premier is obsessed with the proposed legislation. Why is that so? It will certainly
not stop deranged people from committing shootings like those which took place in
'Hoddle and Queen streets.
The Premier spoke about the correlation between the availability of guns and the
number of shootings. Today he quoted statistics to back up his argument that if guns are
removed the number of shootings will be reduced. One must contrast that view with the
government's view in respect of the liquor legislation when it said that no correlation
existed between the availability of alcohol and its consumption. The government said that
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alcohol outlets can be located wherever they are wanted so long as the people seeking the
licences are of good character.
Mr Gavin interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Coburg does not even know the legislation.
He probably does not understand it.
The Premier is relying on the fact that a correlation exists between the availability of
guns and the number of shootings that have taken place. I put to the House that that point
of view was rejected by the government when it received the Nieuwenhuysen report and
introduced legislation to alter the liquor laws. On a number of occasions the government
stated that it did not see any correlation between the availability of alcohol and its
consumption.
Apparently the Premier wants to punish the entire community, including innocent, lawabiding people, because of the shootings that occurred in Hoddle and Queen streets and
in other areas in recent years. The Premier does not accept private gun ownership or
multiple gun ownership. The National Party does not accept that premise. The Premier
and the government are hell-bent on removing guns, but the proposed legislation will not
succeed; it cannot succeed. A great mass of people are fighting it. If the government does
not understand the issue, it should speak to the people in the electorate. The government
should do what members of the National Party did in country Victoria. They know what
tl,e people think about the gun legislation. A great mass of people are opposed to the
proposed legislation not just on the premise that guns should be removed, but on the
premise that people's rights are being taken away. That is what the issue is all about.
What has happened to the government that used to speak about consensus? In 1982,
wl}en assuming office, the Labor government said that, whenever making investigations,
it would ensure that consultation took place. The Labor government boasted about
consensus and the fact that it responded to the people. If the proposed legislation is
indicative of what the government. is on about, it will be the beginning of the end for the
Labor government. The Labor government is dictating to the people of Victoria. The
Premier righteously said, "We will tell the people what is happening". However, now the
government is not bothering to consult with people and it is acting as it sees fit. The Labor
government is not responding to the wishes of the people; it has lost its way. As with the
Unsworth government in New South Wales, this is the beginning of the end for the
Victorian Labor government. Next Saturday will be the test on the gun issue and many
other issues in New South Wales.
Insufficient time has been allowed for honourable members to analyse the proposed
legislation and consult with the appropriate people to obtain their response. It is absolutely
ridiculous for the Premier to suggest that a week of consultation is adequate. Honourable
members cannot obtain considered opinions in that time, and that is not the way in which
proposed legislation has been handled and debated in years gone by.
The Premier quoted statistics at length to support his argument. In particular, he quoted
statistics from the United States of America. He argued that there was a correlation
between the availability of guns and the high rate of use of guns in crimes in the United
States of America.
The Premier did not use Switzerland as an example. Switzerland has the highest per
capita rate of gun ownership in the world; yet it has the lowest rate of crime perpetrated
with firearms. That is because guns are an accepted part of life in Switzerland. The key to
such an acceptance of firearms is education-education in the use of firearms. Statistics
support the National Party's emphasis on education.
The Premier argued that if one life was saved as a result of the Bill, that was a reason to
support the Bill. As a previous speaker asked: what is the Premier's attitude to abortion?
The Premier does not seem to be concerned about the thousands of lives being lost in
Victoria because of abortions. The relevance of that example should be noted.
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The Premier has used statistics in a misleading way. As has often been said, statistics
are like a bikini: what they reveal is interesting; what they conceal is vital. The Premier
has used statistics in that way to back up his argument. The statistics the Premier quoted
did not support his argument to any great extent.
Honourable members heard the speech of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
last week, when he came off the reserves bench as the nineteenth man. The Minister talked
about the rights of people who are killed by guns! Does the Minister believe that removing
guns from law-abiding citizens in the community will reduce the crime rate in Victoria?
There is no case for such an argument. Rather, the National Party believes the question of
more appropriate penalties for criminals who use guns in Victoria should be examined.
In his speech the Minister said that there were many times when people felt like killing
someone. That was an incredible comment to come from the Minister. Is the Minister
deranged? Few honourable members to whom I have spoken support that comment made
by the Minister. The comment is absolute rubbish. I certainly do not support the view he
put forward. Perhaps the Minister is deranged! Perhaps he should be psychiatrically
examined, if that is the sort of argument he is putting to support the Bill.
The honourable member for Monbulk made the point that there was no difference of
opinion among members of the Labor government about the Bill. That is a lot of rubbish!
There is a range of views within the Labor Party about the Bill.
The honourable member for Monbulk should speak to his constituents. He would then
understand that thousands of traditional Labor voters have said that they will not vote for
the Labor Party at the next State election because of the Bill. The honourable member for
Monbulk said that all the members of the Labor Party supported the Bill. Perhaps the
honourable member was referring to the Labor members of Parliament and not the rank
and file members of the Labor Party.
What does the honourable member for Ballarat South think about the Bill? He should
oppose the Bill-unless he wants to be defeated at the next election.
I understand the honourable member for Bellarine spoke to the Premier about the Bill
and said: "I would like to see it changed, Mr Premier; otherwise I might be defeated at the
next election". The suggestion made by the honourable member for Monbulk that the
Labor Party is as one on the Bill is rubbish. The Labor Party is not as one on the Bill. The
Labor government will lose office at the next election on this issue.
The honourable members for Portland and Ripon made excellent contributions to the
debate. Both supported the views put forward eloquently by members of the National
Party. But I ask all Liberal Party members what they will do with the Bill. Are they
prepared to throw it out? It is clear that they will not reject the Bill or even support the
reasoned amendment moved by the National Party. Members of the Liberal Party will
have to make up their minds.
If members of the Liberal Party intend to propose major amendments to the Bill, I hope
the amendments will protect innocent gun owners in this State.
The National Party wants to protect innocent gun owners in Victoria. Such gun owners
need the protection of the State; they do not need legislation which will attack them and
remove their guns fr~m them.
The government has confused the situation. Last year the government said that no new
licences would be issued beyond 18 December. It is a tragedy that many people who
legitimately wished to apply for shooters' licences were not allowed to do so.
A constituent of mine in Wangaratta came with his son to see me. His son completed
his education at the Wangaratta Technical School last year. He had undertaken gun
training and had attended many shoots. He had turned eighteen but he was not able to
apply for a shooter's licence to go to the opening of the duck hunting season next Saturday.
The constituent said that his son was better able to handle guns than many other people

588

ASSEMBLY

16 March 1988

Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)

in Victoria. He said that his son was going to the opening of the duck hunting season with
him and had done so for many years. It was a travesty of justice that that man's son was
not allowed to apply to become a licensed shooter and obtain a permit to shoot ducks
during the duck hunting season.
I am interested to know what the honourable member for Springvale thinks about the
Premier's attitude to the Bill. National Party members would like the honourable member's
comments on the record-although I am sure the honourable member will not put those
comments on the record. J ud~ng from the way in which the honourable member for
Springvale criticised the PremIer at a meeting at Springvale, he must be opposed to the
proposed legislation.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr JASPER-The comments the honourable member made at that meeting leave no
doubt that he is opposed to the Premier. I would like the honourable member to tell the
House what he said about the Premier at Springvale.
Mr Micallef interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Springvale is out of order. The honourable member can use other methods to reply if he
wishes-and he should be aware of that.
Mr JASPER-I can understand the concern of the honourable member for Springvale
because he would not want on record the comments he made about the Premier. Those
comments may have been accurate, but they were totally un parliamentary. Perhaps he is
giving an indication that he will join the National Party when it comes to a vote and show
his total opposition to the action taken by the Premier and to this measure, which should
be thrown out.
The government has deliberately created confusion during debate on this measure about
the renewal of licences, and the rigmarole attached to the renewal of a licence is also
confusing. When the renewal notice is received, the gun owner must make payment either
at a National Bank branch or direct to the Central Firearms Registry. The renewal notice
is then sent to an appropriate police station for collection by the gun owner. If the gun
owner wishes to use his gun for duck hunting, he must obtain a separate three-year licence
from the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. Currently a three-year licence
costs $45 with an extra $21 for a licence to hunt ducks. That makes it expensive for people
to renew licences in Victoria.
The proposed legislation will not work. That is recognised by the Victoria Police, whose
members understand that the measure will not be effective because it is unworkable and
unenforceable. It will also be impossible for police to handle the collection of guns from
gun owners. Another area of concern was expressed by honourable members whose
electorates border New South Wales and Victoria; they highlighted the confusion caused
to their constituents by various border anomalies.
It has been stated that the National Party has a positive and responsible attitude towards
gun owners in Victoria. National Party members believe positive action can be taken to
provide better firearms legislation and that the New Zealand law should be used as the
model.
The National Party supports a testing system for gun ownership and tougher penalties
for the misuse of firearms and for violent crime. It also supports a referendum on capital
punishment, stronger censorship of violent television and videos, appointment of additional
police and powers such as fingerprinting of criminal suspects. Finally the National Party
hopes for better discipline within schools and better parental control in general living as
positive, long-term steps towards a reduction in crime.

The proposed legislation will do little to protect the community against violent crimes
such as those perpetrated in the Hoddle and Queen streets shootings. However, it will
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saddle innocent gun owners with unworkable and unenforceable laws and, for that reason,
should be rejected.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-It is an authentic tragedy for this
State that the Bill currently before the House is being opposed by honourable members
opposite and opposed most vehemently of all by National Party members on the corner
benches.

It is a profoundly disturbing demonstration of the hold which the gun lobby has been
able to establish over conservative parties in this country. The fact is-and I take it
squarely from the record-that last December the Leader of the Liberal Party committed
honourable members opposite to supporting a ban on guns in the metropolitan area. Far
from standing by that commitment, made as recently as three months ago, he and the
Liberal Party now oppose the much more moderate, commonsense and soundly based
proposals which the government has brought into this House. The gun lobby has seized
the arm of the Liberal Party and twisted it, and the Liberal Party has retreated from the
position put forward by the Leader of the Opposition last December.
I have no hesitation at the outset of this debate in making clear that I have a personal
interest in seeing that this proposed legislation is successfully passed by Parliament. I have
five children and two grandchildren. I do not want them to grow up in the sort of gunridden society this State of ours has become in recent years or, still less, in a society awash
with firearms, which Victoria could so readily become if the current trends are continued.
The inescapable fact is that as recently as 1979 there was one gun for every five or six
households in this nation. Currently the rate is one gun for every four households. A
minimum of 3-5 million firearms are in circulation. That is a terrifying figure and has had
t:rrifying consequences for our nation and for this State. Even more terrifying is the
prospect which lies ahead of us if this trend in our society is not halted and reversed.
Looking across the Pacific Ocean to the United States of America, we see the awesome
situation of no fewer than 120 million firearms in private hands. I wish honourable
members would think of that. That is not a situation of one firearm for every four
households, as in Australia, but a firearm for every two households.
Even more frightening is the fact that in 75 per cent of cases those firearms are held
partly because their owners believe they are needed for self-protection. In other words, the
United States of America is caught up in a fear of violence spiral in which I would hate to
see our society likewise involved.
That could readily happen in Australia because that figure of 75 per cent of firearm
owners in the United States of America who believe their firearms are needed for selfprotection is matched already by a similar figure in Queensland. Queensland, along with
Tasmania, has the highest rate of firearm ownership in Australia. It is the State in which
the fear of violence spiral has most vigorously taken hold.
What are the consequences of the level of firearm ownership which we are experiencing
in this country already, and what would those consequences be if we were to move, as
seems all too likely, further in the direction of the United States of America?
Gun deaths are already the single most common cause of death among homicide
victims. Let us not have the red herrings about the use of automobiles, baseball bats or
-knives; the real truth is that gun deaths are the single most common form of homicide in
Australia. They are not simply the most common form of homicide, but also the death
rate of victims of assault is several times higher where the use of firearms is involved.
With suicide, between 1968 and the present time, no fewer than 6000 Australians have
taken their lives with firearms in circumstances where those lives might well have been
preserved had firearms not been so readily available.
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Is it any wonder that the Police Force so solidly supports the government's proposals
when one realises that almost all police killings in Australia have been carried out either
with firearms or with explosives.
I vividly remember how, in the aftermath of the Queen Street killings, the Chief
Commissioner of Police, Mr Glare, said to me that semiautomatic firearms had no place
in this community. If there is any doubt about the attitude of the Chief Commissioner of
Police-and who is better placed to know about it than he-it should be resolved by what
he said at Warrnambool on 5 March 1988. He said that there were too many guns in
society, and he added that he did not think the proposed gun laws currently under
discussion in this House would interfere with the activities oflegitimate sporting shooters.
What is the answer? The National Party is opposing the Bill, root and branch, that the
Chief Commissioner of Police has said will not infringe the rights of shooters in the State.
Where is the consistency of that party which claims to champion law and order in the
State and goes against the chief commissioner's belief that already too many firearms are
in circulation? Where is the consistency of that party which moves motions to disallow
regulations prohibiting the ownership of semiautomatic firearms in circumstances where
the ownership of those firearms has been condemned by the Chief Commissioner of
Police? There is no consistency whatsoever; the support for law and order on the part of
the National Party is cant-cant and hypocrisy is its stock in trade.
Interesting evidence is available from the United States of America of the effects of
widespread firearm ownership, and what happens in a society where 120 million firearms
are in circulation. Firstly, I quote from the well-known King County study which shows
that deaths offriends, acquaintances and family members, are twelve times more common
than deaths inflicted by firearm users on strangers.
A firearm owner who uses a weapon against a person is twelve times more likely to kill
somebody who is known to him than to kill somebody with whom he is unfamiliar.
There are 43 suicides, criminal killings or accidental gunshot deaths for every case of
killing for self-protection. I relate that back to those figures for Queensland-that Mecca
of National Party philosophy-where 75 per cent of firearm owners believe a firearm is
necessary for self-protection. It is interesting to break down those figures a little further to
find that for each instance where a gun in a home was involved in a self-protection
homicide, there were 1·3 accidental gunshot deaths, or 4·6 per cent criminal homicides,
mainly of relatives or friends, and 37 suicides. What the Bill is about is protecting people
from themselves and from those nearest to them.
Guns caused the death of a member of the household eighteen times more often than
the death of a stranger; such weapons brought about the death of a friend or acquaintance
twelve times more often than a death of a stranger, and more than 80 per cent of the
homicides occurred during arguments or altercations. That is precisely the situation which
the proposed legislation is designed to preclude.
It has been interesting to note the extent to which the firearms debate in the State and
in the country has been confused by deliberate and systematic misinformation. A good
example of that came from the contribution made in the debate this afternoon by the
honourable member for Murray Valley. It was not an original contribution; he was simply
repeating what had been asserted earlier by other conservative honourable members who
have contributed to the debate.

The honourable member for Murray Valley cited the example of Switzerland as the
country which, as he said, has the highest rate of gun ownership in the world and the
lowest rate of gun-related homicides.
I examined the situation in Switzerland and, I suspect to nobody's surprise, I found that
it is totally different from the way it has been described by earlier contributors to this
debate. In Switzerland, all males are drafted into the citizen military forces at twenty years
of age for fourteen weeks' initial training. They receive a good grounding in firearms.
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An honourable member interjected.
Mr MATHEWS-I take up the interjection of the honourable member for Murray
Valley that it would be a good idea and I hope he backs solidly the rest of what I say.
On discharge from their fourteen weeks' compulsory training, the men are issued with a
semiautomatic rifle and a sealed packet-I repeat, a sealed packet-of 48 rounds. The rifle
can be used only for military purposes. So much for the claim by the honourable member
for Murray Valley that Switzerland has the highest rate of firearms ownership in the
world-the highest rate of firearms on loan to citizens perhaps, but in circumstances that
they cannot be used for any of the purposes that the honourable member has advocated
this afternoon!
Every year, each male then spends two weeks on further training-I point out that that
is at the expense of the employer, and I hope the honourable member for Murray Valley
supports that. At the end of the period of service, the weapon issued to him is converted
to single-shot operation.
What is the overall rule on firearms? I looked up the regulation for the Canton of Basle
and found that private ownership of automatic and semiautomatic firearms is absolutely
prohibited. That is not what the honourable member for Murray Valley wants this House
to suppose, and it is not what the honourable member for Benalla has suggested. It is quite
different from the situation that was misleadingly described by the National Party spokesmen in this debate. Switzerland has the sorts of arrangements that are embraced by this
government in the Firearms (Amendment) Bill (No. 2), which the National Party, including the honourable member for Murray Valley, will oppose.
As another example I shall draw on the experience of Australia's sister dominion,
Canada. In 1978 Canada introduced comprehensive gun reforms providing for new national
licensing and screening procedures, registration of firearms, prohibition orders on certain
types of gun ownership and possession, increased penalties for firearm offences, the
promotion of safe firearm handling and storage methods and regulation of firearms
businesses. In other words, Canada introduced the sort of prohibition the Victorian
government seeks to apply under the proposed legislation.
The impact in the aftermath of the Canadian legislation was exactly the impact that this
government argues will follow after the passage of this Bill. In the post-legislation period
the proportion of violent crimes committed with firearms declined, accidents with firearms
showed a downward trend and suicides with firearms declined. They were exactly the
results one could have predicted as a result of the diminution in the number of firearms in
use.
I referred earlier to the extraordinary somersault that the Liberal Party has performed.
As recently as last December, the Liberal Party publicly committed itself to the proposition
that there should be a ban on firearms in the metropolitan area. The Liberal Party went
even further at that time, and wanted to recall Parliament so that the measure could be
enacted as a matter of urgency. Within three months the Liberal Party's position has
totally reversed. It was one of the most extraordinary acts of hypocrisy and one of the
most extraordinary haulings down of the flag that this Parliament has witnessed in its
many years of existence.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr MATHEWS-I did not make the same accusations against the honourable member
for Swan Hill. The National Party surrendered to the gun lobby many years ago. The
difference with the Liberal Party is that it has only just given in. It has done so because of
the enormous resources that the gun lobby has been able to muster.
An article in the Sunday Press of 6 March 1988 states:
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International arms manufacturers and distributors have contributed to a $250 000 slush fund to pay for
advertisements calling for the defeat of Labor in the March 19 poll. : .
The Australian subsidiaries of two major arms manufacturers, Winchester Australia and Tasco Australia Pty
Ltd, are two of the donors ...
Winchester Australia last week confirmed that it had given financial aid to sporting shooters clubs.
The company's marketing manager, Mr Bruce Bums, said Winchester had supported responsible and bona
fide shooting organisations for 20 years.
"We want to promote shooting as a sport and see hunting rights maintained", Mr Bums said.

This was a direct intervention into the political affairs of our community by the
multinational armaments company. Similarly, a spokesman for Tasco Australia Pty Ltd
said that a 1 per cent levy on sales was being donated to shooters' groups in New South
Wales.
I seriously suggest that the emergence in this country of a gun lobby along the lines of
the National Riflemen's Association in the United States of America would be a
development profoundly prejudicial to democracy, to the opportunity of Parliament to
pass sound legislation and for informed, unprejudiced debate on the firearms issue in any
form to occur. During the post-war period the gun lobby associated with the National
Riflemen's Association in the United States of America, backed by the firearms and
armament industries to the tune of many millions of dollars, has reduced to paralysis
moves towards better firearms laws in areas where the need for better firearms laws is even
more pressing than is the case in Australia at present.
The support, of which the first indications in Australia are now coming to public li$ht
in the actions ofTasco Australia Pty Ltd and Winchester Australia, has led to the mounting
in Washington of one of the largest, least principled and most effective lobby groups of
which the United States of America has had experience. I believe that trend needs to be
cut offat the outset in this country. It does not take a lobby of that scale to turn the Liberal
Party to water almost overnight.
What an extraordinary situation the gun lobby forces in the United States of America
would deem it that the gun lobby in this country, relative tyro that it is and with only the
sort of intervention from the armaments industry at its disposal to which I have referred
publicly, has been able to buy off the Liberal Party on this issue! I do not know how the
Liberal Party can ever again hold up its hands-Mr COOPER (Mornington)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I refer you to
Standing Order No. 108 which states:
No member shall use offensive or unbecoming words in reference to any Member of the House and all
imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be deemed disorderly.

The Minister deliberately said the words "buy off" in reference to the Liberal Party in
working himself up into his usual lather.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for
Momington finds the words offensive. I ask the Minister for Community Services to
withdraw the words.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Community Services)-I take the honourable member's
point and withdraw the word "buy". I think "standover" would have been a much more
felicitous word.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Minister to withdraw the word without
reservation.
Mr MATHEWS-I withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker.
I say, plainly and simply, especially to the Leader of the National Party, that many tens
of thousands of people with families are in deep fear of the developments that are occurring
as a result of the massive proliferation of firearms in recent years.

