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before that day must be taken to be a reference
to a recognised association within the
meaning of the former Act.".
44. Clause 172, line 32, omit "section" and insert
"sub-section".
45. Clause 172, line 33, after "25" insert "(1)".
46. Clause 172, page 83, lines 1 and 2, omit all words
and expressions on these lines.
47. Clause 172, page 83, line 6, omit "(l)(c)" and insert
"(3)(a)".
48. Clause 172, page 83, line 7, omit "section" and insert
"sub-section" .
49. Clause 175, line 30, before "On" insert "(1)".
50. Clause 175, line 30, omit "commencement of this
section" and insert "appointed day".

65. Clause 181, after line 22 insert "(3B) Despite anything to the contrary in this Act,
a party to a proceeding in the Industrial
Division may appear by a person who is not
counsel or a solicitor if that person is
authorised in writing by the party to appear
for the party.
(3C) The Industrial Division must exercise its
jurisdiction with the minimum of legal form
and technicality.".
66. Clause 182, lines 24 and 25, omit all words and

expressions on these lines and insert ''For section 3 (2) of the Trade Unions Act 1958
substitute _".
67. Clause 182, lines 30 to 34 and page 87, lines 1 and 2,
omit all words and expressions on these lines.

NEW CLAUSES

51. Clause 175, line 31, omit "(a)".
52. Clause 175, page 84, line 1, omit "(b)" and insert "(2)
On the commencement of this sub-section".

68. Insert the following new clauses to follow clause

53. Clause 175, page 84, line 4, omit "(c)" and insert "(3)
On the commencement of this sub-section".

"AA. How employment agreements relate to
awards

54. Clause 176, line 9, omit ''Magistrates'" and insert

An employment agreement may provide that some
or all of the provisions of an award shall not apply.

"Industrial" .
55. Clause 176, line 12, omit ''Magistrates'" and insert
"Industrial".
56. Clause 177, line 20, omit "commencement of this
section" and insert "appointed day".
57. Clause 177,line 22, omit "commencement" and insert
"day".
58. Clause 177, line 27, omit "commencement" and
insert "day" .
59. Clause 177, line 33, omit "commencement" and
insert "day" .
60. Clause 177, page 85, line 3, omit "commencement"
and insert "day".
61. Clause 177, page 85, line 8, omit "commencement"
and insert "day".
62. Clause 177, page 85, line 17, omit
"commencement" and insert "day".
63. Clause 179, line 28, after "1979" insert "(except
section 45 and Part XI)".
64. Clause 179, after line 28 insert"(2) Section 45 of the Industrial Relations Act 1979
is repealed.
(3) Part XI of the Industrial Relations Act 1979 is
repealed.".

17-

"BB. Breach of employment agreement
(1) The Industrial Division of the Magistrates'

Court has jurisdiction to hear and determine
any cause of action for damages, or any claim
for equitable relief, arising out of or related to
a breach of an employment agreement,
irrespective of the amount claimed or the
value of the relief sought.
(2) However, the Industrial Division of the
Magistrates' Court must not, in any
proceeding for breach of an employment
agreement, award damages against any
individual employee in excess of $5000.
(3) Despite anything to the contrary in any Act, the
jurisdiction of the Industrial Division of the
Magistrates' Court in relation to any matter
referred to in sub-section (1) is exclusive ....
69. Insert the following new clause to follow
clause 170'Cc. Proceedings

(1) In this section "relevant proceeding" means a
proceeding (a) begun before the former Commission before
the appointed day and which had not
been completed at that day; and
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(b) that could have been brought before the
Commission if it had been begun on or

after the appointed day.
(2) If before the appointed day the former

Commission had begun to hear any relevant
proceeding and at the appointed day evidence
on any question of fact material to that
proceeding had been given to the former
Commission but the proceeding had not been
finally determined, any party to the
proceeding may apply in writing to the
Commission for a determination under
sub-section (3).
(3) On an application under sub-section (2), the
Commission may determine (a) to accept the proceeding as part-heard and
to continue the hearing; or
(b) to re-hear the proceeding-

in accordance with this Act.
(4) If a relevant proceeding is continued to be
heard, or is re-heard, by the Commission in
accordance with a determination under
sub-section (3), anything done in relation to
that proceeding before the appointed day
shall, so far as consistent with this Act, be
taken to have been done for the purposes of
the hearing and determination of the
proceeding by the Commission and the
Commission may, for the purposes of the
hearing or re-hearing, have regard to any
record of the earlier proceeding before the
former Commission.
(5) If before the appointed day a relevant
proceeding was pending before the former
Commission but the former Commission had
not begun to hear it or had begun to hear it
but at the appointed day had not been given
evidence on any question of fact material to it,
the proceeding is to be heard and determined
by the Commission in accordance with this
Act and anything done in relation to that
proceeding must, so far as consistent with this
Act, be taken to have been done for the
purposes of the hearing and determination of
the proceeding by the Commission under this
Act.
(6) Until the appointed day any reference to the
Commission in any provision of this or any
other Act or of any subordinate instrument
(within the meaning of the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984) made under this or any
other Act that is in force before that day must
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be taken to be a reference to the former
Commission, unless the contrary intention
appears.'.

70. Insert the following new clause to follow
clause 182-

'DD. Amendment of Legal Profession Practice Act
1958

In section ~3 of the Legal Profession Practice Act
1958, after sub-section (2) insert-

"(2A)
This section does not apply to any person
who or body which (whether or not for or in
expectation of any fee, gain or reward) draws
or prepares any employment agreement
within the meaning of the Employee
Relations Act 1992 on behalf of a party or
parties or a proposed party or parties to the
agreement.".'
71. Schedule 1, clause 1, omit"l. The" and insert "The".
72. Schedule 1, clause 7 (1), omit "that job" and insert
''her present work".
73. Schedule 1, clause 7(2), after "take leave" insert "on

full pay".
74. Schedule 1, clause 7 (2), after "leave is" insert "not".
75. Schedule 2, paragraph 8, omit "lawful" and insert

"unlawful".
76. Schedule 6, page 129, after item 15. 1 insert '15.2 In section 26 (7), for ''Industrial Relations

Commission" substitute "Employee Relations
Commission".
15.3 In section 32 (3), for ''Industrial Relations

Commission" substitute "Employee Relations
Commission".
15.4 In section 32 (4), for ''Industrial Relations

Commission" substitute "Employee Relations
Commission". '
77. Schedule 6, page 129, item 17, before ''In'' insert
"17.1".
78. Schedule 6, page 129, item 17, after item 17.1 insert'17.2

In section 70 -

(a) in sub-section (2), for "deputy president of
the Industrial Relations Commission"
substitute "person";
(b) in sub-section (5), for "a deputy president of

the Industrial Relations Commission (as
the case requires)" substitute "another
person";
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(c) in sub-section (7), for "deputy president of
the Industrial Relations Commission"
substitute "person other than a judge of
the County Court".'
79. Schedule 6, page 129, after item 17 insert'18. Post-Secondary Education Act 1978
18.1 In section 40 (a) for the definition of "award" substitute'''award'' means an award of the
Employee Relations Commission under
the Employee Relations Act 1992;
"Employee Relations Commission"
means the Employee Relations
Commission of Victoria established under
the Employee Relations Act 1992;';
(b) in the definition of "industrial association

of employees", for ''Part V of the
Industrial Relations Act 1979" substitute
" Part 12 of the Employee Relations Act
1992";
(c) the definition of '1ndustrial Relations
Commission" is repealed.
18.2 In section 119A, for "Industrial Relations Act
1979, the Industrial Relations Commission and
a Conciliation and Arbitration Board
established under that Act do" substitute
"Employee Relations Act 1992, the Employee
Relations Commission does".'
80. Schedule 6, page 130, item 20, omit "Services" and
insert "Service".

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the amendments be read a second time.

Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, it is appropriate that these
amendments be dealt with individually. That course
is followed not only in this place but also in May
and the relevant Standing Orders.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNAN - I am happy to wait, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member please speak to his point of order?
Mr KENNAN -May at page 511 states:
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The Speaker calls the amendments one by one, and
unless it is proposed to divide, postpone or amend the
amendment, a motion is made, normally by the
member in charge of the Bill.

All the precedents we have researched in the
Victorian Parliament show that, unless there is
consent, that is the appropriate course.
This has been a particularly shameful three weeks in
this Parliament. Time and again the government has
allotted debating times that are not only a calculated
insult to the House and the opposition but also fall
short of Parliamentary practice. This Bill was put
through this place within a matter of a few hours.
The Minister in charge of the Bill admitted at the
time that amendments were to be made, but the
government deliberately chose not to allow the Bill
to go into Committee. It chose not to make the
amendments available, except to a newspaper.
The SPEAKER - Order! Where do these facts sit
with the point of order?
Mr KENNAN - The necessity for the House to
deal with the amendments one by one and the
history of the Bill are relevant to the point of order.
One need only look at page 3 of today's Age to see
what Mr Don Saltmarsh and Bishop Challen - The SPEAKER - Order! I shall not hear the
honourable member unless he comes to the point of
order.
Mr KENNAN - Before I was interrupted
repeatedly by interjections, which you, Mr Speaker,
refused to deal with - The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is getting
tired of some of the histrionics in this place. Will the
honourable member please come to the point of
order. I do not want it via any newspaper; I want a
succinct statement on the point of order.
Mr KENNAN - My comment about the
newspaper was absolutely relevant and it is part of
my point of order. The reason the amendments need
to be dealt with one by one is so that the House has
an opportunity of debating them. It is consistent not
only with the Standing Orders - and I know you
have perSistently refused to call the House to
order-The SPEAKER -Order! That is a reflection on
the Chair, and I ask for a withdrawal and an
apology.
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Mr KENNAN - I withdraw and apologise. The
fact of the matter is that this House should consider
the amendments one by one. That is so for a number
of reasons, and I am in the middle of enumerating
and elaborating on those reasons. They are as
follows: firstly, when the Bill went through the
House on the first occasion the government
deliberately refused to allow the Chamber to debate
the amendments. Secondly, although the
amendments were available, they were actually
moved in the Upper House. We still had not
formally seen them. It is absolutely vital that the
House have the opportunity of dealing with the
amendments one by one.
I give notice that we will move amendments to those
amendments, and during the debate we will also be
seeking the opportunity, after having heard what
the Minister and the government say about each of
the amendments, to move further amendments
orally during the course of proper debate in this
place.
All those matters are highly relevant to the point of
order, which is simply this: consistent with the
Standing Orders and with May, your rulings,
Mr Speaker, should ensure that the House has the
opportunity of dealing with the government's
amendments and our amendments to the
government's amendments one by one.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On the point of order, Mc Speaker,
it is well known by the honourable member for
Broadmeadows and all honourable members in this
House who have been here for some time that Bills
from the other place come into this House on the
authority of the government and a motion is then
moved. There is no point of order. There is no
precedent. The honourable member knows full well
that that is the situation.
Yet again the honourable member for
Broadmeadows is endeavouring to bully, intimidate
and drift away from the matter that is before the
Chair. That has been the honourable member's way
for as long as he has been in this House. I cannot
speak for his performance in the other place, but his
performance in this place does not impress this side
of the House.
The way the House is run and the way Bills are
transmitted with amendments from the other House
have longstanding precedents. I ask you to rule that
there is no point of order.
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Or COG HILL (Werribee) - I should have hoped
the honourable member for Warrandyte would be
seriously interested in this most important point.
The Leader of the House is simply wrong in his
reference to precedents; I have extensively examined
precedents on this matter and taken advice from the
Clerks. It is absolutely clear in every case I have been
able to find, including a Speaker's ruling on this
very point, that whenever a request has been made
from even one single member for any clause to be
considered separately by the House that has been
accepted and put by the Chair.
It has been properly directed to my attention that the
process followed is essentially similar to the process
followed by the Committee of the whole; that is, if a
single member of the Committee of the whole seeks
to have a clause of a Bill considered separately, the
Chair accepts that, and the Chairman of Committees
or the Acting Chairman of Committees puts the
question separately.

The cases are absolutely clear and unequivocal. I do
not intend to go through the many precedents I have
examined during the day that have led to the large
pile of Hansard volumes on my desk, but I direct
your attention to Hansard of 19 October 1982, page
1173, which reports a ruling by Speaker Edmunds
that makes it absolutely clear that if it is the wish of
the House, or of any individual member of the
House, for that matter, that an amendment to a Bill
coming from the Council be considered separately,
that is the procedure that will be applied by the
House.
As I said, I have been through a large number of
precedents. In fact I have looked at virtually every
case in which amendments from the Council have
been considered, and in every case where either the
government or a member wanted to consider any
amendment separately that was accepted and put by
the Chair. Similarly, if it was the desire of the
opposition or the government to group certain
questions together, that was done by leave, and only
with the agreement and consent of the House.
I am prepared to go through every example chapter
and verse. There are dozens of them and each points
to the Chair exercising its discretion in favour of the
protection of the right of the minority and of every
individual member to seek to have each question
considered separately if so desired. If it were
acceptable to the entire House that certain of the
amendments be put together, the Chair would be
free to so rule. I put it to you, Mc Speaker, that the
precedents make it clear, as in the specific ruling by
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Speaker Edmunds and his reference in it to the
ruling by Speaker Christie recorded in Hansard of 23
April 1968, that where it is sought that a question or
questions be put separately, that is what applies.
The document to which I am now referring, which is
available from the Papers Office, states that in
respect of Council amendments where the House
had no objection, 29 amendments of the Council
were permitted to be moved in globo. It was a
matter for the consent of the House for a number, or
the whole number, of the amendments to be
considered in globo. In the absence of the consent of
the House, precedent is absolutely clear and May's
Parliamentary Practice is clear, as was pointed out by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Therefore, it is
incumbent on you, Mr Speaker, to accept the
precedents because they are there to protect the
rights of every member of the House. When we start
eroding them, we start going down a very
dangerous track.
I will not repeat the argument I have put, although
the honourable member for Warrandyte seems to
approach that prospect with some glee. We are all
familiar with the argument, because it has been well
enunciated over the past three weeks. The essential
point is that precedent is clear and unequivocal.
There has not been a case where the request of a
member to have an amendment considered
separately has been denied by the House. In every
case that I and the Clerks and the Parliamentary
Library have been able to examine, the Chair
unequivocally agreed that a Council amendment be
considered separately when such a request was
made. In every case the Chair accepted that it had a
responsibility on behalf of the entire House to
protect the right of the minority and the right of
every individual member of the House to have a
question considered separately.
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, the matter that has been raised is
erroneous. It is clear that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for
Werribee are raiSing a matter that the House might
or might not determine in the future. The
honourable member for Werribee mentioned
precedents concerning amendments and said that a
member's request to have an amendment dealt with
individually has always been acceded to. However,
he deliberately failed to refer to the fact that, when
the House determines by a vote of the House or by
agreement between the parties that a Bill will be
declared an urgent Bill, there is ample precedent for
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having government or opposition amendments that
have not been dealt with individually dealt with as
one when the allotted time expires.
It is clear that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
and the honourable member for Werribee are trying
to entrap the Chair into making a ruling on this
matter that will somehow set a most unusual
precedent, which in turn will effectively rule out the
opportunity of the House to declare such a Bill
urgent.

Mr Kennan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! When the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition was on his feet he drew
my attention to the fact that there were interjections
while he was speaking, and did so with a certain
amount of histrionics and carrying on. I should like
him to apply to other speakers the same rules he
would have applied to himself.
Mr McNAMARA - This is an important matter.
We have heard a lot of talk from the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition and the honourable member for
Werribee about May's Parliamentary Practice and
various precedents, but if you, Mr Speaker, were to
make the ruling sought by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition you would certainly go against every
established principle that every former Speaker in
this House has ruled on, and you would effectively
prevent any future legislation in this House from
being declared urgent.
I believe there has been ample discussion on this
point and I believe the matter should be determined
forthwith so that we can proceed immediately.
Mr RICHARD SON (Forest Hill) - To continue
the discussion on the point of order and assist you,
Mr Speaker, I put it to you that the matter raised by
the honourable member for Werribee is totally
irrelevant and the matter raised by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is irrelevant to the
proceedings of the House.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to
page 511 of May's Parliamentary Practice, obviously
in the hope that no honourable member on this side
of the House would have access to a copy of that
page. I point out that the words on page 511, under
the heading "Proceedings on consideration of Lords
amendments", bear no relation to the procedures
that have been applied during the past three weeks
of the sitting of this Parliament or to the procedures
that have been necessitated by the deliberate tactics
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of a bloody-minded opposition intent upon delay,
obstruction and the perversion of the procedures of
the House. That is the crux of it.
Before us is a further exercise in the delay and
obstruction of the business of the House. I urge you,
Mr Speaker, to pay no attention to page 511 of May's
Parliamentary Practice. It has no bearing on the
question of what the proceedings in this House at
the Committee stage should be or whether the
matters should be proceeded with individually. The
procedure on which this House has been operating
is quite different from the situation referred to on
page 511 of May. Strike 1, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is out! It is irrelevant.
What is relevant is Standing Order No. 105(b),
which states:
When any motion of any kind whatsoever has been
moved a Minister may at any time declare that the
motion is an urgent motion, and move "That the
motion be considered an urgent motion"; and if 20
members thereupon rise in their places as indicating
approval of the motion being put that motion shall be
put forthwith - no debate or amendment being
allowed; and on such motion being agreed to a Minister
may forthwith move a further motion specifying the
time which (exclusive of any adjournment or
suspension of sitting, and notwithstanding anything
contained in any other Standing Order or any Sessional
Order) shall be allotted to the motion.

The Standing Orders of this House are clear and,
contrary to what has been suggested in the spurious
point of order raised by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition and supported equally spuriously by the
honourable member for Werribee, there is no
argument. The Chair is bound by Standing Orders
and Standing Order No. 105(b) is clear.
I shall now deal with the so-called precedent raised
by the honourable member for Werribee.1f ever
there were an example of a spurious point of order
and phoney activities to try to prove a phoney
argument, this is it. I refer you, Mr Speaker, to the
page of Hansard quoted by the honourable member
for Werribee. I suspect he also hoped no-one would
have access to it, but I happen to have that volume
of Hansard with me. Page 1173 reports a debate that
occurred on 19 October 1982 in the Legislative
Assembly under the speakership of the Honourable
C. T. Edmunds.1t relates to a motion moved by
Mr Wilkes, the then Minister for Local Government.
The Minister moved that amendment No. 1 be
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agreed to. He explained what the amendment
referred to, and the proceedings are as follows:
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) - Order!
Before the Minister deals with all the amendments, I
ask the honourable member for Brighton whether she
wishes, and whether the National Party wishes, to
proceed with debate on the individual amendments.
Mrs PATRICK (Brighton) - Thank you, Mc Speaker.
The opposition agrees with the first amendment. It is
important than when a councillor is outside the
chamber he is still covered.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will put the amendment
separately. The question is that amendment No. 1 be
agreed to.

That procedure was adopted by the government of
the day when the opposition of the day agreed to
one of the amendments. There was discussion in the
Chamber. It was quite a different circumstance from
the circumstances that have prevailed in the
proceedings of the House over the past few weeks,
when the government has been forced to move
urgency motions. That action has been forced upon
the government by a recalcitrant opposition that has
been intent on perverting the proceedings of the
House. In the so-called precedent referred to by the
honourable member for Werribee, there was no
question of an urgency motion. Strike 2, the
honourable member for Werribee is out as well!
If ever there was an example of a spurious point of
order, this is it, and I have demonstrated that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the
honourable member for Werribee were trying to put
up phoney evidence and phoney quotations that had
nothing whatever to do with the point of order that
was being raised. Therefore, Mr Speaker, you can
confidently rule that there is no point of order.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, I should have thought the honourable
member for Forest Hill would not have quoted the
evidence he has if he wished to make the case he
was supposedly making on behalf of the
government. The Hansard record of 1982 makes it
absolutely clear that the agreement of the
House-Mr Kennett - House!
Mr ROPER - Agreement by members in the
House.

EMPLOYEE RELATIONS BILL
Thursday, 12 November 1992

ASSEMBLY

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROPER - It was made clear that it was in the
capacity of the member representing the Liberal
Party or the member representing the National Party
to agree to a proposal that they should proceed to
deal with the amendments in globo.1t was clear
from what the honourable member for Forest Hill
had to say when he was quoting Hansard that it left
the option open to either of those two members not
to agree to considering the amendments in globo.
The amendments were dealt with one by one, and
that is precisely what the precedent suggests. If that
is not clear, the precedent of the House of Commons
adds to that.
An additional matter that needs to be considered is
the fact that the amendments before the House are
not government amendments, they are amendments
made by the Legislative Council. Honourable
members in this House who have been here during
previous Parliaments well know that amendments
from the Legislative Council mayor may have not
been moved by the government, and that is not a
matter within the purview of the Legislative
Assembly. On many occasions when governments
do not control the numbers in the Legislative
Council it is common for the Assembly not to agree
to particular amendments made by the Council or to
advise the Council that particular amendments are
not acceptable either in total or in part. That
reinforces the point made by the Deputy Leader of
the OppOSition and the honourable member for
Werribee.
It is presumptuous of the House to assume that all
the amendments will be accepted or rejected en bloc.
It is presumptuous to assume anything other than
that the amendments will be considered separately
and that the House will make its own decision,
based on the advice it receives from the Legislative
Council, as to whether it accepts a particular
amendment, rejects a particular amendment or
amends an amendment made by the other place.

The honourable member for Forest Hill and the
Leader of the National Party seem to be confused
about the issue raised by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition about the matters raised under Standing
Order No. 105. The issue relates to the way the
House deals with amendments from the Legislative
Council.
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through them one by one. The House might have
dealt with them in groups, agreeing to some and
disagreeing with others, or giving advice on some to
the other place. But the amendments were gone
through in an order that allowed the House to make
determinations about each piece of advice it
received from the Upper House. It would be
nonsensical if this House or the Legislative Council
were bound to either reject or accept in toto all of the
amendments made by the other House. When
looked at in that light it makes the precedents
referred to by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
even clearer and demonstrates why such precedents
have applied in other debates and must apply in
dealing with these amendments from the Legislative
Council.
Firstly, the House must have an opportunity to
accept a particular amendment made by the
Legislative Council. Secondly, it must be possible for
the House to reject a particular amendment made by
the Legislative Council. Thirdly, it must be possible
for this House to further amend or change an
amendment of the Legislative Council, not by
suggesting the reinsertion of the original proposition
but by suggesting some other form of words that are
not the same as those suggested by the Legislative
Council. Finally, the House may accept a group of
amendments after elucidation and after their being
explained in this place.
It would make a mockery of the relationship

between the Legislative Assembly and the
Legislative Council if this House were forced to
accept or reject en bloc amendments made by the
other House, which has not occurred before. As was
explained to you, Mr Speaker, in dealing with these
types of amendments the tradition of this place has
always been that, if any member wishes to have a
particular amendment treated in a particular way,
he or she should have the opportunity of doing so.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - The opposition is
obviously using this tactic simply to delay a decision
on the way the amendments are to be dealt with.
Standing Order No. 160 clearly defines the method
by which amendments returned from the Legislative
Council are to be dealt with. The point of order
pre-empts the way in which the House may deal
with the matter, and it is inappropriate that it
receive any more debate than it has received.
Standing Order No. 160 spells out the issue clearly:

Many honourable members will remember that in
the recent past the House has received amendments
from the Legislative Council and proceeded to go

When a Bill is returned from the Legislative Council
with amendments such amendments shall be read
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twice and agreed to, or agreed to with amendments, or
disagreed to, or the further consideration thereof put
off for three or six months, or the Bill ordered to be laid
aside.
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to you, Mr Speaker, that, as the honourable member
for Coburg said, it is up to this House to decide how
it will conduct its business. Hansard contains many
reference points that negate what the honourable
member for Coburg has been arguing.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable Members - Where, where?
Mr KENNETI - The opposition has instigated
what I consider to be one of the most extraordinary
episodes I have witnessed in my 17 years in this
place. Prior to the suspension of the sitting the
House was subjected to 1 hour of divisions without
one constructive word being added to the debate.
The opposition is now filibustering to pre-empt the
operation of Standing Order No. 160.
As a point of reference for the former Speaker, the
honourable member for Werribee, I direct the
attention of the House to page 3251 of Hansard of
6 June 1991. The honourable member for
Broadmeadows was at that time the
Attorney-General and in charge of the Sentencing
Bill. After the House had received amendments
made by the Upper House, he moved that the
amendments be agreed to. In response I said, as
reported at page 3251:
There are 162 amendments. We are being asked now, I
gather, from the Attorney-General's contribution, to
accept these amendments in one hit. I totally disagree
with that proposal and I ask either that progress be
reported or that we go into Committee and now start to
work our way through the amendments.

The House then resolved that the amendments be
dealt with in one hit.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETI - I thank the present
Attorney-General for drawing the episode to my
attention. It may be said that I am arguing against
myself, but the episode proves two points. This is a
very common procedure, particularly when this
House deals with amendments from the other place.
Often when Bills are amended by the other place
and returned to this place, the amendments are
passed quickly. The Bill was debated for 18 hours in
the other place. I do not want to hear anything from
members on the other side about the opposition
being denied an opportunity to debate the Bill.
The point of order is pre-empting deba te on the
substantive motion. As I said, this House spent 1
hour prior to breaking for supper without one
constructive word being added to the debate. I put it

Mr KENNETI - I have just given the House one
example. It is very relevant because it involves the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who raised the
point of order - he was the Attorney-General at the
time - the honourable member for Werribee, who
was the Speaker at the time, and me. You can't have
anything fairer than that!
Mr Speaker, I put it to you, with the greatest of
respect to the House and to the staff who are being
kept here hour after hour because of the appalling
tactics of the other side - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! When there were minor
interruptions earlier the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition complained that he was being
interrupted and that the House was disorderly.
Compared with that his performance is a disgrace.
Mr Micallef - So was that threat!
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr KENNETI - With absolute respect to the
position you hold, Mr Speaker, you have now heard
the arguments from a number of speakers from both
sides of the House. So that the House can decide, as
it has always done in the past, I respectfully submit
that you should now rule on the point of order.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, as I understand the argument put
by the Deputy Premier and supported by the
honourable member for Forest Hill, Standing Order
No. 105 provides for a closure motion so that the
House can deal with the matter.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THW AITES - The guillotine, which is being
relied upon by the Deputy Premier - The SPEAKER - Order! I cannot accept the
point of order raised by the honourable member. It
has nothing to do with the guillotine. The point of
order relates to whether the amendments can be
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read a second time. Unless the honourable member
can confine his remarks to that point, I shall no
longer hear him.
Mr THW AITES - I am rebutting the point
raised by the Deputy Premier and the honourable
member for Forest Hill. They said that under
Standing Order No. 105 the motion that has already
been passed by the House, the motion that the - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES - That was the basis on which
the Deputy Premier and the honourable member for
Forest Hill put their arguments. The honourable
member for Forest Hill read from Standing Order
No. 105, which suggested that having passed the
motion on the allotment of time the amendments
can be put in globo. However neither the Deputy
Premier nor the honourable member for Forest Hill
referred to Standing Order No. 105(d).
The SPEAKER -Order! With the greatest
respect, the point the Chair has to resolve has
nothing to do with Standing Order No. 105. It relates
to whether the amendments can read a second time.
Unless the honourable member gets on to that point
I shall no longer hear him.
MrTHWAITES -On that pOint, Sir, Standing
Order No. 105 is not relevant and you cannot rely on
it. The Premier referred to Standing Order No. 160.
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Mr Kennett - The House decides.
Mr THWAITES - Mr Speaker, I ask you to
address that matter.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
to make up my mind. Evidence has been provided
to the Chair that recent precedents of the House
support my allowing the Minister who is in charge
of the amendments to be in charge of the debate. The
House will have to resolve that issue. Although the
Houses of Commons and Lords have been
mentioned, they are not constrained as is this House
by Standing Orders. Therefore, I rule on the point of
order by putting the question:
That the amendments be read a second time.

Or COG HILL (Werribee) - On a further point of
order, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! Unless it is a fresh item
I have already ruled on the point of order.
Or COG HILL - In a circumstance like this,
which affects the rights of every member - -

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr THW AITES - The Premier relied on part of
Standing Order No. 160, which states:

The SPEAKER - Order! The next interjection of
the intensity and volume of the last interjection of
the honourable member for Richmond will lead to
my naming the interjector, from either side of the
House. I have enough difficulty in trying to resolve
this point of order without insults being hurled
across the Chamber. If honourable members think I
am joking, they should try me.

... such amendments shall be read twice and agreed to,
or agreed to with amendments ...

I shall hear the honourable member for Werribee on
a fresh point of order.

Honourable members interjecting.

The Standing Order does not say all the
amendments can be put together.

Or COG HILL - The issue before the House is
absolutely crucial to the rights of the House and to
the rights of every - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is too much
disorderly interjection.

The SPEAKER - Order! Unless the honourable
member can address a fresh point of order, I shall
not hear him.

Mr THW AITES - The Premier relied on
Standing Order No. 160, which proposes that such
amendments should be read a second time and
agreed to, or agreed to with amendments. How can
there be amendments to the amendments as
provided by that Standing Order if all the
amendments have been put?

Or cOGHILL - In every case of which I am
aware where a Speaker has made a ruling that
establishes a fresh precedent, especially a fresh
precedent of such moment as this, he has detailed
the basis of his ruling. In your ruling, Sir, you refer
to a recent precedent without drawing the attention
of the House to that precedent or to the nature of the
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precedent, or whether it was in this House or
somewhere else, or whether it was this year, last
year or a decade ago.
The House must assume from your use of the word
"recent" that it was in the past few years. None of us
at this stage--

Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Dr
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient. I
believe the honourable member for Werribee is
raising a frivolous point of order. I have already
ruled on the point of order, and I shall put the
question. The question is:
That the amendments be read a second time.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

Pursuant to Standing Order No. l05(b) I declare this
motion to be an urgent motion, and I move:

House divided on motion:
That this motion be considered an urgent motion.

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr (Teller)
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiII, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F. (Teller)
Plowman, Mr S.J.
t>ynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stoel iale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Teller)
Dollis, Mr (Teller)

Loney, Mr
Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Seitz, Mr

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That this motion be considered an urgent motion.

I think the Ayes have it.

An Honourable Member - The Noes have it.
The SPEAKER - Order! A division is required. I
ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Mr Kennan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that his jibes across the
table are disorderly - and I do know the meaning
of insubordination!
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr (Teller)
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F. (Teller)
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
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Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr
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Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr
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embarrassed employer groups, and the Minister had
to leak the amendments to the Herald-Sun. Not long
ago the opposition was given the amendments. It is
a calculated insult to the proceedings of the House
and to what used to be regarded as democracy but is increasingly autocracy - that the opposition
has been given only until 4 a.m. to debate the
80 amendments.
The opposition has made it clear, as 150 000 people
the other day made it clear, that this is a matter of
enormous contention. It is a calculated insult to the
State and everyone in it and to the opposition and
Parliament for the government to allow debate only
until 4 a.m. The amendments do things that are not
in accordance with the government's stated
intentions. They purport to do things that are not in
accordance - -

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Co le, Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Teller)
Oollis, Mr (Teller)
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner, Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney, Mr
Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
5eitz, Mr
5ercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the time allotted for the consideration of the
motion be until 4 a.m. this day.

Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) -On the
question of time, Mr Speaker, this is a singularly
disgraceful performance by the government. This
important Bill, which is causing such outrage - and
it is referred to again on page 3 of today's Age - has
been put through this House without any proper
debate. It was passed in the Upper House with the
amendments with which we are now dealing.
The government says that the time allotted for
debate will be until 4 a.m. The motion is in violation
of Standing Order No. 105(b). I put on record that
the motion has no validity; the reasons will be taken
up later. Extensive amendments are necessary
because the government rushed the Bill through. It

The SPEAKER - Order! On the question of time.
Mr KENNAN - Exactly, Mr Speaker. The
amendments need to be gone through one by one. I
shall have a number of amendments to make to
these amendments; I can only move amendments to
amendments. It is farcical that we have a mere hour
to try to get through 80 amendments. The Minister
for Industry and Employment should know that
when thinking people outside this place realise the
Bill has been through this House once and then back
again with amendments, effectively without debate,
they will draw their own conclusions about why he
and the government were not prepared to debate
them.
On the question of time, we have referred countless
times to the practice of the previous government and
the fact that the guillotine was applied to the
Companion Animals Bill only after 8 hours of debate
had been allowed. On countless occasions the now
Treasurer took up to 3 hours to deliver a single
speech. This Bill has 80 amendments dealing with
crucial issues that are relevant to the question of
time - such as whether a person employed under a
federal award may be committing a criminal
offence. New criminal offences will be created by
these amendments. Apparently it is the view of the
Minister, through advertisements placed by the
Department of Business and Employment in the
newspaper, that federal award employees will be
exempt. He said to federal award employees, ''Read
no further". They have been told they can take
industrial action as they see fit but the proposed
legislation will not apply to them. The amendments
purport to deal with that.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should come back to the question of time.
Mr KENNAN -Mr Speaker, the serious content
of the amendments, how they have thus far been
represented to the public and whether they achieve
what the Minister says they will achieve are highly
relevant to the question of time. It reveals how much
time we need to explore those fairly complicated
issues.
One could hardly think of a more fundamental
concern than that. Even if the amendments of the
Upper House are agreed to without any further
amendment, the Bill creates a new class of criminal
in this State, a class of criminal that would include a
person who turns up 5 minutes late for work. That is
why we need hours and hours to debate the
amendments, not a mere 70 minutes.
An employee in Melbourne under a federal award
doing the same work as someone in Sydney or
Brisbane would be a criminal if he or she attended a
rally similar to the one that took place on Tuesday.
The advertisement placed by the Department of
Business and Employment in the newspaper is not
reflected in the amendments. People have been
given a calculated, wilful, vicious lie by the
Department of Business and Employment.
If the government gave the opposition the privilege

of providing time for adequate debate on this
fundamental issue of criminal offences it would
have the opportunity to thrash it out. The
Interpretation of Legislation Act provides that
Hansard reports of debates on amendments can be
used by courts to interpret the law. A whole range of
pOints in the amendments is fundamental to
people's rights and, literally, their liberty. They
determine whether a person can go out into the
street, as the people did on Tuesday during the
general strike, without ending up in gaol.
Last Thursday the Department of Business and
Employment wilfully ran an advertisement - about
which the Minister has been asked time and again
during question time - that the opposition says was
calculated to mislead people on federal awards into
believing they need not worry about the content of
the legislation when it is proclaimed. The
amendments give the absolute lie to that
advertisement. The government's lie is: 'We are
passing a law that will put you in gaol if you do
some things, but we are not going to tell you about it
and we don't want you to read it". The Minister for
Industry and Employment does not have the moral
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fibre to stand up and go through the amendments
clause by clause. I move:
That the expression "4 a.m." be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof the expression "6 p.m."

We understand why it is so important for the
Premier to do this in moonlight rather than in
sunlight: the government well knows the press will
not be here and that the misleading conduct of this
Minister's department will not be fully exposed.
The amendments are of equal importance but the
government does not want them debated, nor will it
allow anything like a decent amount of time for
debate. The Minister was not prepared to stand up
and be questioned about the Bill in Committee and
he will run away from it on this occasion. But he will
not run away from the wrath of the people. When
employees under federal awards are fined and put
in gaol he will say it is tough.
One of the amendments provides that individual
employment agreements must be in writing. How
generous! But it does not say that employees must
be given copies of their agreements. That would be
going too far. You may cheat and lie about people's
rights and cheat and deceive an individual
employee and put it in writing, but you do not have
to give the employee a copy! Keep it behind your
back! The Minister is not prepared to think this
through, and why not? The question will be asked
again and again: why was the Minister not prepared
to stand up and debate this point?
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - What an incredible
performance from an individual who seeks the
leadership of his party! We have debated the
question of time consistently over the past few
weeks. As the Deputy Premier of the former
government this man pushed through this House
many Bills that required serious consideration using
a procedure about which, owing to his change of
fortune, he now has a different view.
Mr CUNNINGHAM (Melton) - On a point of
order, Mr Deputy Speaker, we are supposed to be
talking about time but all we are hearing is an attack
on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - We have argued
about time for three weeks. If there had been one
example of the opposition being prepared to use the
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time available to debate the Bill or the
amendments - Ms Kirner - Last night!
Mr Roper - There was no Committee stage last
night!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of
the Opposition and the honourable member for
Coburg are out of order in interjecting across the
table.
Mr KENNETI - When given the opportunity
over the past three weeks of making substantial
contributions the opposition has not done so. This is
not an isolated case. The government has provided
opportunities for debate. Even now there is time for
the opposition to make a contribution but instead it
debates the question of time not because it is
concerned about the amount of debating time
available but because it cannot make a constructive
contribution.
The performance a moment ago of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition makes that very obvious.
This House has been given an extraordinary insight
into the way those opposite would run the State if
they were ever given another opportunity to exercise
their authority. The opposition does not deserve
more time for debate on the basis that it has not
proved to the House or to the Chair that, when
given the opportunity to debate, it seizes the
opportunity to do so. By debating the question of
time it has wasted the time of the House. I have no
doubt that between now and 4 a.m. we will see
further illustrations of the time that is available for
debate being taken up with frivolous contributions
on the issue of time.
Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - I do
not regard a debate on the question of time as
frivolous. So far as I am concerned - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
House to come to order. It is very late. I gave the
Premier the protection of the Chair, and I intend to
give other honourable members the protection of the
Chair. I ask honourable members to assist the Chair
by remaining silent.
Ms KIRNER - The question of time goes to the
very substance of the processes of the House, the
intent of the House and the people's expectations of
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the House. Over the past few weeks I have become
so concerned about the philosophy motivating this
government that I have taken the time to do some
reading and I have picked up some points that I
believe go to the heart of the issue of time. The first
is from Proverbs 18:13, which states:
He that answereth a matter before he heareth it, it is
folly and shame unto him.

The Legislative Council had the time to heareth the
matter and time was provided for the government to
answereth the matter but in this, the people's House,
the House of government, honourable members
were denied the opportunity to heareth the
matter - these amendments - and we are now
being denied that opportunity when there are twice
the number of amendments.
The opposition is being denied the opportunity to
discuss in detail one of the most important Bills the
House has ever debated. Before the election I said
that Victorians were facing a choice about the shape
of SOCiety: a democratic or autocratic society; a
cooperative or divided society. What the people are
saying and what the churches have said this
morning and yesterday is that over the past three
weeks the processes that have been used to override
proper time for debate in this House and in the
community are leading to exactly the division I
talked about.
If the government heeded the words of Bishop
Challen, we would not be having this debate; we
would be proceeding with a debate on the
amendments. Bishop Challen said:
My message to the Premier, Mr Kennett, is why divide
a society? Let's not have a fight, let's cooperate.
It is one thing to have a mandate to r~tore the finances
of the State. But it is another thing to think that he has a
mandate to trample over low-income people.

Bishop Challen is to be respected. He is saying that
time is not being given to the people of Victoria to
discuss the matter at hand. One of the reasons for
that is that time is not being given to the
representatives of the people of Victoria to discuss
the substance of the matter. How can one inform
constituent groups one normally consults so that
they can understand their rights if they cannot see
the amendments?
When were these amendments discussed? In the
Upper House they were discussed some 24 hours
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ago through the dead of night and into the next
morning. When are they being discussed in this
place? After 3 o'clock in the morning.
There has never been a period in Victoria's history
where time has been so much in demand by the
people and Parliament. Members of the Lower
House are entitled to time to discuss the future of
Victorians. The people should be empowered by
information and debate to control their own futures.
I can remember the Premier saying when he was the
Leader of the Opposition that one of the things he
wanted to see was the government getting out of
people's lives and allowing them to take over their
own lives. Because people have not had the
empowerment of knowledge and because they have
not had time to get that knowledge, over the past
three weeks the government has taken over their
lives. That is why they marched on Tuesday. It was
not so much because of holiday loading or any of the
excuses the Premier wanted to use. They marched
because they have not been given time to gain
knowledge and they have not been given the right to
have the knowledge.
It is a serious matter when someone who was a

respected member of this House and a key member
of the Liberal Party, Mr Saltmarsh, is reported in this
morning's newspapers as saying it was absolute
lunacy to believe that all wisdom and knowledge
lies within the government's hands. That is what we
have seen. The opposition is being denied time
because day after day the Minister for Employment
and Industry comes in here with a smug 'Tve got it
under control" look on his face. He stands up and
says, 'Tve got the power; you sit there and cop it".
The opposition has been calling divisions on the
question of time because we will not sit here and cop
it. We are representatives of the people just as much
as the government is and we intend to insist on our
rights. Of course we would prefer to be debating the
content of the matter, but we have been denied that
right by the government. Honourable members
should make no mistake about that.
I shall finish with another quote from the scriptures:
We have learned by sad experience, that it is the nature
and disposition of almost all men, that, as soon as they
get a little authority as they suppose, they immediately
begin to exercise unrighteous dominion.

If you have ever seen unrighteous dominion

exercised, it has been in this Parliament in the past
three weeks. Those who have got just a little power
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think they have got total dominion. That way good
government does not lie; that way autocracy lies.
The opposition believes it is entitled to have time to
debate the amendments and to inform its
constituents. The government will rue the day that it
did not give the opposition time to debate the most
important Bill that has been before this House in a
long time. I recall when I was the Minister for
Conservation the amount of time I allowed members
of the opposition to debate matters such as the flora
and fauna guarantee, the development of LandCare
and so on. Members of the opposition should have
the time to debate this Bill and people should have
the time to consider it.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - On the question of time, Mr Speaker,
the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader
of the OppOSition are camouflaging the issue. They
are trying to divert attention from what they did
when their party was in government. They are like
plovers trying to protect their young - they flutter
away to divert attention. The Leader of the
Opposition comes in here making a passionate plea
about time, yet six months before the election when
people were saying it was time for an election, she
would not consider it. The people of Victoria made a
decision on 3 October that it was time for a change,
and that is why the government is putting this
legislative program through Parliament. It is being
done on behalf of the people of Victoria.
When the Deputy Leader of the Opposition ran out
of constructive things to say on the question of time,
he began to personally abuse the Minister for
Industry and Employment. He resorted to personal
abuse! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition showed
his true colours tonight, and he did himself a
disservice when arguing about the question of time.
Over the past two weeks some 2S hours have been
taken up on divisions and on arguments about the
question of time. The opposition has called more
than 100 divisions, yet now it claims it is being
denied adequate time for debate. Members of the
opposition have no-one to blame but themselves.
Make no mistake, Mr Speaker, the opposition will
not hoodwink the people of Victoria; it will not be
able to camouflage its inability to put up reasonable
arguments. Members opposite have failed not only
the people of Victoria but themselves. They have
failed to come to grips with how to behave as an
opposition and how to engage in constructive
debate.
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The people of Victoria have given the government
the responsibility to make reforms. On 3 October the
people of Victoria said, '1t's time for the Labor Party
to go. It's time for the coalition parties to go
forward". This government is going forward. That is
the reason why this legislative program is being put
in place.
The opposition has failed to accommodate itself to
its situation. Members of the opposition have let
themselves down by wasting 25 hours of debating
time. They have no respect in the wider
community - Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, you made the situation very clear
when I was speaking on the point of order - as did
the honourable member for Forest Hill in an earlier
debate, who said that your rulings on the question of
time had been strict and that he intended to follow
your precedent.
The Minister is saying that the government wants to
punish the opposition because it does not like its
tactics. The question of the government's motives for
allowing only 65 minutes for debate is not relevant
to the question of time. The Minister for Agriculture
should be asked to direct his remarks to the question
of time rather than to the government's punitive
motives.
The SPEAKER -Order! I believe the Minister's
remarks are relevant. He has been putting an
argument about the time allotted for debate on the
measure and building a case on behalf of the
government as to why the time allowed for the Bill
is as it is. I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - The opposition has been given the
opportunity to make constructive comments on the
amendments, even if only on the first two, three or
four. The opposition now has only 35 minutes in
which to make constructive comments on the issues
involved. It could have begun to make constructive
comments at 3.55 a.m., instead of which it decided to
argue on the question of time. I challenge the
opposition to move away from the question of time
and to debate the amendments.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - The concluding remarks
of the Minister for Agriculture demonstrate the
shallow nature of the attitude of the coalition parties
to Parliament. He said, 'We have given you so much
time you might be able to debate one, two, three or
even four amendments". At best, that would allow
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15 minutes for each of four amendments, all
members of the House contributing to a debate on
one-twentieth of the amendments transmitted by the
Legislative Council! That demonstrates the
government's commitment to the Committee stage
of this and other Bills.

In considering both the motion moved by the Leader
of the House and the amendment moved by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition honourable
members must take into account the fact that the
House has yet to be given an opportunity for
adequate debate in Committee. Little opportunity
has been made available for second-reading debates;
but there has been no opportunity whatsoever for
adequate debate in Committee.
The Leader of the House admitted on ABC radio
that the government had drafted amendments ready
for distribution - but they were never distributed.
The key element is that with this kind of Bill the
House must be given the opportunity to go through
each clause, to ask questions and to make
comments - and, where necessary, to make
amendments.
While the Premier was in the Chamber he talked
about the fact that the opposition had made no
contribution to any Bills during this session. On
virtually every occasion when the government has
allowed a Committee stage on a Bill no more than
one amendment moved by the opposition has been
accepted by the government. Such events are easy to
remember because there have been very few
occasions when the House has gone into Committee.
In the Committee stages of the Parliamentary
Salaries and Superannuation (Further Amendment)
Bill, the Parliamentary Committees (Amendment)
Bill and the Public Sector Management Bill at least
some time was available - but not enough - to
discus the legislation, the details of it and the
principles underlying it.
Members of the opposition have not been given an
opportunity to debate the Bill, either now or when
the Bill was previously before the House. The
Minister for Agriculture talked about the time spent
discussing the question of time. Some 15 guillotine
motions have been moved by the government in less
than three weeks.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr ROPER - The Treasurer knows full well that
in the previous four years of the Labor government,
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only 17 guillotine motions were moved - as
opposed to 15 in the past 3 weeks. On many of those
occasions under the previous government the
guillotine was moved after more than 20 hours
debate on a particular measure.
Mr Bildstien interjected.
Mr ROPER - The honourable member for
Mildura knows that is true. In the previous
Parliament very few guillotines were moved and
then only after significant debate. On almost every
occasion discussions between the parties were held
about how many members of the opposition still
wished to speak, and every effort was made to
accommodate those members of the opposition who
wished to speak on particular propositions.
The honourable member for Mildura recognises the
truth: he knows that that was the practice in the
previous Parliament. However it is not the practice
being adopted in this Parliament.
I direct to the attention of the House page 409 of
May's Parliamentary Practice which refers to the use
of the guillotine as a finely balanced instrument.
Mr W. D. McGrath - Make sure you're not
under it!
Mr ROPER - The Minister for Agriculture
laughs about these matters. He does not understand
that the government's actions are upsetting that
balance.
In dealing with the amendments from the
Legislative Council I shall provide two examples
why the hours allotted by the government are totally
inadequate and why the amendment moved by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition provides for
adequate time. I illustrate the need for time for
further discussion by referring to amendment
No. 24, which is a provision for employees to whom
a federal award applies.
In a newspaper advertisement the Minister for
Industry and Employment advised Victorians that
those on federal awards should read no further.
However if, after the Bill was forced through
Parliament by the 15th guillotine of the session, they
read amendment No. 24 they would learn that if
they take industrial action under a site agreement or
enterprise bargain or on an occupational health and
safety issue they are committing an offence. The
government is asking the House to consider a
complicated amendment. In the traditions of

Thursday, 12 November 1992

Parliament that amendment alone would require
hours of consideration and debate. The opposition
would have moved amendments to ensure that the
undertakings of the Minister for Industry and
Employment were fulfilled. The Minister gave
undertakings to the community and he should
explain why those undertakings had not been lived
up to in either the original Bill or these amendments.
I make a similar point about penalties. The Minister
for Industry and Employment has had more
positions on penalties than an Indian performer. The
opposition has not had an opportunity in this House
to pin the Minister down so that he can say exactly
what the government's position is. If the House had
proper debate the community and the courts would
know the position if adjudication was necessary.
When one considers the amendments and the need
for discussion on them one would have to say on
such a basic and crucial issue that 1 hour is
inadequate. I agree with Mr Don Saltmarsh who
described the way the government was approaching
this matter as sheer lunacy. I suggest that attitude is
not confined only to former Liberal members and
that it is becoming much broader. I ask the
government for more time for proper consideration
of the amendments to the Bill.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The opposition
has not conducted the debate in good faith. It is
another instance of the opposition seeking to abuse
rather than to use the forms of the House. The nub
of the opposition's argument is that it needs time to
properly debate the Bill. However for three weeks
the opposition has been demonstrating that it has no
intention of debating the merits of the vast majority
of Bills introduced into the House.
Up until Tuesday some 17 Bills were subject to the
urgency motion. The opposition chose to exhaust the
time available in debate on time, procedural points
and points of order on 10 of them. In addition, in
many other cases where there was substantive
debate the opposition chose to take points of order
and call needless and senseless divisions simply to
avoid the debating of issues. I thank the honourable
member for Coburg for arranging for the work to be
undertaken by the Clerks. The statistics are
important and would make interesting reading for
the people of Victoria if the Age newspaper and
other government critics were to convey the truth of
what is happening in Parliament.
Up until the end of proceedings on Wednesday
there were 98 divisions over the nine sitting days in
the current session. That is almost beyond
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comprehension. It has been estimated that about 8
minutes is required for each of those divisions and
that the total time required for divisions over those
nine days was 13 hours. Most of the divisions were
on procedural points, not substantive issues. The
opposition has sought to delay and abuse the
processes of the House. The statistics show that the
total debating time for those 17 Bills amounted to 19
hours 34 minutes and that the time spent on
debating urgency motions amounted to 8 hours 20
minutes, slightly less than half the time available for
debate. Even that figure is grossly misleading and
understates the abuse of the procedures of the
House by the opposition.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker-Mr Stockdale - Here we go again!
Mr KENNAN -Mr Speaker, earlier you ruled in
favour of the honourable member for Forest Hill on
the question of time and you have repeatedly ruled
that government speakers ought to be directed to
explain why the time is adequate.
The Treasurer seems to be saying that the reason the
government is allowing only 65 minutes on the Bill
is that it wants to punish the opposition for what it
regards as the opposition's calling of too many
divisions. The vindictive and bad faith motives of
the government referred to by the Treasurer are not
relevant as to whether 65 minutes is adequate time
to debate the amendments. The test of relevance to
time relates to whether there is adequate time to
debate the subject matter before the Chair.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, this is another instance of sheer
cant and hypocrisy from the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition; another instance of an attempt to gag
the Parliament and to prevent anyone disclosing the
facts to the people of Victoria; another instance of
the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition posturing for
the benefit of his friends and supporters on the back
bench. The time that he does not spend here
posturing and abusing the forms of the House he
spends going around the bunches of Labor members
one at a time seeking to win their votes against the
honourable member for Williamstown, the Leader of
the Opposition. This is nothing more than an abuse
of the processes of the House.
This point of order is another example of a lack of
good faith. Nothing could be less relevant to the
point of time on this motion than to point to the fact
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that this amendment represents hypocrisy at its
highest and is an abuse of the forms of the House. It
has no legitimacy or bona fides and is simply moved
to further delay and frustrate debate on the
substance of the measure before the House.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr STOCK DALE - Less than 24 per cent of the
available time was used by the opposition in
debating the substance of the issues raised by Bills.
The reality is that the House has been subjected to a
series of divisions which had no other rationale but
the wasting of time.
We have even today had the ludicrous situation
where the opposition chose to call separate divisions
on the separate questions involved in committing a
Bill when not only did it have no amendments but
the government also had no amendments, and when
under the legitimate forms of the House there could
be no debate in the Committee stage.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr STOCK DALE - No, because you did not
take up the time -you talked out the time! We are
now talking about a point at which there was no
possibility of a debate, yet even in that situation in
order to eke out three more divisions - 24 minutes
of wasted time - the opposition chose to divide up
the issues and put each separately to a division, and
spend another 8 minutes on the issue of whether
you, Mr Speaker, should vacate the chair.
What was the pOint of that? Not only was the result
clear, not only did the opposition have no
amendments, but there could be no debate. It was a
shallow attempt to waste time. The Deputy leader of
the Opposition is guilty of hypocrisy in posturing.
Look at him nodding sagely, trying to pretend he is
wise, when for three weeks we have seen a
disgraceful performance that even this former
Minister ought to be ashamed of in light of the way
he has brought this State to its knees.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants to lead
the Labor Party that has brought this State to
destruction. There is no legitimacy, honesty or bona
fides in the point being raised. If any proof were
needed of that it is obvious in the calling of those
pOintless divisions, which had no purpose other
than to add an extra 8 minutes to the time already
wasted, deflect the House from dealing with the
merits of the issues and tie the House up in sterile

EMPLOYEE RE LA TIONS BILL
898

ASSEMBLY

debate that does nothing for the people of Victoria.
The people of Victoria ought to know about it! It is a
scandal that the government's actions are being
criticised in its attempt to deal with the mess that it
has inherited.
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outlaw industrial action. We can talk about
principles here - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Thomastown must relate his
comments to the question of time.

An honourable member interjected.
Mr STOCK DALE - You may interject! The
honourable member for Williamstown did nothing
to advance the interests of the people of Victoria
when she was Premier and is doing far less as
Leader of the Opposition. This has nothing to do
with democracy; it has to do with the classic tactics
of the labour movement in seeking to win its point,
not by persuasion or by debating the ~ssue, but by
frustrating debate in the House.

Mr BATCHELOR - That is exactly what I am
doing, Mr Deputy Speaker. The opposition needs
time and has been denied that time. The House has
before it a Bill that will effectively ban industrial
action. It will make industrial action a criminal
offence: individuals will be liable to fines of $1000
and trade unions will be liable to fines of $50 000.
The opposition has been denied the time and
opportunity to debate those matters.

Honourable members interjecting.
It is not frustrating the government, however,

because eventually these Bills will be passed and the
reforms the people have authorised will be
implemented. All that happens is that the staff of
the Parliament are put through immense pain and
drudgery because the opposition chooses to waste
80 minutes in futile divisions when the urgency
motion has run its course. There was nothing to be
gained other than the waste of 80 minutes. It is a
disgrace that the Age newspaper has taken until this
morning to provide a balanced report of the abuse of
the processes of this Parliament over three weeks.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomas town) - On the
question of time, Mr Speaker, there is a prospect of
watershed changes taking place in industrial
relations in Victoria and the opposition is restricted
in its ability to debate Significant and major
amendments to the Employee Relations Bill. We
have tonight heard a diatribe against the
opposition's attempts to raise a number of important
and Significant matters. The opposition has been
confined to talking about time and to using a
number of procedural devices when what it sought
was an opportunity to raise a number of issues and
to debate the threshold questions on the substance of
and amendments to this important Bill.
The effect of the amendments, which the opposition
was not given an opportunity of debating, is that
traditional Australian values of equity, fairness and
mateship will be thrown out the window. The
opposition ought to be given an opportunity of
defending those values, ought to be given time to act
as a defence against the jackboot ideology that is
implicit and obvious in the Bill and amendments
before the House. The amendments attempt to make
some superficial changes, but in reality they still

Mr BATCHELOR - Honourable members on
the government side of the House get all excited
when these issues of principle are raised. On the one
hand the government criticises the opposition for
not debating the issues; on the other hand, when the
opposition asks for time and an opportunity of
debating these important issues, the government is
again critical. Government members are not
consistent or logical and use force and the
procedures of Parliament to prevent an opportunity
for the opposition to speak on behalf of working
people.
The changes proposed deserve detailed
examination. The government has proposed 80
complex amendments to the Bill and the opposition
is asked to consider those amendments without
sufficient time. The right to strike will be lost and
penalty rates will be affected. The opposition should
have been given a significant period to debate the
issues. Some of the government's amendments give
the impression that the government is listening, but
nothing could be further from the truth - it will still
not be permitted to insert penalty rates in awards!
Therefore it is not necessary for new employees,
because they will need to negotiate such
arrangements.
These are complex issues that even the government
has had difficulty in understanding. The
government has made a number of changes because
it made many mistakes in the original draft. The
amendments from the other place also contain many
mistakes but it is equally true that it is a vicious Bill,
which is not changed or diluted by the impact of the
amendments. We should have been given time to
examine these major watershed changes but we
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have been deliberately denied that opportunity. It is
now 9 minutes to 4 in the morning. At such a late
hour in the Parliamentary night we are denied the
opportunity of examining these important
amendments. The people of Victoria are also denied
the opportunity of knowing what is going on in
debates in their Parliament.
These new State measures have a major impact on
people working under federal awards. Again the
amendments contain a superficial attempt to restrict
the application and spread of these measures to
people under federal awards but an examination of
them will show that that is not what happens. Again
we are not given the opportunity of examining
measures that will take away the rights of people
working under federal awards. These are the most
draconian industrial laws presented in Australian
history. It is a reflection on Parliament and on the
government. When historians look back on today
they will do so with amazement and wonder that
the government was not prepared to provide
opportunity for a detailed examination.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired and the time allotted for
this debate has also expired. On the question of time,
the time has expired. The Minister has moved that
the time allotted for consideration of the motion be
until 4 a.m. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
sought to omit the expression "4 a.m." and insert the
expression "6 p.m.". The question is:
That the expression proposed to be omitted stand part
of the motion.

Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan,Mr

Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Teller)
Oollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney, Mr
Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Amendment negatived.

The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That the time allotted for the consideration of the
motion be until 4 a.m. this day.

House divided on motion:
House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):

Ayes, 55
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
C1ark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
ElIiott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs (Teller)
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I. W.
Spry, Mr

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr (Teller)
Oavis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs (Teller)
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
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Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
KenneH,Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
• McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr

Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Teller)
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney, Mr
Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! As the time allotted for
debate has expired, I am obliged to put the question
that the amendments be agreed to.
As the required statement of intention has been
made pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution
Act 1975 in relation to this Bill, and as the second
and third readings were passed by an absolute
majority, I am of the opinion that the amendments
must be agreed to by an absolute majority. The
question is:
That the amendments be agreed to.

House divided on motion:

Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr

Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney, Mr
Marple,Ms
Micallef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That a message be sent to the Legislative Council
acquainting them that the Legislative Assembly have
agreed to the said amendments.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
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Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
EllioH,Mrs
Finn,Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
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Gude, Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr
McGiII,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr
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Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
SteggaIl, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
WeIls,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney, Mr
Marp\e, Ms
Micallef, Mr
MildenhaIl, Mr
Pandazopou\os, Mr
Roper, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan,Dr
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.

LAW REFORM COMMISSION
(REPEAL) BILL
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I declare that this Bill is an urgent
Bill, and I move:

Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
ElIiott, Mrs
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr I.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan,Mr
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Peulich, Mrs (Teller)
PhiIlips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
DolIis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr

Loney,Mr
Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Dr
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:

That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr

That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 5.40 a.m. this day.

Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I wish to speak on the
question of time, primarily to put on the record that
there was insufficient time for me as shadow
Attorney-General to defend the people who have
been attacked by the Attorney-General. Their names
have been sullied and their reputations have been
called into question.
I also put on the record the fact that I will not have
sufficient time to defend a substantial body of legal

LA W REFORM COMMISSION (REPEAL) BILL
902

ASSEMBLY

opinion that has been accepted throughout this
country. Because only a little over an hour has been
allowed for debate, unless I say what I wish to say
during the debate on the question of time people
will think there was not much more to be said.
An hour is not sufficient for the House to debate an
issue like this. More debate took place when the Law
Refonn Commission was established by consent
than will take place now - a shocking indictment of
the government! I can assure you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, that will not be forgotten by the hundreds
of professional people who have been extensively
involved in the operation of the Law Refonn
Commission.
What constitutes an urgent Bill? The government's
perfonnance over the past three weeks has
demonstrated that there is no longer any such thing
as a Bill that is not urgent - we cannot define it any
more! The definition of urgency has come to mean
the convenience to the government of getting wads
of legislation through the House.
Apart from the fact that any Bill is being perceived
as urgent, the fact is that the Law Refonn
Commission Bill is not an urgent Bill. It would not
matter if this Bill were left over until the autumn
sessional period. Proper consultation could then be
carried out on what should happen with the funds
of the Law Refonn Commission. The Bill is not
urgent and should therefore not be pushed through.
When someone like me stands up and says he will
not cop the government shoving this sort of
legislation down the community's throat and
allowing only an hour for debate, the somewhat
sanctimonious comments of the Premier and the
Treasurer that I should not waste my precious hour
by debating the question of time are complete and
utter nonsense.
Moreover, if the opposition has to employ tactics
such as calling divisions in order to ram home the
point to those who control both Houses of
Parliament, and who have proved beyond any
doubt that the very least we need is a House of
review with members elected on the basis of
proportional representation and not nominated by
the government, this is the issue on which to do it.
At any point the question of time is a difficult one.
One of the reasons the Attorney-General does not
want to debate beyond an hour is that she is not
capable of defending her position. She does not want
to debate the question; she does not want to have to
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face the legal community and she does not want
anything on the record. She wants to put out
self-serving statements that are not subject to review
in this place - or anywhere else for that matter. She
has made scurrilous attacks on people through
ridiculous press releases and media comment, but
she will not allow effective debate to defend people
who have given so much, rightly or wrongly, to law
refonn in Victoria.
If the Attorney-General is so sure that she is doing
the right thing the community should be given the

opportunity of debating the issue. Even if she does
not want to give that opportunity to the community,
why not give me a few hours to take her apart on
this issue? The answer is that she has not the
fortitude or the capacity to debate anything with any
substance, and that is why we are being allowed
only 1 hour to debate the issue.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I shall
continue to hear the honourable member on the
question of time but he should not entwine a
personal attack on the Attorney-General into the
question of time. If he does that I will not hear him.
Mr COtE - Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. I do
not believe the government wants to debate this.
That is why it has been made urgent. One hour to
debate this-The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! On the
question of time.
Mr COtE - On the question of time, I make it
clear to the community at large that I need more
than 1 hour to defend what the Law Refonn
Commission has done and the contribution made to
it by some of the best legal minds in the country. I
should like to have the opportunity to defend them.
I cannot do that properly in 1 hour.
I finish off by saying I am constantly reminded in
debates on time of the Monty Python Life of Brian
skit where a man is being stoned to death for
blaspheming for saying the word '1ehovah". They
stone him and he continues to say it and they say,
"Don't do that, it's only making it worse for you".
He says, ''How much worse can it be? You are
stoning me to death". That is what is happening to
us. The government is saying, "Don't debate the
time; it's only making it worse for you". This is
another example of the blatant abuse of this House.
We must fight on the question of time and use every
possible tactic because the situation could not be any
worse for us or for the community.
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Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - Four criteria
apply to the question of time: firstly, whether the Bill
is an urgent Bill; secondly, whether it has been
widely discussed with and agreed to by the
community; thirdly, whether it affects people's
rights; and, fourthly, how important it is.
If it were a trivial Bill I should concede that 1 hour is

sufficient. Does the Bill meet those four criteria? Is
there anything about the Bill that makes it especially
urgent that it should be discussed in 1 hour? I have
not heard anything in the second-reading speech or
from the Attorney-General to show that abolishing
the Law Reform Commission is so urgent that it
must be dealt with in 1 hour.
On the question of time, the second criterion is
whether it has been widely discussed and agreed to.
So far as I am aware as late as 27 September the
Attorney-General said she had not made up her
mind about whether to abolish the Law Reform
Commission, so barely a month ago even the
Attorney-General was not proposing to abolish the
commission.
As to the question of whether there has been
sufficient time to discuss it generally in the
community, it was introduced in this House 3 or 4
days, perhaps a week, after the Attorney-General's
press release. It has not been agreed to by the
community. In fact, numerous letters and Age
editorials have all complained bitterly about the
abolition of the Law Reform Commission.
The third criterion is whether it affects people's
rights. It does because it affects the lives of all the
commissioners and staff who have been thrown out
of work by this capricious act, and apparently they
will get no compensation unless it is from the
Attorney-General. With this measure, as with other
measures that affect people's rights, we have been
allowed only 1 hour for debate. The people affected
have been called gifted amateurs by the
Attorney-General. They include Frank Paton,
Norman O'Bryan, Professor Marcia Neave, Robert
Richter and David Harper. These gifted amateurs
referred to by the Attorney-General are to be
replaced by that gifted amateur from another place
who apparently will be chairman of the
Parliamentary Law Reform Committee, who as
honourable members are aware - The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! On the
question of time.
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Mr THW AlTES - On the question of time, the
fourth criterion I mentioned is the importance of the
Bill. I concede that if a Bill is unimportant, if it is a
mere formality, 1 hour is sufficient, but in this case
the Bill is of some importance. It proposes to abolish
the Law Reform Commission, which has been
widely recognised throughout Australia and the
world for its contributions on a whole range of
areas. What about its contribution to the area of rape
law reform?
Mr Kennett - Are you debating the question?
Mr THWAITES - No, I am debating the criteria
for time, and one criterion is whether it is an
important Bill. One reason for its importance is that
it has dealt with critical issues of rape law reform,
homicide and plain English. These are important
issues but the Attorney-General obviously does not
want to talk about them. Even the issue of plain
English is surely worth more than 1 hour's debate.
In conclusion, not one of those criteria has been
satisfied, and it is totally inappropriate for us to deal
with the Bill in 1 hour.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The question
is:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 5.40 a.m. this day.

Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 November; motion of
Mrs WADE (Attomey-General).
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - The decision of the
Attorney-General to dismiss the Law Reform
Commission is her right; she has the power to do it
but I do not believe she should be doing it. Her
motivation for abolishing the commission is
extremely poor. No evidence has been given to me
or the community to justify this decision. There is an
ongoing view that the Attorney-General does not
like certain people involved with the Law Reform
Commission. That dates back to June 1985 when the
current chairman of the commission dismissed her
for whatever reasons from the position she then held
and she was sent off to the Equal Opportunity
Board. Since becoming the Attorney-General she has
wasted no time putting into effect her payback.
Unfortunately, the people will suffer because of this
venal, vindictive, unnecessary act.
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The members of the Law Reform Commission that
the Attorney-General has defamed and ridiculed
since the election cannot defend themselve!l and will
not have an opportunity of debating the Bill. They
have not had the opportunity of putting submissions
to the Attorney-General or anyone else about why
the Law Reform Commission should be preserved.
When the Attorney-General was in opposition she
spoke ad nauseam about political appointments,
how people should be judged on their merits, how
people should not be dismissed summarily from
their positions and how the Public Service had been
ruined by Ministers of the then government making
political decisions. When in opposition the
Attorney-General wrote an article called ''The Rise
of the Friendly Fat Cat", but within three days of
becoming the Attorney-General she appointed the
fattest cat ever seen. The Attorney-General is paying
a Ministerial adviser $43 000 more than a Ministerial
adviser earns, and she has created a trumped-up
position of Crown Counsel, which the person is
clearly not qualified to fulfil. The Attorney-General
has perverted the independence of the public sector
in the former Crown Law Department.
The Attorney-General has said that the Law Reform
Commission was not independent enough of the
previous government and was too close to it. By
definition, that must mean that the commission is
independent of this government. The
Attorney-General will summarily dismiss the
commission, and by her own standards she is doing
exactly what allegedly was done to her.
The Bill is vindictive, and I really wish the
Attorney-General would read something about the
rule of law and justice. Clause 4(2) provides that:
A person holding office as a commissioner under the
Law Reform Commission Act 1984 immediately before
the commencement of this Act (a) ceases to hold that office; and
(b) is not entitled to any remuneration or compensation

because of the loss of that office.

However, clause 6(1) states:
The Attorney-General, after consultation with the
Victoria Law Foundation, may make an order for the
payment by the Foundation to a person specified in the
order of such amount as, in the opinion of the
Attorney-General ...

What a disgrace! The Attorney-General is on the
record as not liking members of the Law Reform
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Commission, but she will be making decisions about
their remuneration. She will not hand that decision
to an independent group. The Attorney-General will
use her powerful pOSition not only to destroy the
reputations of those people but also to deprive them
of their entitlements if she is given the chance. That
is the approach of the Attorney-General to the Law
Reform Commission. If she expects to be able to
walk down the street and hold up her head she had
better think again!
I want to uphold the reputations of the people
involved in the Law Reform Commission. I know
very few of them personally; in my four years as a
member of Parliament they were not often on the
telephone to me telling me what to do, but I sought
their counsel and their reports on a regular basis.
The Attorney-General's press release described
members of the Law Reform Commission as "gifted
amateurs". What an absolute insult! What that
means one can only ponder, but given that some
members of the commission are being paid they
could not be described as volunteers. The
Attorney-General is saying they are gifted amateurs,
therefore, she is saying they are not good at their
jobs.
I shall inform the Hc;>use of the reputations of some
of the part-time commissioners of the Law Reform
Commission. Professor Marcia Neave - the
Attorney-General has quoted from her report on
prostitution -has a very good reputation, and one
could not say that she is just a gifted amateur. She is
a professional. Even if the Attorney-General
disagrees with her views and her standard of
research, she certainly could not say that Professor
Neave is a gifted amateur. The biggest insult to
someone of that stature is to say that she has not
been independent of government.
Another part-time commissioner is Mr Robert
Richter, an eminent Queen's Counsel in the criminal
law field. One could not pOSSibly say he is only an
amateur. Mr Richter has made a substantial
contribution to law in this State. Professor Louis
WaIler is another part-time commissioner, and his
reputation speaks for itself.
Eamon Moran is the Deputy Chief Parliamentary
Counsel. Is he a gifted amateur? Anyone who has
anything to do with Eamon will know he is a
thorough professional and operates as the ultimate
civil servant. He is certainly not a devotee of any
government. He gives objective advice, which is
something the Attorney-General raised when she
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was in opposition as being an important aspect of
the Public Service. She has been prepared all too
quickly to jettison that independence and objectivity
simply to look after her political mates.
Mr Norman O'Bryan, another part-time
commissioner, has come in for special attention. He
was a Supreme Court prize winner at Melbourne
University, a Rhodes scholar and the dux of his
course at Oxford University. He is a world-class
academic and his writings are published widely. He
has no attachment to the former Attorney-General or
the former government. He is independent and any
research he has done testifies to that. Most
importantly of all, he could not be labelled
malevolently as a mere gifted amateur.
The people who have issued such press releases are
among the mediocrity within our society. They are
the sorts of people who say, ''You have skills but I
don't like you being in that position so I will do
everything I can to bring you down". The
Attorney-General is not seeking to bring on board or
encourage the continued involvement of members of
the Law Reform Commission. What has the
Attorney-General said to Frank Paton, Alan
Rassaby, Gary Sullivan and David Harper? She has
said they are gifted amateurs and should not have
been involved in the commission because they are
not capable of making decisions independent of
government.
In the past the Law Reform Commission has been
given references by the Attorney-General and has
reported back to the Attorney-General. Although I
did not agree with all of its recommendations, the
reports presented by the Law Reform Commission
were sound. Certainly they promoted debate in the
community and led to the resolution of many
problems.
Another full-time commissioner who deserves
special mention is Dr David Neal. His secondment
to the policy section of the Attorney-General's
Department is one of the bases for the
Attorney-General's claim that the Law Reform
Commission has not acted independently.
The Attorney-General should realise that a person in
Or Neal's position would have an interest in policy
matters and that his transfer for a time to the
Attorney-General's Department was entirely
appropriate. The secondment in no way suggests
that Dr David Neal's work for the commission was
anything less than independent. It is one thing for
the Attorney-General not to agree with the views
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expressed by Or Neal; it is another thing altogether
to accuse him of not being independent and to call
him a gifted amateur.
Dr Neal's qualifications are of the highest order. He
was awarded Bachelor of Arts and Master of Laws
degrees by the University of Melbourne. He was
awarded a Doctor of Philosophy degree by the
University of California (Berkeley). He is the author
of a criminal law case book and has recently
published The Rule of Law in a Penal Colony, which
the Attorney-General ought to read. If she did so she
would gain a better understanding of the need for
law reform in Victoria than she has exhibited over
the past few weeks. Or Neal is also the Chair of the
Criminal Law Officers Committee, which involves
law officers from the Commonwealth, States and
Territories and which is developing a model
criminal code.
I also mention John Van Groningen, another of the
so-called gifted amateurs. So gifted is he that he has
been appointed by the government as the Secretary
to the Department of Corrections - and I agree that
there are good reasons for his appointment. No-one
could question the value of the work he has done for
the Law Reform Commission.
Most of the arguments advanced for the abolition of
the commission are based on pure sophistry. The
Attorney-General claims that the commission is
widely acknowledged as a failure, but that is
blatantly untrue. The Attorney-General has
advanced no evidence for her assertions. Certainly
she is unable to advance any evidence that the
commission has not acted independently, because
there is nothing to suggest that the Law Reform
Commission has been a branch of the previous
Attorney-General's Department. The
Attorney-General's accusations are scurrilous and
inaccurate, and I could utterly refute them if I had
more time.
A great deal of the information on which the
Attorney-General has made her decision has been
provided by people with bitter and twisted minds
who are hell-bent on revenge. They are jealous of
people who have been able to do the jobs they have
been asked to do. One of the worst aspects of the
issue is that the mediocre have been allowed to
attack the very capable.
The genesiS of the debate lies in the motives of the
Victoria Law Foundation, which has had the Law
Reform Commission in its sights for a long time. The
foundation has financially supported the
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commission's activities to the tune of $1.5 million a
year, and Mr Herron, the Executive Director of the
Victoria Law Foundation, is keen to reclaim the
money. I am not sure what the foundation intends to
use the money for. Perhaps some of it will be spent
on legal aid; but most of it will be used to support
people who do not have the interests of law reform
at heart. There is no guarantee that the Law
Foundation will use the money to achieve anything
of moment. Certainly the area of law reform will not
enjoy the level of resources previously enjoyed by
the Law Reform Commission.
As at November 1992 the Law Reform Commission
has produced 28 discussion papers and 50 reports
ranging across a variety of topics. The
Attorney-General cannot substantiate her claim that
some or all of the reports are of little value. That is a
gross misrepresentation. In her second-reading
speech the Attorney-General quoted comments by
the honourable member for Preston, who opposed
the commission's report on mental malfunction and
criminal responsibility. I suppose the sanity of
anyone debating an issue such as this at 5 o'clock in
the morning should be questioned! The
commission's report centred on the Community
Protection Bill, which concerns Garry David, and the
Mental Health Act.
Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr COLE - The Attorney-General claims that
that was a job done specifically for the government.
Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr COLE - You can reject my credentials if you
wish - as I am sure you will after tonight. Prior to a
caucus issue meeting about the issue I spoke to
Mr Spencer Zifcak of the Legal and Constitutional
Committee, who had expressed an interest in the
Mental Health Act. He expressed the strong view
that Garry David was not mentally ill. The next day I
spoke to Or David Neat, who put a contrary view and I did not do so at the behest of the government.
After carrying out a great deal of research Or Neal
reached the strong conclusion that those with
antisocial personality disorders should be labelled as
mentally ill under section 8 of the Mental Health
Act. The Attorney-General has attempted to use the
honourable member for Preston's criticism of the
report published by the Law Reform Commission as
the basis for her allegations that the commission has
not acted independently and that its reports have
been widely rejected by many informed observers.
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That is the sort of trivial, facile argument one expects
to read in articles written by Greg Craven in that
useless rag known as the Herald-Sun. He is an
example of the sorts of people to whom the laws of
our society have been entrusted and whose illogical
and specious views have been accepted by the
Attorney-General. In that instance officers of the
Law Reform Commission disputed the findings of
the Social Development Committee, which at that
time was chaired by a member of the government,
Margaret Ray, the previous member for Box Hill. If
ever there were a case of the commission acting
independently, that was it! The Law Reform
Commission took a lawyer's view of the issue: it
argued that a person should not be put in gaol
unless he or she has committed an offence. The
medicos and the Social Development Committee
believed that people with antisocial personality
disorders should not be placed in mental health
institutions. Such was the dilemma that everyone
found it difficult to work out what to do for the best.
That issue generated a great deal of heated debate;
but if the Attorney-General has her way the
assistance given by the Law Reform Commission,
which was able to properly research issues and offer
well-founded legal opinion, will no longer be
available.
The Attorney-General is proposing to transfer those
funds to the Victoria Law Foundation. Even as late
as last week the executive director of the foundation
said he did not know what he was going to do with
the money. I suspect that he, like other empire
builders, will be rubbing his hands together with
glee. He will now handle a Significant amount of
money as a result of hanging his flag to the mast of
the Liberal government, in the same manner as that
great constitutional lawyer, Greg Craven.
The Attorney-General will probably be reported in
tomorrow's Herald-Sun as saying that the shadow
Attorney-General said "the great Greg Craven". I
should not be surprised if that got a run in the
Herald-Sun.
The government and its supporters have repeatedly
said, "Heaven forbid, the Victorian Law Reform
Commission is not independent". If there were any
evidence of a lack of independence, the simple
solution would be to change the law reform
commissioners. Aside from the Victoria Law
Foundation's reform program and the
Attorney-General's vindictive attitude the real
reason the government does not want the
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commission to continue is because of its wish to
introduce draconian retrospective legislation.
The government does not want to be criticised by an
independent Law Reform Commission. The
Attorney-General's comments about the
commission's lack of independence are not true. She
does not want an independent organisation because
it will pass judgment on the government. Any
independent Law Reform Commission would
question the legislative activities of the government
over the past three weeks, whether it be the
dismissal of judges, retrospective legislation taking
away people's rights and employment conditions
and so on. I have no doubt many more criticisms
could be made.
I turn now to the much-vaunted claims about
wastage of funds and how much the Law Reform
Commission cost. In her second-reading speech the
Attorney-General attacked the claim that the
commission was not funded by public money.
No-one suggested it was not public money but it
does not come from consolidated revenue. There is a
big difference because the money comes from the
Solicitors Guarantee Fund. In the limited debate on
time during the second-reading stage I said we had
to be careful how we spent the interest earned from
moneys from that fund because it is held in trust.
When such an important issue is raised there should
be a proper debate in the community. Unfortunately
the government is not allowing sufficient time for
that to occur. I should be surprised if the
Attorney-General were to say that a Significant part
or all of it will be spent on legal aid cases and none
of it will go to the Victoria Law Foundation for law
reform. But if the moneys are directed away from
law reform and towards legal aid it will help many
people who cannot afford legal representation.
It is important not to discard the work of the Law

Reform Commission or the need for law reform but
that is not the government's aim. The government
proposes to direct large sums of money to the
Victoria Law Foundation. If the foundation is to
receive those Significant public funds - and it ought
to be subject to review more so than the
commission -it must improve its performance. The
foundation has a poor record in finishing its reports,
which is a claim the Attorney-General made about
the commission.
The Attorney-General referred to the former Legal
and Constitutional Committee as being a wonderful
Parliamentary committee. I agree that Parliamentary
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committees have an important role to play and that
the quality of the people on that committee has been
high, particularly from our side of the House. I am
sure this is the first time in the history of Victoria
that a conservative Attorney-General has praised
people such as Joan Coxsedge, Jean McLean and Bill
Landeryou. Those people and others have made
tremendous contributions to the former Legal and
Constitutional Committee. At times they have been
involved in investigations and good research but not
that much.
The bottom line should be the cost to the taxpayer.
The Premier said the government will establish a
Law Reform Committee, of which I will be a
member, under the chairmanship of the Honourable
James Guest. After having been on a Parliamentary
committee with James Guest for four years I have
some trepidation about the next four years, but I will
do my bit. The Premier said he wants the committee
to investigate bankruptcy - the people who become
bankrupt and then open up business the next day. I
am looking forward to that reference. The committee
will have lots of trips to Canberra on that issue
because it is federal legislation.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COLE - The review will be costly. The
government will not get it cheap because to do the
job properly the committee will have to employ
researchers. But even if it costs a lot of money it is a
social problem that must be investigated. The
committee will be funded by the Consolidated Fund.
In addition to the funds transferred to the Victoria
Law Foundation, unless the government diverts
funds from the foundation to the committee, there
will be an increase in government costs. I do not
know whether that is appropriate or whether it will
be viewed with some scepticism.
How much will the new committee cost? Sitting fees
alone for one or two days a week will amount to
$50 000 or $60 000. When I was a member of the
former Economic and Budget Review Committee the
costs were very high. The same will apply to the
new Law Reform Committee and the Scrutiny of
Bills and Regulations Committee. The Law Reform
Committee will examine law reform issues on behalf
of the State. Its members will have an extremely
busy time.
Another important issue is the background and
experience of Parliamentarians. Joint all-party
Parliamentary committee can examine issues,
provide the experience of members and cover the
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full gamut of political opinions in producing their
reports. They can offer so much to the community in
issuing reports on law reform, economic
development or whatever, but their agenda is
limited. They are limited in what it they can do and
what can happen. The reports will be
research-driven. In essence they will not be much
different from the allegation made about. the Law
Reform Commission. The investigations will be
research-driven and committees will not be able to
undertake too many inquiries because of insufficient
time. It will be impossible for the Parliamentary Law
Reform Committee to have access to law reform
processes or examine as many law reform issues as
the Law Reform Commission has been able to do.
Some of the best minds in the country have been
used as honorary consultants on the various reports
of the Law Reform Commission.
Hundreds of people have given their time to the
commission and suddenly the government says they
will no longer be involved or, worse still, that they
were not very good and that they were gifted
amateurs. Mr Neil Forsyth, QC, Judge Gordon
Lewis, Judge Walsh, Mr Justice Vincent -all gifted
amateurs! What an absolute load of nonsense. It is a
disgrace to say that sort of thing.
We need to return to the question of finance because
there is nothing to suggest that the commission has
done anything other than spend its money wisely
and prudently. All the concerns that were raised
about its funding emanated from the Victoria Law
Foundation, which will now be the recipient of that
large sum of money.
A statement was made by the Attorney-General that
the much-vaunted VicStatutes project was a waste of
money and was of no value to anybody. I find it
extraordinary that a statute system that has been
consolidated and will be available on CD-ROM - Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr CO LE - No, it is to be available at the end of
the year. There has been and can be no criticism of
the process of developing that scheme by the Law
Reform Commission. The issue of the contracts and
so on has nothing to do with that. That is a
commercial project and the commission launched it.
The commission was criticised by the Victoria Law
Foundation for having a surplus of funds. The
following year it used the funds to develop the
VicStatutes project and was told it had spent too
much money. The commission accumulated the
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surplus because it was frugal, and it put the money
into a project that over time will return large sums of
money to the government. Major sales of the system
will occur. I will buy it if the government does not
cut the resources of the opposition even further.
When the Law Reform Commission launched a
project to announce sales the Attorney-General
called the launch a party! The person who talked
about political points and mates and fat cats has
appointed her mate to a senior pOSition in the
department as a Crown Law officer at an enormous
salary while people are having their annual leave
loadings cut and are being told they will get the
sack. That highlights the puerile approach and the
facile arguments about the spending of $10 ()()() on a
party. If a conservative got up and spent money like
that, as they do at the Broken Hill Proprietary Co.
Ltd, it would be seen as a promotion.
I predict that one day I may be using that sort of
system to work on legislation in this place - it
would have been handy over the past week! The
Law Reform Commission will go. It will be replaced
by some imbecile from the Victoria Law Foundation
who will say that the codification and consolidation
on CD-ROM of legislation in a legitimate attempt to
do something that has not been done since Sir Leo
Cussen last did it in 1958 is not law reform.
I remember a speech given by the former
Attorney-General, which was referred to in question
time the other day. He said that when Labor came to
government it had to move the legal system away
from using quill pens to using computers - the
present Attorney-General would take us back to the
quill! Anyone who has any knowledge of computers
knows that whatever computer system is acquired
somebody will say that it is not the right one. One of
my problems with the Honourable James Guest, a
member for Monash Province in another place, is
that he uses Apple Macintosh and I use IBM -we
are not compatible!
Even if the Attorney-General says that the Law
Reform Commission got it wrong I hope that she
does not drop the VicStatutes project. I hope the
other work of the commission is taken up. The
development of an index by the Parliamentary
Counsel and the Attorney-General may be good but
it will not match a CD-ROM system that contains all
statutes. They are totally different things and to
compare them would be to compare apples with
Ford motor cars. One of those initiatives will take
the legal system another step forward by providing
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quick access to relevant material. For that reason it is
an important law reform project.

implied that he did not believe the commission
should go.

Apart from the preservation of the Law Reform
Commission one of the things that concerns me most
is that the task of dealing with people whose
contracts are to be paid out should be given to an
independent authority. The government is not in
favour of independent authorities and prefers to do
everything itself through the Public Service.

If a vested interest group such as the Bar Council did

It is unfair that a politician can take an extreme

position on an issue such as people's contracts and
salaries and yet has ultimate authority to decide
who gets paid for breach of contract. I do not think
people can even appeal to a court if the
Attorney-General decides they will not get anything.
That is unfair and something should be done about
it. I am sure it has been given careful consideration,
which seems to highlight the vindictive approach of
the Attorney-General towards those people.
There are so many issues involved in law reform
tha t it is hard for anybody to ever get it right. One of
the greatest criticisms of Mr Justice Kirby as the
Australian Law Reform Commissioner was that not
one program from his 23 reports was ever
implemented. However, if one examines those
reports it will be seen that they were valuable
documents in their own right, irrespective of
whether the government of the day chose to take up
the recommendations.
That cannot be a criticism of Mr Justice Kirby. Many
of the reports were discussion papers about
contentious issues, prepared by people who were
experts in their fields and who used the opportunity
to display their knowledge as a way of documenting
everything they believed should happen in order to
achieve change.
The aspect that shocks me the most is the
Attorney-General's approach to the Law Reform
Commission's report on access to the law, especially
in relation to the deregulation of barristers. The
models and proposals put forward by the Law
Reform Commission are not that dissimilar to what
was planned in Britain by Maggie Thatcher, and I
should have thought the Attorney-General would
have embraced that model. Rather than that she
jumped onto the Victorian Bar Council's
bandwagon. I accept the Bar Council's right to say
the Law Reform Commission is wrong on that and
indeed Dr Jessup from the Bar Council is reported in
a newspaper article as saying that the council
disagreed with the commission. However, he also

not attack a report on deregulation it would
probably be the first group in history not to do so consider the egg board and the poultry industry.
One must also consider the Bar Council's responses
to proposals that would affect the nature and
operation of the bar; they certainly could not be
dismissed for not being intelligent or well-reasoned.
As a solicitor who regularly briefed barristers I
gained a lot of insight from having access to the bar
and I would be concerned about any substantial
changes overnight. The Bar Council plays an
important role but one should not latch onto a
vested interest group which attacks a report that can
stand on its own.
I wish I had more time to discuss that report.
However, it is important that society has a body
such as the Law Reform Commission to suggest
changes. The Victoria Law Foundation will not do it.
I have worked in the community sector for a long
time and I know many people will be queuing up to
the Law Foundation for submissions on a whole
range of issues. Mr Herron and Mr Craven will be
dispensing patronage to all sorts of people, possibly
some to Melbourne University - they will all be in
. for their bikkies. There will be no law reform
agenda, and that will probably suit the Premier and
others because the last thing they want is a group of
people coming out with independent views about
draconian industrial legislation and abuses of
Parliament.
I might re-read some of the Herald-Sun articles
written by Greg Craven about constitutional
processes, Parliament, the scrutiny of Bills and so on.
Those sorts of things have gone out the window
since Mr Craven has been the Crown Counsel
advising the Attorney-General. He is now presiding
over one of the worst aspects of the Westminster
system in Victoria. We will be constantly reminding
people of the inconsistency of one view while in
opposition and another view while in government.
Mr Bildstien interjected.
Mr COLE - I have always had the same view of
you, my friend, and it is not a good. one.
The members of the Law Reform Commission have
some of the best minds in the country, and they have
little means of defending themselves. People have
perverted their positions in society; they have
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written articles and done a lot of damage to law
reform processes already. In an uncompromising
and unfair fashion the government is introducing
measures that affect different sectors and groups
within society, such as the Law Reform
Commission. In the desire to get at Professor Kelly,
the Attorney-General sullied a lot of other people. It
is like a machine gun on the Somme; knock
everyone over on the run through.
The government is moving far too qUickly. Its
alleged agenda is for economic reform yet this Bill
increases the cost to the taxpayer because law reform
will be handled by a Parliamentary committee. It is
doubtful that the job will be done properly or at all.
As well the government employs its mates and
political hacks in senior Crown law positions at
enormous salaries to provide advice to the
Attorney-General on political matters. This is a
political position. It is not accountable to the
department but to the Minister. That is unheard of.
It is one of the worst things that has happened in a
long time. An organisation that has done so much in
the area of women's law, reform of rape law,
recommendations on culpable driving, mental
illness, easements and covenants, the whole gamut,
is being repealed. What will happen to the review of
the Bail Act?
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CO LE - The whole of Victoria mourns for
you, my friend. Some 200 000 people were out on
the steps, but there was nobody inside; the lights
were out.
The Law Reform Commission is an important
institution in this State and it has considered
important law reforms. It has done great work.
Because it is being repealed does not mean that its
work will not continue because its members will be
involved in the same work in another manner. There
have been many views expressed in support of the
Law Reform Commission. I have not seen any
support for the Attorney-General from the legal or
general community. Her only support comes from
the vested interest groups in the Victorian Bar
Council, and even they are equivocating on the
whole thing.
The Law Reform Commission has carried out major
functions on behalf of this community. It has been a
great resource for the community. It has not been a
servant of any government. It has been independent.
The commission was announced in 1973 by the then
Attorney-General. The government is taking Victoria
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further back than 1973. Even the former Liberal
government accepted that Victoria needed a law
reform commissioner - Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr COLE - Now you are maligning Justice Tom
Smith. He was an appointed law reform
commissioner.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time allotted for
debate has expired. The question is:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 54
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Ooyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs (Teller)
Honeywood: Mr (Teller)
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGi1I,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McLellan,Mr

Mac1ellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phi1lips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 23
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghi1l, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr

Marple, Ms (Teller)
Micallef,Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
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Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! Is leave of the House
granted to proceed to the third reading forthwith?
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - Leave is refused.
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Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr

Micallef,Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Clauses agreed to.

Committed.

Committee

Reported to House without amendment

Third reading

Clauses 1 to 8
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The question is:

Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I move:

That clauses 1 to 8 be agreed to.

That this Bill be now read a third time.

Committee divided on clauses:

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 55
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
ElIiott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude, Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
jasper, Mr
]enkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr (Teller)
Perrin, Mr
PeuJich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.j.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr l.W.
Spry, Mr (Teller)
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Pinn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
jasper, Mr
jenkins, Mr
john,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr (Teller)
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr j.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr

Noes, 24

Noes, 24
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr

Loney, Mr (Teller)
Marple,Ms

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr

Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
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Batchelor, Mr
CoghiII, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Teller)
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr

MicaIlef, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Dr
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow, at
2p.m.

Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the House do now adjourn.
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pay more for the trip. The issue was taken up with
the former Minister for Transport and the Public
Transport Corporation and agreement was reached
on having Aircraft station included in zone 1. I ask
the new Minister whether the agreement will be
adopted by his government.

National forest policy
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Natural Resources the
proposed national forest policy.
I have received a letter from the General Manager,
Forest Resources, Australian Paper Manufacturers
(APM), concerning a Premiers Conference to be held
in the next few weeks to endorse a national forest
policy being prepared by the Federal government.
APM, the second-largest industrial operation in the
Latrobe Valley, has for many years had legislated
wood supply agreements with State governments,
and I hope that situation will continue. However,
APM urges the government at the Premiers
Conference to endorse the concept being proposed
in the national forest policy of national legislated
agreements for the supply of timber. The company
has found it important for its operations and for
productivity to have agreements for the supply of
quantities of both hardwood and softwood.

Aircraft railway station
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Public Transport the Aircraft
railway station, which is in zone 2 of the Met
transport system. For some time the Laverton
community has been attempting to have the railway
station incorporated in zone 1, which also covers the
Laverton railway station. The issue is of significant
concern to railway commuters who live in the area.
Prior to the 3 October election, when the station was
in his electorate, the honourable member for
Werribee was actively involved in seeking a change
to the zone. The City of Werribee has also sought the
change because of concerns expressed by local
residents.
The Aircraft railway station is about 1 kilometre
from the Laverton station. It is considered
user-friendly for people with physical disabilities
because it is easier for them to use the ramp going
from one side of the station to the other. The access
ramp at the Laverton station is too steep for them.
As the Aircraft station is in zone 2 it is not only a
disadvantage for Laverton people because they must
travel further to use the station but they must also

I ask the Minister to ensure that when the national
forest policy is raised at the Premiers Conference the
Premier endorses the concept of the recognition by
the Federal government of wood supply
agreements. Such agreements have existed for a long
period in Victoria and benefit not just local
economies but the economy of Victoria as a whole.

Rockbank Primary School
Mr CUNNING HAM (Melton) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Education the Rockbank
Primary School, which is located apprOximately
3 kilometres from the main Rockbank township and
has been servicing the area for almost 100 years.
Although some parents support the school being
retained at its current location, a separate group in
the community would like the school relocated to a
different site on Department of Education land.
However, the alternative site is close to the Ballarat
rail line and is too small for the school to be
relocated satisfactorily.
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The current school site is in a pleasant, rural
environment and there is no problem with graffiti or
vandalism. A good relationship also exists between
the teaching staff and parents. There is, however, a
general acceptance that the 3-kilometre distance
from the township creates a transport problem.
Given normal growth patterns it could be expected
that the problem would resolve itself over time.
Unfortunately, however, there are planning and
zoning limitations on the size of the township and
the population in the region is not expected to grow
significantly unless those planning controls are
amended.
In an endeavour to resolve the problem, a meeting
was held in September between representatives of
the school council, the principal, Department of
Education representatives, the regional facility
planners and representatives of the Shire of Melton.
The meeting resolved that a working party be set up
comprising representatives of the Department of
Education, the school council and people from the
community.
I ask the Minister for Education to examine the
issues involved and to support the best option for
students of Rockbank Primary School and their
families.

Justices of the peace
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I raise for the attention of
the Attorney-General the need for additional justices
of the peace to be appointed in the electorate of
Keilor, and in particular in the St Albans part of the
electorate. This matter has become urgent because of
the reduction in the number of my electorate staff
and the consequent difficulty in providing the
services of a justice of the peace.
My electorate assistant is a justice of the peace and
members of the community feel comfortable coming
to him to have documents witnessed. Up to
20 constituents a day seek the witnessing of their
Signatures on numerous documents. In particular,
individuals often have up to 20 immigration
documents at a time to be witnessed and the process
takes considerable time.
A number of applications were lodged with the
former Attorney-General's Department for the
appointment of further justices of the peace in the
St Albans area. I urge the Attorney-General to
examine the situation to see whether she can appoint
more justices.
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The abolition of the position of commissioner for
signing declarations and affidavits and the
authorisation of people in various other occupations
to witness Signatures does not seem to be supported
in the St Albans area. When my assistant asks people
who sent them, in many cases it is people who
themselves are authorised to witness signatures.
A particular problem in my electorate is the high
concentration of migrant people, many of whom
require documents to be witnessed by justices of the
peace. In addition, the Queensland authorities will
not recognise my Signature as a member of
Parliament, even though I have advised them that
the law in Victoria has changed.
The legal fraternity in Queensland and authorities in
overseas countries insist on signatures being
witnessed by justices of the peace. Many people
from overseas inherit property and need their
signatures on documents witnessed when they wish
to sell those properties or appoint powers of
attorney in their native countries.
I ask the Attorney-General to consider whether
additional justices of the peace can be appointed as
speedily as possible.

Responses
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) The honourable member for Altona referred to the
pressing need to bring the railway station known as
Aircraft into a zone that would give residents in that
area cheaper travel. I find the honourable member's
gall breathtaking! This is the second time in three
weeks that she has raised with the new government
the pressing need to make a change that the party
she represents had 10 years to make. The former
government received request after request on this
issue and it walked away from it; it left the
community for dead.
The honourable member for Tullamarine has been
inundated with requests from people living in the
honourable member's electorate, which
demonstrates the lack of representation they receive.
The government has a responsibility to govern for
all Victorians and it proposes to do that. If people
are not able to get representation through this lady's
office and have to go to the honourable member for
Tullamarine to get satisfaction, so be it!
The government will not walk away from the needs
and aspirations of the people in the honourable
member's electorate, who are obviously getting
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pathetic and incompetent representation on issues
such as the station in question. I remember the
former Minister for Transport walked away from the
problem by saying that it would create a precedent.
Clearly, I shall have to look at this request and all it
entails. I am not in a position to give a commitment
tonight. I inherited a portfolio that is losing just on
$2000 million a year through the incompetence of
the former Premier's colleague. We do not have the
money to have this work carried out forthwith but,
with the implementation of the policy we
announced, the changes we will make over time and
the help of colleagues such as the honourable
member for Tullamarine in turning this State around
and rebuilding the economy in the future, the
government will be in a position to have this work
carried out. It clearly will not be through the
representation of the current honourable member for
Altona. I hope it can be done before the next State
election - that will be another seat the Liberal Party
will represent.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - The honourable member for Morwell
referred to the national forest policy which has been
available for comment for some time. The policy is
due to go to the special Premiers Conference later
this year. Last night the Federal government
endorsed the policy and that will mean that the
other States directly affected by its implementation
will now be able to go to the special Premiers
Conference with the knowledge that the
Commonwealth government is backing the policy.
That will give some security to APM which is
concerned about the outcome and has taken up the
issue with all parties. It will be delighted that the
Commonwealth has now agreed to that policy.
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20 constituents a day requiring his Signature on
various documents. I can imagine that would
impose a heavy burden on him and one hesitates to
think how many constituents he may have waiting
on his doorstep when he gets back at the end of this
Parliamentary sitting!
No doubt honourable members will recall that the
previous Attorney-General, the honourable member
for Broadmeadows, did not appoint any justices of
the peace for a long period and I suspect that that is
part of the problem that is occurring in Keilor.
I raised with the previous Attorney-General the
criteria for appointment of justices of the peace but I
did not get much satisfaction and it was suggested
to me that a revision was needed. I suggest that the
revision should consider the spread of justices of the
peace throughout the metropolitan and country
areas. I shall look at the current guidelines. I believe
the applications for justices of the peace should
continue to be dealt with in batches but I undertake
that there will not be the long delays that occurred
under the previous administration.
MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - The honourable member for Melton
referred to the relocation of the Rockbank Primary
School. A site some 3 kilometres from the township
of Rockbank is one option. I shall make sure the
Minister for Education is made aware of the
concerns of the honourable member. I am sure the
Minister will contact him and work through this
problem to the benefit of the schoolchildren and
their parents.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 6.25 a.m. (Friday).

Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - The
honourable member for Keilor referred to the need
for the appointment of more justices of the peace in
his electorate. He said he has as many as
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The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the
chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, as you will be aware, this may be
the last day of this sitting week, so I seek rulings on
a number of previous points of order, although I do
not ask that the rulings be delivered forthwith.
The House will be aware that during this session of
Parliament more Bills have been guillotined than
have been guillotined in the whole of the previous
four years. That is a record by any standard. It is our
view that the proceedings have been a disgrace.
The SPEAKER -Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to get to the point.
Mr KENNAN - Yes, Mr Speaker. We have
sought a number of rulings. Firstly, on several
occasions I have drawn the attention of the Chair to
the remarks in May's Parliamentary Practice about the
responsibility of the government to proceed with
motions tha t preserve a balance between the rights
of the majority and the rights of the minority.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNAN - It is all very well for the
government to come in like the Phantom of the
Opera in the middle of the night - The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition knows he may not debate the subject
matter giving rise to his point of order.
Mr KENNAN - I do not want an immediate
response, Mr Speaker, but perhaps a response could
be given before the House adjourns in the next two
or three days for this calendar year. I ask you to rule
on those ma tters on which we sought your
intervention. Secondly, I asked, perhaps 24 to 30
hours ago, for you, Mr Speaker, to direct that the
tape of the calling of the division to which we
listened be transcribed. I ask you to direct that that
happen and that the transcript be made available.
Thirdly, we seek specific rulings on the Standing
Order relating to the calling of divisions. We sought
a ruling or direction from you as to your expectation

of us in order to achieve a division, and asked
whether it was your interpretation that the test, as
we put it, be a lack of acquiescence. That is, you
must call a division if you detect a lack of
acquiescence. We inquired whether your view is
that you seek us either to say that the Noes have it or
to call''Division''. Is it your view that that must be
said at the first available opportunity or, in
accordance with your ruling on another matter in
relation to the seconder of motions, that there is a
second or third chance?
There may be other matters that have not been
responded to thus far by the Chair, but they are the
three key matters that relate to the conduct of
proceedings during this session that will be used as
guidance for us in future sessions.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have noted the points
raised by the honourable member and will respond
in due course.

SHADOW MINISTRY
Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - I
inform the House of further members of the
opposition frontbench who will have responsibility
in shadow Ministries. An honourable member for
Chelsea Province in another place, Burwyn
Davidson, will have responsibility for roads and
ports, and the Honourable David White will
relinquish that position. An honourable member for
Jika Jika Province in another place, Pat Power, will
have responsibility for regional development, and
the Honourable Theo Theophanous will relinquish
tha t position.
The honourable member for Altona, Ms Carole
Marple, will have responsibility for natural
resources, and the Honourable Barry Pullen will
relinquish that position. The honourable member for
Dandenong North, Mrs Jan Wilson, will have
responsibility for local government and the aged,
and the honourable member for Bundoora,
Mrs Garbutt will relinquish those positions.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
COMMUNITY DIVISION
Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - Given
tha t yesterday the Premier refused in answer to my
request to extend this session of Parliament to allow
for greater debate and understanding in the
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community of the industrial relations package of
legislation and in light of the comments made by
Bishop Challen and Don Saltmarsh, a former Liberal
Party member of this House, that the government's
failure--

between the government and me and the Leader of
the Labor Party, and the government has accepted
some of her amendments.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition must get to the point of her question. She
must not debate it and provide unnecessary
information.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has put up
with a barrage of interjections from members of the
opposition. I will not tolerate any more.

Ms KIRNER - In light of Mr Saltmarsh's
comment that the failure to consult on radical
changes was "sheer lunacy", what steps will the
Premier take to restore community confidence
through the democratic process and through
consultation with churches and concerned
community groups?
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I thank the Leader of
the OppOSition for her question. It is fundamentally
the same as the one she asked yesterday. Therefore,
my answer will be fundamentally the same. With
the exception of the abolition of the 17.5 per cent
holiday leave loading, most of the issues that have
gone through Parliament to date were debated
during the election campaign. This State was a
basket case going nowhere but down when the
coalition inherited responsibility for government on
3 October. It was clear that the coalition and the
public wanted change, and the community clearly
needed change.
I am aware of the comments that the Leader of the
Opposition referred to yesterday, and she has added
to that list today. I have not received correspondence
from those who are making comments publicly, but
I say to them as they rush forward to enter the
debate - they have every right to do so - that, as
members of the opposition know, most of the
legislation currently going through this House has
been amended. Members of the opposition have in
fact argued that they did not have time to discuss
the amendments. Those amendments were the result
of consultation and discussions with the opposition.
The Leader of the Opposition knows that I accepted
two of her amendments to the Public Sector
Management Bill. That was as a result of
consultation.
Mrs Wilson - Big deal!
Mr KENNETI - How irresponsible can you get?
The Leader of the Opposition asked me a question
about delaying and the lack of consultation. I
indicate clearly that there has been consultation

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr KENNETI - Most of the other legislation
has been amended as a result of consultation,
particularly with the trade union movement. There
is no value in delaying the proceedings of this
House when the needs of this State are so great. It is
easy for the Leader of the OppOSition to delay and
delay and delay. She developed that into an art
form, and that is why the State is in its current
condition.
Victorians desperately need to know the parameters
they can work towards over the next four years.
With due respect to those outside this place who are
complaining that there should be more consultation,
they are not aware of the number of amendments
that have been made.
Mrs Wilson - They should be!
Ms Kimer - Exactly!
Mr KENNETI - Church groups that were
calling yesterday for more consultation were not
aware of the amendments because they have not
contacted the government and they have not
requested consultation. The amendments have been
made through negotiations with the opposition,
trade unions and the community. The government
does not accept the principle that delaying decision
making is in the best interests of the community. The
community wants security; it wants employment
and it wants to see the Labor Party act responsibly in
trying to encourage growth rather than what it has
done over the past 10 years. The Labor government
delayed decision making, failed to give leadership
and, most importantly, failed to understand the
important stage the community is at in repositioning
for the future. I make no apology for putting into
place the mandate the coalition was clearly given.

VICTORIA'S ECONOMIC FUTURE
Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - Will the Premier
advise the House of the Significance of this
three-week legislative program to securing
Victoria's economic future?
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is broad,
and I ask the Premier to confine his remarks and not
make a Ministerial statement.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - This has probably
been the most important session of Parliament for
20,30 or 40 years. It is perhaps the most important
session since the second world war.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have warned the
House about the level of interjections. I will name
the next honourable member who interjects.
Mr KENNEIT - On 3 October the public
charged the coalition with the huge responsibility of
putting into place programs to try to overcome the
problems that most of the community believe
existed before the election. In this three-week session
a number of changes have been made through
legislation that, for the first time in a decade, will
give Victoria the leading edge in economic growth.
That is terribly important not only for this State but
also for Australia. This country cannot afford to
have its second most populous State continue to fail
economically and socially.
The government has positioned Victoria at the
forefront of change and offers to the State and the
rest of Australia a challenge to address some of the
inherent problems that are still producing
unemployment levels of the type announced
yesterday. It is regrettable but true that
unemployment will remain high for months and
years unless this country is prepared to accept that
the practices of the past are not and cannot be the
practices of the future.
It is part of a very democratic process, because it
clearly flows from the election in which the vast
majority of Victorians took part. It may be that the
Leader of the Opposition did not like the resultthat is unfortunate for her - but we are all servants
of the public, and on 3 October the public decided
on change; the public decided on secure jobs; and
the public decided on growth. Regardless of what
the opposition and the trade union movement say,
this sessional period is a turning point in the State's
history.

Mr Sheehan interjected.
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Mr KENNEIT - Certainly it cannot be any
worse than any contribution made by the former
Treasurer, whose mismanagement and withholding
of information contributed greatly to bringing the
State to its knees.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNEIT - The public did not want you to
be left in charge of managing the State. They didn't
want you. They threw you out! The Leader of the
OppOSition did not gain a mandate from the people
of Victoria!
The democratic processes have worked and they
have worked very clearly. When Parliament finishes
its legislative program this week it is up to all of us
to go back to our electorates and do what our
electors charged us to do: to lead this community to
better and higher ground and to create opportunities
that currently do not exist.
I have been and always will be prepared to consult
with those who want to meet with the government,
whether they are members of the opposition or
officers of the State Public Services Federationwhom I met at 8.30 this morning. That is not to say
that we will always agree with what is put to us, but
it is important that we exchange views.
This has been a brief session in which fundamental
change has been achieved. We must drive that
change to ensure that Victoria can once again, and as
quickly as possible, take its rightful place as the
engine room of growth within the Commonwealth
of Australia.

ADVERTISING OF SENIOR PUBLIC
SERVICE POSITIONS
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - Will the Premier advise
the House on what advice his government acted in
transferring advertisements for senior Public Service
jobs from the Age, where they have traditionally
been placed under both Labor and Liberal
governments, to the Herald-Sun? Will the Premier
lay on the table of the Library all the files relating to
the change of policy enacted by his government in
placing those advertisements in the Herald-Sun?
Mr KENNEIT (Premier) - I understand that the
honourable member for Coburg is feeling fragile at
the end of a three-week session in which the
opposition has clearly demonstrated that it has
nowhere to go but backwards.
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In determining where the new government
advertisements would be placed, we took into
account two considerations. The government
wanted to make sure that it reached as far as it could
across the nation to attract as many Australians as
possible to fill very senior positions and to do the
jobs that are required to be done here in Victoria.

Through that process and through head-hunting we
have attracted some very well-equipped senior
public servants, who are helping the government to
create a new future for Victoria. I mention Mr Geoff
Spring, who has come from the Northern Territory
to take up the position of Director of School
Education. He is a first-class public servant who is
committed to doing a good job. Mr Ken Baxter has
come from New South Wales; and again, he is a
first-class public servant.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the question I asked was specific. I
asked the Premier on what advice the government
based its decision, which did not relate to
head-hunting but to a change in advertiSing
arrangements. I also asked the Premier whether he
would lay on the table of the Library all the files
relating to the matter.
I know the Premier is allowed some latitude in
giving his answer, but he must make his answer
relevant to the question I asked. The question was
about advertiSing arrangements, not head-hunting,
and about whether the Premier would provide all
the documents relating to these matters and lay
them on the table of the Library.
The SPEAKER -Order! On the point of order,
whether the Premier responds to the question of
laying the papers on the table of the Library is
entirely up to him. On the question about
advertising arrangements, I believe the Premier was
building an argument as to why he used the
particular newspaper referred to. The Chair does not
uphold the point of order.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I shall make my
answer as specific as I can for the honourable
member. The government is trying to make sure that
we position the interests of the Victorian community
as best we can throughout Australia. That is why we
have put a great deal of emphasis on the Australian
and on the Australian Financial Review.
Secondly, we want to make sure that we reach as
many Victorians as possible, which means that we
have placed advertisements in the newspapers with
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the highest circulation. That is an understandable
and obvious reason.
It shows how bereft of ideas the opposition is and
how it has failed to do its research when it argues
that the government has directed advertising away
from its beloved Age. That is wrong! If the
honourable member for Coburg wants to know the
truth and to present the truth to the House, he
should be aware that the government has already
advertised in the Age for a new Chief Commissioner
of Police. If the honourable member for Coburg had
been paying attention this week he would have
noticed that the government has placed large
advertisements in the Age - and, from memory, in
the Herald-Sun - outlining the changes to be made
under the Employee Relations Act.
It would be remiss of me not to say that all media
groups are being used to make sure that the
government reaches the audience it wants to
attract -and that is being done without fear or
favour. To my knowledge, all media groups in
Victoria are participating fully in the process. The
honourable member for Coburg is totally wrong in
his assertion. That is backed up not only by the
evidence of what is appearing in the newspapers but
also by the results the government has achieved
from those advertisements.

If the Labor Party wants in any way to show that it
is at all relevant at this time in Victoria's history, it
ought to look at the issues that are affecting the
community, such as unemployment and the
economic condition in which it left the State. The
opposition ought to be doing its best to contribute to
overcoming the problems it created when in
government instead of using this House to
deliberately try to peddle false information.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION
Mr TANNER (Caul field) - Will the Minister for
Public Transport advise the House whether the
government supports the early extension into
Victoria of the operations of the National Rail
Corporation?
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
thank the honourable member for his question
because the issue is crucial to the long-term interests
of both the State and the nation.
Last year, with the full support of the then Labor
government and the coalition opposition, Parliament
passed a Bill that supported the extension of the
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operations of the National Rail Corporation (NRC)
into this State as part of what was a visionary
proposal by the Federal government.
The establishment of the corporation will right
wrongs committed at the turn of the century when
each State built its own rail system. We now have
the ludicrous situation where you can drive a
locomotive from South Australia to the Victorian
border, but no further, because of the change in
gauge. You can drive a locomotive from anywhere
on the eastern seaboard to Melbourne, but be unable
to advance to Adelaide - Ms Kimer interjected.
Mr BROWN - You'd better wait until you hear
what I've got to say. I met the Federal Minister who
has responsibility for the carriage of the matter,
which is of concern to all Australians, for the first
time two weeks ago in Brisbane. I told him of the
new government's desire to have the National Rail
Corporation operate in Victoria. I have since spoken
to him on the telephone, and I believe the
honourable gentleman is committed to ensuring that
the operations of the NRC extend not only into
Victoria but Australia-wide. The government is
willing to put into place what I have termed a
visionary proposal in the Prime Minister's One
Nation statement.
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on passenger rail services from Melbourne to
Geelong. I believed we were on the threshold of
making an announcement that would be in the
interests of Victoria and Australia.
This is such an important issue that I call on the
Federal government to reconsider what it has
termed to be a deferral of the project for 12 months.
If the Federal government does not overturn its
decision, I believe this nation will never see a
uniform rail gauge across Australia. The Victorian
government stands ready to sign the agreement that
was reached two days ago in Melbourne. It is
prepared to facilitate the commencement of the
works next week to establish a standard gauge line
between Melbourne and Adelaide. It will mean that
the rail link between Perth and Brisbane through
Melbourne will be completed and standardised.
In the interests of the State and the nation the issue

should be seen as far too important to degenerate
into politics. I call on the Prime Minister to intervene
to ensure that the visionary concept he announced
will proceed with the cooperation and support of
this government and other State governments. I
understand that today the Western Australian
government passed legislation in the Lower House
with the expectation that in two weeks its Upper
House will ratify the NRC line.

PROPOSED CLOSURE OF SCHOOLS
Two days ago in this very building I met with Ted
Butcher and Vince Graham, the Chairman and the
Chief Executive Officer of the National Rail
Corporation, and we reached agreement on the
standard gauge line. Although the agreement clearly
has to be ratified by Canberra, the State government
indicated it was ready to commence work next week.
In those discussions sacrifices were made on both
sides. I advised those gentlemen that Victoria was
strapped for cash. Victoria's offer involved a range
of proposals that would facilitate the extension of
the NRC operations at the earliest possible time. The
basis of the agreement was that they were to return
to Canberra and hoped to make a major
announcement within one or two weeks.
I was flabbergasted to learn that on the day we met
Federal Ministers had what has been termed ad hoc
meetings to redistribute the funding for the NRC.
Now the Federal government cannot proceed with
the extension of the line through Victoria. The basis
of the agreement with those two most senior officers
of the NRC addressed the freight lines and the
standard gauge line not having an adverse impact

Mr SHEEHAN (Northcote) - I refer the Minister
for Education to widespread concern in the school
community that the government intends to close
50 government schools in the next two weeks and a
further 180 government schools in the New Year. I
ask the Minister to prOVide, firstly, details of the
schools to be closed; secondly, the educational
criteria used in that decision; and thirdly, the
administrative arrangements to be put into place to
accommodate those draconian changes.
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
thank the honourable member for Northcote for his
question and congratulate him on his appointment
as shadow Minister for Education.
The government inherited an education budget that
was a financial disaster. The full extent of the
disaster will become apparent to Victorians when
the financial audit is published. The budget is
causing enormous problems on a day-by-day basis
in the Department of Education, and many projects
to which the previous government made a
commitment are completely unfunded.
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The government places education among its highest
priorities. It will insist that students have the
opportunity of learning, and teachers have the same
opportunity of teaching, in good quality, safe and
secure educational facilities. The department faces
many problems. Many Victorian schools have poor
facilities in which the conditions for learning and
teaching are completely inadequate. The previous
government did not cater for the educational needs
of students in the growth areas of Melbourne, and
many students do not have access to public
education facilities.
The government is working hard to minimise the
problems in the education budget, and particularly
to minimise the effects on schools, teachers and
students. That work will continue. The government
will do everything it can to ensure that schools and
teachers are protected to the greatest possible extent.

EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTS
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) - Is the Minister for
Industry and Employment aware of an Age
newspaper report in which the opposition alleges
that a Sunshine factory has underpaid its workers
based on an employment contract? If so, what action
has the Minister taken on the matter?
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) -It is interesting to observe that the
report came from the usual troika of the Australian
Labor Party, the Age newspaper and the trade union
movement.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUDE -It is interesting that shadow
Ministers are seeking to use that newspaper, as is
evident from the form of questions asked in question
time, by alleging that underpayments have been
made.
Last night an Age journalist forwarded to me a copy
of the shadow Minister's press releases and the
alleged contract. I find it fascinating that I am
quoted extensively in the article because I do not
recall having that conversation. Be that as it may, at
least some of it related to a quote from question
time, so that is fair enough. I am not specifically
concerned about that issue.
Yesterday when what I thought was a serious
question was asked on employee rights I said the
government would not hesitate to investigate and
follow matters through when they were brought to
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its attention. In this case I have taken several steps.
Firstly, because of the unusual way in which the
matter came to my attention I took the step of
checking to ascertain whether the company existed.
It did. When the information came last night it was a
little late to expect anyone to be at the company, so
this morning I contacted the company by telephone
to ascertain the situation.
Mr Micallef - From their point of view!
Mr GUDE - Yes, from the company's point of
view. I do not want to go into the merits and
demerits of that because there is a second part to the
process.
Today I requested that an officer of the department
visit the company to undertake an investigation of
the allegations. It appears that the company was
originally based in Bacchus Marsh and employed
around two or three people. The company
constructs mobile homes, a process developed in the
United States of America for the prefabricating or
building of homes in factories. With its employees
the company has developed to a point where it has
started to achieve success. At a time when we have
the highest level of unemployment for the past
60 years I should have thought anything that
increased job opportunities would be worthwhile so
long as it provided an appropriate living wage as
part of the process.
The company has now moved back to Bacchus
Marsh and is employing around 10 people, so there
has been a growth factor. I understand the company
contacted the former Department of Labour to seek
advice on the rate of pay it should have been paying
its workers. The company was told that under the
general hand classification in the Carpenters
(Construction) Award the work attracted a rate of
pay of $313 a week.
I have been told the company is offering its
employees approximately 16 hours of overtime a
week. The company is paying weekly wages that
range from apprOximately $700 a week to
approximately $1200 a week. The hourly rate under
the award is approximately $8.35, and the
employees involved have been receiving hourly
rates falling somewhere between $16 and $20 an
hour.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr GUDE - There is an objection from the
honourable member for Thomastown.
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The SPEAKER - Order! Interjections are
disorderly, as the Minister knows.

Beeac and District Hospital - Report for the year

Mr GUDE - The honourable member's objection
relates to payroll tax. We will see whether the
company employs enough people at this stage to
warrant the payment of payroll tax. I am sure all
those measures will be complied with. As I said in
this place the other day, the government will ensure
that the requirements of the law are met.

Benalla and District Memorial Hospital - Report for
the year 1991-92

I should have thought the newspaper that published
the report in the first instance would have followed
up those matters. However, I understand from the
company that it has not been contacted by the
newspaper, although I gather that since the
honourable member made this information public a
number of other media outlets have found time to
contact the company.

Boort District Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92

I am not arguing one way or the other on the rights
or wrongs of the situation; the inspector will
determine whether the company is complying.
However, I asked the company, '1f you are not
complying in any way, are you prepared to make
sure that you come up to the mark?" The company
believes it is complying in every way and gave an
unqualified commitment that if there were there any
technical variations it would comply.

1991-92

Bethlehem Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92
Birregurra and District Community Hospital - Report
for the year 1991-92

Box Hill Hospital-Report for the year 1991-92
Bundoora Extended Care Centre - Report for the year
1991-92

Burwood and District Community Hospital- Report
for the year 1991-92
Camperdown District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Capital Works Authority - Report for the year 1991-92
Caritas Christi Hospice Limited - Report for the year
1991-92

Caster ton Memorial Hospital - Report for the year

It would be useful if appropriate investigations were

1991-92

made before members of the opposition and
irresponsible sections of the press rushed off and
made public assertions of this type.

Cohuna District Hospital and Cohuna Community
Nursing Home - Report for the year 1991-92

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:

Colac District Hospital - Report for the year 1991-92
Community Services Victoria - Report for the year
1991-92

Agriculture Department - Report for the year 1991-92
Alfred Group of Hospitals - Report for the year

Conservation and Environment Department - Report
for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria - Report for the year

Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board Report for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Apollo Bay and District Memorial Hospital - Report
for the year 1991-92

Consumer Affairs Ministry - Report for the year
1991-92 - Ordered to be printed
Dandenong and District Hospital - Report for the year

Attomey-General's Department - Report for the year

1991-92

1991-92

Dimboola District Hospital - Report for the year
Austin Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Dunolly District Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92
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Eastern Suburbs Geriatric Centre - Report for the year
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Monash Medical Centre - Report for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Edenhope and District Memorial Hospital - Report for
the year 1991-92

Mordialloc Cheltenham Community Hospital Report for the year 1991-92
Momington Peninsula Hospital - Report for the year

Elmore District Hospital - Report for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Geelong Hospital - Report for the year 1991-92

Mortlake District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Goulburn Valley Base Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

Mount Eliza Centre - Report for the year 1991-92

Grace McKellar Centre - Report for the year 1991-92

Nathalia and District Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

Healesville and District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Numurkah and District War Memorial HospitalReport for the year 1991-92

Heathcote District Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

Heywood and District Memorial Hospital - Report for
the year 1991-92

Peter MacCallum Cancer Institute - Report for the
year 1991-92
Pharmacy Board of Victoria - Report for the year
ended 31 December 1991

Inglewood District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Police - Report of the Chief Commissioner for the year
1991-92

Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act 1986Report of Community Visitors for the year 1991-92
Kingston Centre - Repol t for the year 1991-92
Kyabram and District Memorial Community
Hospital-Report for the year 1991-92
Labour Department - Report for the year 1991-92

Port Fairy Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92
Preston and Northcote Community Hospital - Report
for the year 1991-92
Queen Elizabeth Centre - Report for the year 1991-92
Radiation Advisory Committee - Report for the year
ended 30 September 1992

Lismore and District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Ripon Peace Memorial Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Lome Community Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Rochester and District War Memorial HospitalReport for the year 1991-92

Lyndoch, Warmambool- Report for the year 1991-92
Royal Children's Hospital- Report for the year
Maffra District Hospital - Report for the year 1991-92

1991-92

Maroondah Hospital - Report for the year 1991-92

Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital - Report for the
year 1991-92

Melbourne Major Events Company Ltd - Report for
the year 1991-92
Mercy Hospital for Women Incorporated - Report for
the year 1991-92
Mildura Base Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92

Sandringham and District Memorial Hospital- Report
for the year 1991-92
Skip ton and District Memorial Hospital - Report for
the year 1991-92
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Small Business Development Corporation - Report for
the year 1991-92

PUBLIC SECTOR (UNION FEES) BILL
Second reading

St Arnaud District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I move:

St Vincent's Hospital Melbourne - Report for the year

That this Bill be now read a second time.

1991-92

State Insurance Office - Report for the year 1991-92
together with a letter from the Minister with an
explanation for the delay of the Report.
Swan Hill District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Tawonga and District General Hospital - Report for
the year 1991-92
Timboon and District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Treasury Department - Report for the year 1991-92
Victorian Conservation Trust - Report for the year
1991-92

The purpose of this Bill is to provide an orderly
mechanism for the deduction of union fees by public
sector employers from payments to employees.
This ends the ad hoc situation that has existed to
date whereby separate arrangements have been
made under various agreements in different parts of
the public sector.
Clause 4 of the Bill will also bring to an end the
automatic supply of names of public sector
employees to trade unions. This is necessary to
protect the fundamental right of a person to work.
Freedom of association is an integral part of the
effective exercise of that right.
Under the Employee Relations Bill, every Victorian
will have a choice about whether to jOin a union or
an employee association.

Waranga Memorial Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

Warrnambool District Base Hospital- Report for the
year 1991-92
Water Resources Department - Report for the year

This Bill, together with other reforms, implements
the government's pre-election commitment to
ensuring freedom of association. It allows the
Minister to authorise or refuse the deduction of
union fees from employees' wages and will apply
across the public sector.

1991-92

I commend the Bill to the House.
Willaura and District Hospital - Report for the year
1991-92

Debate adjourned on motion of Ms KIRNER
(Leader of the Opposition).

William Angliss Knox and Sherbrooke Community
Hospital- Report for the year 1991-92

Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:

Winchelsea and District Hospital- Report for the year

That the debate be adjourned until later this day.

1991-92

Wonthaggi and District Hospital- Report for the year

Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - I
move:

1991-92

Wycheproof District Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

Yarram and District Hospital- Report for the year
1991-92

That the expression '1ater this day" be omitted with the
view of inserting in place thereof the expression
"Thursday, 26 November".

The limitation of time being imposed by the
government is yet another example of the
government's refusal to allow the House to be
adequately informed prior to debate on an
important issue. Although the content of the Bill is
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simple and it does not have many clauses, its
meaning and importance to organisations within the
Public Service are Significant. The opposition did not
see the Bill until it was handed across the table.
Unfortunately that has been the usual practice with
Bills during this three-week sitting.
Because of the lack of democratic process of the
government these are not normal times, but if they
were normal times I imagine that as shadow
Minister I would receive the Bill and a briefing from
the relevant department.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Ms KIRNER - I know I should not respond but I
take up the Treasurer's interjection. As a Minister in
the former government I was meticulous in making
sure that any of my departments gave the shadow
Minister at the time the opportunity of being briefed.
I suspect in most cases that was why Bills proposed
by me went through the House.
The Bill affects many constituent groups in the
community. Regardless of whether one agrees with
the Bill - and we do have problems with some its
provisions - the opposition would have liked to
have consulted with the many constituent groups in
education, health and other services that may be
affected. Not only has there been insufficient
consultation with the opposition but also insufficient
consultation with organisations.
The one organisation we have had the chance to talk
to is the State Public Services Federation, which was
told by the government this morning that whatever
happened in the Bill it would have one week's notice
if paid deductions were to be taken away. From
reading the Bill and the second-reading speech I am
unclear about whether it is the government's
intention to remove deductions or whether the
decision will simply be left to the Minister
concerned. That is a key issue in the Bill. At the very
least that question needs to be clarified by discussion
not only with the Premier but also with the
constituent groups.
At this stage of a three-week session a Bill that has
an important impact is introduced, and now the
Premier wants to debate it without adequate
consultation.
Mr Kennett - I said later this day.
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Ms KIRNER - The Premier suggests that later
this day provides adequate time prior to debate on a
Bill of this importance.
Mr Steggall interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr J. F. McGrath) Order! The honourable member for Swan Hill is
disorderly.
Ms KIRNER - In fact the honourable member
for Swan Hill is assisting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of
the Opposition should not encourage the
honourable member.
Ms KIRNER - For years I have been
encouraging his contributions to social justice,
LandCare and other matters of importance. If that
ruins his reputation, so be it.
I return to the serious point that we should not
debate this Bill, as we have debated other important
Bills, in the middle of the night or halfway through
the early morning. There is no haste about this Bill
unless, like other industrial relations issues, the
government is pursuing it for reasons of vengeance
against unions. It does not effect an improvement in
the economy, the progress of government or the
implementation of administration, but it does affect
certain constituent groups in the community.
There is no earthly reason why the Bill could not be
deferred. Because the Bill will not hold up the pace
of reform, as the Premier is so wont to say, I urge the
Premier to allow time for the opposition and
constituent groups to consider the proposed
legislation.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On the question of
time, I support the amendment moved by the
Leader of the Opposition, which seeks a two-week
adjournment. I guess we should be grateful that the
Premier is offering to adjourn the debate until later
this day. After all he could have shown his usual
contempt for this House and brought the Bill on
straight away. What '1ater this day" means is
another matter. It could mean after we have dealt
with the next short item on the Notice Paper. It does
not necessarily mean a matter of hours within which
to work through the Bill, to consider some of its legal
implications or to try to seek advice from
organisations such as unions that are affected by it.
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The opposition has received no briefing on the
matter, and that is another indication of the
government's contempt not only for the operation of
this House but also for the credibility of the
Westminster system. If the government expects the
opposition to participate in debate on Bills, it cannot
bring the debate on so quickly as to deny the
opposition the chance to prepare for the debate.
The Premier may have had an early morning
meeting with one of the Public Service unions, but I
am not aware of whether wider consultation has
taken place. There are other Public Service unions;
indeed there are many public sector unions that
cover people working in schools and hospitals. No
indication has been given as to whether consultation
has taken place with those unions.
By adjourning the debate until later this day the
Premier is not giving the opposition a chance to test
whether the consultation has taken place, let alone to
seek the views of those organisations. The only
reason I can see for haste is that in his desperation
the Premier is looking for a weapon with which to
hit people-The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member on the question of time.
Mr LEIGHTON - I am saying that the Premier
is acting in haste and tha t his reason for doing so is
that he wants a weapon to hold over the public
sector unions so that if they continue their vigil
outside-Mr Bildstien - How many are out there? Four or
five?
Mr LEIGHTON -Go back to work!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I have asked
the honourable member for Preston on two
occasions to come back to the question of time, but
he continues to stray into debate on the Bill. If he can
contain his remarks to the question of time, the
Chair will continue to hear him. If he cannot, he will
be asked to sit down.
Mr LEIGHTON - I should like time to be able to
test some of the statements made in the Premier's
second-reading speech. I do not necessarily accept as
a fact that a number of statements have been made,
but if this debate is adjourned until later today there
will be no opportunity for honourable members on
this side of the House to test the statements made in
the Premier's second-reading speech. I do not
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necessarily accept the statement that ad hoc
arrangements are currently in place, and I should
like the opportunity to talk to a number of public
sector unions to find out whether that statement is
correct.
I do not accept that there is such a need for haste

that the debate must be brought on this afternoon.
The Premier claims it is a simple Bill with only three
or four clauses. If it is the case that the government
has a mandate for this legislation and that it was
made clear during the election campaign that it
would introduce such a Bill, I do not see why it was
not introduced in the first week and allowed to lie
over. If the government were capable of introducing
a huge Bill like the WorkCover measure in such a
short time, it should have been capable of
introducing this Bill in the first week and allowing it
to lie over for a couple of weeks so that proper and
informed debate could take place.
However, the government has brought in a
four-clause Bill on what is supposed to be the final
sitting day and wants the House to deal with it on
the spot. I should like the opportunity to obtain
independent legal advice - Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - You could bring it on in the
next few minutes if you wanted to!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I have just
about had enough from the honourable member for
Preston. If he is not prepared to obey the instruction
of the Chair and confine his remarks to the question
of time, he will give the Chair no option but to put
the question. The honourable member for Preston on
the question of time, without tedious repetition.
Mr LEIGHTON - I am making the point that as
well as being able to insult some of the organisations
affected by the Bill - Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, when the
honourable member for Dandenong next arrives in
the House I ask that you ask him to withdraw the
offensive remark he made regarding members of the
government as he left the Chamber. I was standing
nearby. Whether the comment was directed at me or
at all members of the government I cannot say, but it
was offensive and unparliamentary and I suggest
that when he next makes an appearance in the
House before the end of the year either you,
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Mr Deputy Speaker, or another occupant of the
Chair ask him to withdraw the remark.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! It is difficult
for the Chair to rule on the point the Minister for
Planning has raised. I ask the Minister to approach
the Chair privately and give an indication of what
was said. Then the Chair could make a ruling as to
whether there should be a withdrawal from the
honourable member for Dandenong. The
honourable member for Preston on the question of
time.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - I was attempting to
make the point that the opposition should have the
opportunity to consult some of the organisations
that will be affected by the Bill. I should like the
opportunity to obtain some legal advice about
several of the provisions.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - I do not accept that we are
being given the opportunity. The time for debate on
a Bill that can be called on for later the same day is
meaningless. It could be as soon as a few minutes
hence. It does not give us the chance to consider its
provisions. I am concerned that, where there are
technical problems involving the case of an
individual employee, the Minister may have to give
consent.
A number of key organisations have advised the
opposition that they have not been consulted. It
cannot be claimed that consultation took place with
the State Public Services Federation of Victoria when
its representatives were called in only at 8.30 a.m.
The key legal issue of retrospectivity must be very
carefully addressed. If I understand its purpose, the
Bill will establish a principle of retrospectively
terminating commercial agreements.
Mr Kennett - You're debating again!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Preston on the question of
time. This is the last warning. If the honourable
member cannot introduce new evidence into his
argument, which is bordering on tedious repetition,
I will not hear him further.
Mr LEIGHTON - A number of moral and legal
issues need to be carefully worked through, and that
will not happen if the Bill is adjourned for a matter
of hours.
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Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - On the question
of time, Mr Deputy Speaker, I put it that common
decency requires that appropriate time be given to
the opposition to assess the Bill. As you are well
aware, Sir, most of us have had very little sleep
during the past 36 hours. I have managed to have
about 2 hours. It is inhuman and reprehensible of
the government to ask the opposition to properly
assess the Bill at a moment's notice without
freshness of mind and the ability to rationally
scrutinise the Bill.
The workload of members of Parliament has been
nothing short of scandalous in the past three weeks.
I do not know why the Parliament must rush
through this plethora of legislation. The Premier has
said that this is the most important package of
legislation that has ever been put before Parliament.
If the Premier is serious, why does he not give
members of the opposition appropriate time to
consider this Bill?
On the surface the Bill is simple, but like a lot of

simple souls I am sure there is something sinister in
it. I want to discover that sinister bit so I can point it
out to the Premier. Public servants have been the
subject of a lot of attention - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Since I have
been appointed as Deputy Speaker I cannot recall an
occasion when I have heard so many aspiring
Presiding Officers at the one time. The debate is on
the question of time, but the Chair does not need the
assistance of so many aspirants.
Mr MICALLEF - Thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. I assure you that none of them come up to
your standards. I will obviously need your
protection, Sir, to expand on the reasons why the
opposition should have more time to debate the Bill.
The Bill goes a long way towards providing a
mechanism for discrimination. That is one of the
sinister parts I was talking about. I need time to fully
explore the mechanism the government is
introducing. I want more time to fully understand
the sinister parts of the Bill.
This Bill is part of the government's industrial
relations legislation package, much of which
impinges on the Public Service. With the abolition of
the Public Service Board, honourable members have
a lot to consider in relation to how disputes will be
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resolved. More time is needed to consider the
proposals.
The Bill refers to freedom of choice. I want to consult
with Public Service unions about that freedom. I
understand that there exists already within the
public sector a choice about joining unions. I want to
know why there is a need for further freedom of
choice. If you already have freedom of choice, why
do you need more freedom?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Springvale is straying from
the question of time.

Mr MICALLEF - I need time to consult with my
union colleagues. The government is making a
mockery of consultation. Some discussions were
held this morning at a moment's notice, but unions
were effectively told that they would receive written
notice within a week of when payroll deductions
would be abolished. If the Premier is to heal the rift
within the community, he should talk to people. It is
not all that hard. I have sat down with the Premier
socially from time to time, and there are some good
aspects to him.

important package of legislation to come before the
House. I need time to consider it.
Mr KENNETf (Premier) - I move:
That the question be now put.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! At this stage
three speakers have been heard on the question of
time. The debate on the question of time has been
going for approximately 40 minutes, and I ask the
honourable member for Springvale to round off his
remarks. I shall then put the question.

Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - Payroll
deductions are a fact of life in many areas. The Bill is
discriminatory in disallowing union fees from being
deducted from payrolls. I want to know why the
government wants to abolish payroll deductions for
union fees.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MICALLEF - I hear from the interjections
opposite that this is about attacking trade unions. I
again say to the government: the fact that I have had
2 hours sleep in the past 36 hours - -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Springvale is again straying
from the question of time.

Mr MICALLEF - The Premier has the ability to
communicate with people and to negotiate. Why
doesn't he try it? Time is needed to allow the
Premier to expose his hidden abilities to the
community so that they can see another side of Jeff.
Instead of being Jeffed - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Springvale should refer to
the Premier by his correct title.

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Three
members of the opposition have already spoken on
the question of time. We have had more than
40 minutes of debate, and I believe the time has now
come to put the question. The Premier moved that
the debate be adjourned until later this day, which
the Leader of the Opposition moved to amend by
proposing that the debate be adjourned until
Thursday, 26 November. Those who wish to support
the amendment moved by the Leader of the
OppOSition should vote no.

Mr MICALLEF - I apologise, but the expression
has almost taken on a mind of its own.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! It is not his
correct title.

Mr MICALLEF - The more complex provisions
of the Bill that need to be considered may breach
International Labour Organisation (ILO) covenants.
Honourable members need to understand the
position of the ILO on payroll deductions. I want to
get out the books and study the covenants. I need
time to research this matter so that I can fully
prepare myself for debate. This is part of the most
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Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On a point of order - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The question
has now been put, and we will proceed with the
question--

Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The question

is:
That the question be now put.
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House divided on Mr Kennett's motion:
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expression "Thursday, 26 November" be inserted.
The question is:

Ayes, 60
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr (Teller)
McGiII, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan,Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.].
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner, Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier has moved
that the debate be adjourned until later this day. The
Leader of the Opposition has moved that the
expression '1ater this day" be omitted and that the

That the expression proposed to be omitted stand part
of the motion.

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):

Ayes, 60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr ].F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.].
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith,Mrl.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Carbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr (Teller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites,Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs
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Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 60
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Ooyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
jasper, Mr
jenkins, Mr
john, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGi\l, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr

MacIellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
PhilIips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

929

ASSEMBLY

Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later
this day.

The SPEAKER - Order! I have received
complaints from a number of government members
against the honourable member for Dandenong,
who used an unparliamentary expression when
leaving the Chamber. I ask the honourable member
for Dandenong to withdraw.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I
withdraw, Mr Speaker.
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The point of order was
raised by the Minister for Planning. The honourable
member has withdrawn.

TATTERSALL CONSULTATIONS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr STOCK DALE (Treasurer) - I declare that
this Bill is an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 58
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Ooyle, Mr (Tel/er)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude, Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiIl,Mrs

MacIellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
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McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
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Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
CoghiIl, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr (Teller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 5 p.m. this day.

Mr RaPER (Coburg) - The Minister has moved
that only an hour be allotted for this debate. He has
not had any discussion with the opposition about
the complexity of the Bill or the number of speakers
who may wish to contribute to the debate. He could
have confined his second-reading speech to the
content of the Bill, but he deliberately chose to
broaden his speech so that it also dealt with other
aspects of Tattersalls under consideration by the
government.
This is an important but small Bill that deals with
the way in which Tattersall makes its contribution to
the State Budget. One would have thought that if the
government wished to speed the Bill through it
would have been prudent to discuss with the
opposition the way in which the Bill was to be
processed.
Ms Kimer - Don't be silly.
Mr RaPER - I suppose I keep assuming that at
some stage the government will adopt the view that
Parliament comprises more than the 61 government
members. The government is again demonstrating
its view that what occurs in Parliament is irrelevant.
It probably does not even consult its 61 members
when making decisions. It brings in a Bill and that is
the end of it. The government probably does not
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believe it also fixes the Sessional Orders and
Standing Orders to prevent debate. A far more
comfortable arrangement for at least some members
of the government would be to bring in a Bill and
have it automatically passed. That is the way the
government has approached Parliament in the past
three weeks, especially in the past week.
The previous Significant Bill proposed to remove
contracts but the government was not even prepared
to provide an adjournment period of a day for
discussion and consultation. I have almost lost count
of the number of urgency motions in this brief
three-week session - I think it is already 17 or 18. In
only three weeks the government has guillotined
more Bills than were guillotined in the four years of
the previous Parliament.
The government has made no effort to adopt an
alternative way of handling the business of the
House: that is, by discussion about appropriate
adjournment times and the amount of time for
debates.
The Leader of the House has not come to the
opposition and discussed the program for the week,
the Bills he wishes to pass for the week and whether
an hour or two would be sufficient for one Bill and
maybe longer for a more complicated Bill. If he were
to do so adequate time could be provided for the
various Bills that come before the House.
Not only has the government provided only an hour
for the consideration of this Bill, it has not allowed
adequate time for consideration of the Bill or
consultation with the community; nor has it allowed
the opportunity to put those views to the House.
When the government allowed only a two-day
adjournment on the legislation I said there was not
even time to adequately consult Tattersalls or
individual agent organisations about the effect of the
legislation. Much of the work I should have liked to
have done in considering this Bill on behalf of the
opposition was not able to be done.
Having denied the opportunity for Tattersalls and
other agents to consider the legislation, the
government has said to the opposition, "Having
already denied you the capacity to investigate the
Bill, we will now deny you the opportunity to make
a contribution to the debate on the legislation". It
seems to me that the government has decided to
again ride roughshod over the normal
responsibilities a government has for the balanced
operation of the House. Accordingly, I move an
amendment to the legislation:
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That the expression "5 p.m." be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof the expression "6 p.m."

by the opposition. That is the point I was making. I
ask you to rule him out of order.

It may well be that the Bill does not require the
amount of time I have suggested, but the
appropriate way for that to be determined is to
allow the debate to occur rather than to constrain it
as the government wishes to do. The last time this
Bill was before the House - it was a bigger Bill at
that time - an adjournment of two weeks was given
and there was an effective three-month
consideration of the legislation. That is a world of
difference from this instance of a two-day
adjournment and 1 hour and 6 minutes to debate the
legislation. The government has an obligation to
ensure that there is a balance of responsibility and
debate in this Parliament. This gag motion, which is
the 17th or 18th this sessional period, demonstrates
that the government is not interested in balance; it is
interested only in devaluing the concept of urgency
which, traditionally, has been treated seriously in
this place. That tradition has been devalued and I
have to say that the debate on the Bill will be far less
effective than it otherwise should be.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister makes the
point that the reason for the action taken by the
government in declaring this Bill urgent is as he has
outlined. I do not uphold the point of order.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I
oppose the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Coburg and support the Treasurer's
motion. The reason the House is in this situation is
because of the former government's lack of capacity
to understand the urgency of the problems it faced.
It still has not learned. The meter is ticking over at
an alarming rate every day. The problems this
government has been asked to address over the past
three weeks are most urgent and they all focus
directly on the capacity of the State to rescue itself
from the diabolical financial consequences caused by
a wasteful, incompetent and inept Labor
government. I should have thought the opposition
would feel some remorse for the appalling financial
state of Victoria.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, you have been reasonable in regard to
allowing broad debate on the question of time, but I
think the Minister is taking it far beyond the
boundaries even you have allowed in recent times. I
ask you to bring the Minister back to the question of
time.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) -On the
point of order, Mr Speaker, I understand the
embarrassment of the honourable member for
Sunshine but the point I am making is very clear.
The diabolical need for urgency is not appreciated

Mr I. W. SMITH -A total cultural change has to
be made, and it has to start with the opposition
leading its side of the community into a new ethos of
responsibility in order to address the legislation
before the House.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH - That is rubbish. You stick to
your toilets and waste your money that way! The
legislation before us is most urgent. It has to be
passed quickly so the meter can stop ticking and this
government can improve Victoria's financial status.
How the opposition has the hide to humbug us with
hours of drivel and useless divisions when it knows
full well it should accept responsibility for the
diabolical financial state it left behind is beyond me.
lt ought to cooperate in passing all the legislation
designed to rebuild Victoria and to change the
culture rather than saying it will do to wander down
the track and let the meter tick over because another
$1 billion or so does not matter. That certainly did
not worry the former Treasurer. He forgot to declare
$1.2 billion. If you say it quickly it doesn't matter!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister must come
back to the question of time.
Mr I. W. SMITH - People are trying their
hardest to pave the way for Victoria's future, and all
they get is absolute humbug and delay from the
bunch of incompetent, out-of-touch wackos who
brought this State to its knees.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) -On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I find the expression "wackos"
offensive and I ask you to direct the Minister to
withdraw it.
Mr I. W. SMITH (MWster for Finance) - It is
very offensive and I withdraw it. The opposition
must realise that if future Victorians are to have any
hope at all it must cooperate with a government that
has the overwhelming mandate for its legislation.
Mr Roper interjected.
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Mr I. W. SMITH - You did not have $1.3 billion
of undeclared debt in your books, either. That is the
reason for this. Your incompetence brought this
State to its knees. Urgent action is required to
redress the stupidity and incompetence of the
former government, and it is high time it cooperated
to make sure it does not waste the opportunity this
government is bringing to Victoria.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On the question of
time - although the Minister is a rather difficult act
to follow - over the past three weeks I have
regularly become involved in the debate on the
question of time whenever the legislation brought
before the Parliament promised to add to the burden
of the citizens. As I have said on many occasions,
and will continue to say until the government
recognises its role in the Westminster tradition,
when legislation is proposed that will add to the
burden of the people there is a requirement that
sufficient time be provided for full, proper and
extensive consideration of it.
On any consideration, on any analysis and on any
definition, this Bill will add to the burden on the
people, particularly the coupon tax technique that is
proposed for Tattslotto wagers made by the citizens
of Victoria. That proposition needs to be considered.
It is novel not only here but anywhere in the world.
Las Vegas does not even have a coupon-style tax
levy of this kind. That adds to my case that in terms
of the Westminster tradition and given that the Bill
adds to the burden on the people, the opposition
should have far more time to debate it than has been
offered in this case.
We have hardly been offered any time at all to
debate the matter. Previous governments, including
the government of which the Minister for Finance
was a prominent member, upheld the traditions as a
matter of form and style. Despite the bluster that he
demonstrated in the past few minutes, secretly the
Minister is embarrassed.
Mr I. W. Smith - I am embarrassed listening to
you.
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The coupon tax method to which I referred was not
canvassed as a component of the recent election
campaign. That adds to the argument for additional
time to be provided.
The honourable member for Coburg has mentioned
several times today and in recent days that the
guillotine has been applied throughout this
Parliamentary session on a scale of which this
Parliament and other Westminster Parliaments have
never seen. This abuse of Parliament has resulted in
less time being available to debate Bills. In the past,
15 hours was considered a modest amount of time to
debate a Bill. Two to three weeks was considered the
appropriate time between the second-reading of a
Bill and the resumption of debate on it.
Mr I. W. Smith - Don't you think this is a
different situation?
Mr BAKER - You are a dinosaur, we all know
that. You are lucky to be there. Behave yourself and
show a bit of style.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine should ignore interjections.
Mr BAKER -It has been the conventional
wisdom and accepted custom that a Minister
provide two weeks between the second-reading of a
Bill and the resumption of debate. In the case of Bills
of this kind, which add to the burden of the people,
previous governments have been prepared to
entertain propositions for additional time. There is
no reason why this Parliament could not sit beyond
the days set down for this session, especially given a
legislative program of the radical nature that has
been brought before the House. That legislation is
extremely complex, especially in relation to taxes.
At the very least the opposition needs an
opportunity of making further telephone calls,
because that is all that has been left to it. We need at
least a modest amount of time for more extensive
debate of the proposition.
In his mini-Budget the Treasurer said that the Keno

Mr BAKER - He is indicating some sense of
embarrassment in not allowing sufficient time for
the opposition parties and members of the
government backbench to consider the Bill.
Members of the government will have to give
account of themselves - I hope it is sooner rather
than later - for introducing a measure of this kind
which, once again, was not canvassed before the
election.

system would be introduced. On a cursory
examination of the Bill, one finds that that is missing.
Mr Roper - This is supposed to be urgent.
Mr BAKER -It is supposed to be urgent in
terms of the specious argument put forward by the
Minister for Finance in his unfortunate contribution
some moments ago. We could have had it five years
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ago and Victoria could have enjoyed the
benefits--

place -and that is stipulated under Sessional and
Standing Order No. 200A.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine should not canvass issues
other than time.

When the House of Representatives resolves to go
into Committee only one question is put - and that
is stipulated in Standing and Sessional Order
No. 200.

Mr BAKER - We need time to find out from
where the funds will come. It has been suggested to
Parliament that accounting procedures have already
been set in place on the assumption that the money
will be available. All of a sudden, two or three
weeks later the relevant provision does not appear
in the Bill. The Bill contains a proposition for an
unusual, novel tax. People wager on Tattslotto not
just in their tens of thousands but in their hundreds
of thousands each week. The opposition needs the
opportunity of asking them how they feel about the
proposition. We need further time to talk to the
Tattersalls organisation.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) - I shall add a few facts to
the debate on the question of time, both on this Bill
and more generally. The opposition is trying to
create an atmosphere of crisis around Parliament
and is whipping up unjustified hysteria about the
proceedings of the House. It is seeking to attract
some sympathy that it has been unable to attract on
the merits of the issues it puts.
The opposition is trying to exploit the ordinary
Australian's sympathy for the underdog through its
orchestrated tactics and its public comments. It
seems to be relying on the fact that few members of
the public are expert in comparative Parliamentary
procedures, and few of the people to whom
members of the opposition have been putting such
points are aware of how other Parliaments carry on
their business.
During the early hours of this morning, while the
House was engaged in yet another of the
interminable divisions the opposition has called
during the course of the sessional period, I took the
opportunity to read through the Standing and
Sessional Orders of the House of Representatives, as
well as the volume on practice in the House of
Representatives that comments on those orders.
Interesting contrasts can be drawn between the
Standing and Sessional Orders of the House of
Representatives and those of this House. For
instance, when successive divisions occur in the
House of Representatives, after the first division the
bells are rung for only 1 minute, in contrast to the
2 or 3 minutes for which the bells are rung in this

The SPEAKER - Order! I am having some
difficulty relating the honourable member's remarks
to the question of time.
Mr CLARK - As I understand the case put by
the oppOSition, Mr Speaker, it is that the limits
imposed on debate are unjustified and are a
violation of the due forms of democracy. I am
putting the point that under the Standing and
Sessional Orders of the House of Representatives,
another Australian democratic Chamber, matters
may proceed much more expeditiously and, based
on that, the case being argued by the opposition
cannot be justified.
As I said, in the House of Representatives only one
question is put before that House goes into
Committee, as distinct from the ridiculous charade
of having this House answer three questions before
doing so.
The question of transmitting legislation to the Senate
does not require a resolution of the House of
Representatives, so there is no opportunity for time
wasting. The two most notable contrasts in the
conduct of business of both places - Mr Roper - They have an agreement about time
between the parties.
Mr CLARK -If the opposition had been less
obstructive matters could have proceeded more
expeditiously in this place.
In the House of Representatives debate on the
guillotine lasts for only 20 minutes, as compared
with 1 hour in this place. Given the number of
hour-long debates on the guillotine in this place over
the past three weeks, had Standing Orders similar to
the House of Representatives Standing and Sessional
Orders applied to the conduct of business in this
place, 10 hours would have been saved, which could
have been used for constructive debate.
From my reading of Standing and Sessional Order
No. 93 of the House of Representatives orders and
the commentaries on it, there is no opportunity for
the Chair to disallow the motion for the closure:
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when the motion is moved the question must be put
forthwith.
Mr Roper - That happens here, too.
Mr CLARK - But here the motion may be
disallowed if the Chair considers that the debate
should continue. In all those respects, if the House
had been operating under the Standing and
Sessional Orders of the House of Representatives,
business would have proceeded quite smoothly
without any appearance of haste or without any
disruption and the three weeks the House has been
sitting would have allowed ample time for a
reasonable amount of debate on legislation.
I understand that in the House of Representatives
dozens of Bills are routinely guillotined each session;
yet we do not see banner headlines about a
supposed atmosphere of crisis, the impression of
which the opposition is trying to engender in this
State.
For all of those reasons I put it to the House that the
case being mounted by the opposition on this Bill
and others is grossly exaggerated and is designed to
take advantage of people who do not have a full
understanding of the operations of other Houses of
Parliament. The opposition's tactics are designed to
attract attention to arguments that would otherwise
not be worthy of consideration.
I certainly do not extol the current practices of the
House of Representatives as being the best way for
this House to conduct its business in the normal
course of events. Comments have been made that
debate has been unduly curtailed as a matter of
routine. The urgency of the government's legislative
program fully justifies the measures being taken by
the government. Like other honourable members, I
would have grave reservations if the expedition of
the past three weeks became routine. But this session
is not routine, for the reasons outlined to the House
by the Minister for Finance and others on numerous
occasions.
Victoria is in a state of financial crisis that requires
urgent action. For that reason the government is
entitled to insist on some degree of expedition in
dealing with the measures before the House. The
case being put by the opposition is grossly
exaggerated and is designed to attract to itself
sympathy it does not deserve.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer has
moved that the time allotted for debate on the Bill be
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until 5 p.m. The honourable member for Coburg has
moved that the expression "5 p.m." be omitted and
the expression 1/6 p.m." be inserted in place thereof.
The question is:
That the expression proposed to be omitted stand part
of the motion.

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):
Ayes,60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
ElIioH, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
KenneH,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiII, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr w.o.
McLelIan, Mr

Mac1ellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
PescoH, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
SteggalI, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
WeIls,Mr

Noes,26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
DolIis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kirner,Ms

Marple,Ms
MicaIlef, Mr
MildenhaIl, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
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Wilson.Mrs

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 November; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - The Bill provides one
aspect of the Tattersalls consultation measures that
the Treasurer in his Budget speech said the
government would introduce. It is significant,
particularly after the nonsense claimed by the
Minister for Finance earlier today, that the
government has not been able to get both aspects
together in the Tattersalls legislation. The Minister
referred to the need for additional moneys, but what
has the government presented to Parliament? It has
introduced a measure to provide an additional tax of
10 cents for every Tattersalls ticket purchased in
Victoria. It does not matter whether the purchaser
has plenty of money and takes an expensive entry or
whether he or she is a pensioner who takes the
minimum investment in the consultation. Both
categories of people will pay the additional 10 cents
a ticket.
Or Napthine - Do you want a discount?
Mr ROPER - The honourable member for
Portland is keen to comment on the regressive part
of the Treasurer's Tattersalls proposals but has
nothing to say about the second part that would
have provided a new game and an additional means
of gaming revenue. The honourable member will tell
the pensioners of Portland, '1t is all right to pay the
extra money" but he has done nothing to assist the
government in bringing in the legislation for Club
Keno. The government that is desperate to introduce
additional taxes has decided that the one area of
taxation which is probably the least painful in the
economic sense and which adds an additional
gaming option for Victorians is not included. The
government says it has to get the money urgently
and that is why it is ramming various measures
through the House. This is the 19th Bill that has been
guillotined during this three-week session, two more
than the number of Bills guillotined during the
previous four years.
Let us look at Club Keno, the other part of the
Tattersalls arrangement mentioned in the
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Treasurer's second-reading speech. The Treasurer
says Club Keno will produce $25 million in a full
year. Victoria would have that $25 million this
financial year, could have had that $25 million last
financial year and could have had a sum of
$9 million for the financial year before that Victoria could already have received more than
$50 million from the development of the Club Keno
game!
Instead, the then opposition used its numbers in the
Upper House to defeat the legislation providing for
the introduction of Club Keno. Having done that
two years ago when in opposition, the government
is now having internal difficulties with how quickly
it can introduce the game. Honourable members
opposite who are not acquainted with the fact
should know that the proposition in the Treasurer's
Budget speech is in virtually the same words as
were used by me two years ago - the former
government actually prepared the legislation! It is
not as though it were a case of starting from scratch
and developing new legislation; it is legislation that
was defeated by the former opposition.
It is ironic that the one piece of the Tattersalls
legislation the government will ram through is
regressive. To use a phrase coined by the honourable
member for Sunshine, it is a tax on dreams. That is
what the government will do while sloth prevents it
from introducing the new game. This legislation is a
new form of State taxation.

I should very much have appreciated being allowed
sufficient time in the House to properly analyse the
principles involved. However, because a number of
members wish to speak on the matter I do not intend
to speak as long as I believe is necessary on the Bill.
That is one of the pressures put on us in this debate
by the guillotine.
The effect of the Bill is to levy an additional tax on
everyone's Tattslotto ticket. It is not clear what effect
that move will have, particularly at the lower end of
Tattslotto wagering. The successful introduction of
electronic gaming by the former government has
resulted in significant changes in gambling and
gaming and it is difficult to know whether an
additional tax of this type will have an impact on
Tattslotto, one of the most effective methods of
assisting State revenue.
I have not really had time to consult with Tattersalls
or Tattersall agents, but I understand that the
government has given Tattersalls a commitment one it has not given to the opposition - that if this
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measure does not work and results in a reduction at
the bottom or pensioner end of wagering, it will
reconsider it. One would have thought that the
Treasurer, who has gone off to do something else
and is not even sitting in on his guillotined debate,
would have been kind enough to say in his
second-reading speech, 'We are not absolutely
certain about how this will work. If it does not work
as well as we would like, we will reconsider it".
Honourable members, Tattersall agents and others
in the community would have found that
information useful.
The opposition opposes the 10 cent tax but strongly
supports the other part of the package: the
introduction of Club Keno. We regret that the
initiative taken two years ago was not able to be put
into effect and that as a result of the government's
attitude when in opposition Victoria has lost more
than $50 million and will now lose further revenue
as a result of the sloth of the government in bringing
the legislation before Parliament.
It is interesting that while the tax on ordinary people
is to be rushed through the House the new game,
which I am pleased the government has taken up,
will not proceed at the moment because it is
obviously bogged down and is the subject of some
kind of discussions.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - This is a tax on dreams
from any perspective; in particular, it is a greater tax
on the dreams of some people than it is on the
dreams of others. It is a tax on the ordinary punter
who has a flutter once a week in the hope that he or
she will be able to payoff the mortgage or clean up
debts.
I am told that the profile of people who place wagers
on Tattslotto on a regular basis reveals that usually
they are not the people who are regular punters on
the TAB. In fact, many are elderly women who
perceive having a flutter on Tattslotto as part of the
weekly shopping ritual and who do not really
associate it with gambling in the way that other
forms of gambling are generally perceived in the
community. Many of those people would not dream
of going into a TAB. We are talking about a
particular class of people.
It is the dream of hundreds of thousands, even
millions of people who on a weekly basis take out a
Tattslotto ticket, that all their financial problems will
be solved when they purchase that coupon. The way
this tax is levied, as spelt out by the honourable
member for Coburg, is regressive because it taxes
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the battler and the pensioner. It taxes people who
are doing it hard, who see Tattslotto as an
opportunity in one Quickpick or by buying one
coupon of solving their problems and making for
themselves a better life, of giving realisation to their
dreams. This measure taxes those people in exactly
the same way as it taxes the Minister for Health,
who is at the table - Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr BAKER - Most of them don't, and you know
it! Mr Deputy Speaker, this measure taxes those
people in the same way as it taxes you or that it
taxes the millionaire in Toorak. Where is the equity
and efficacy in that sort of proposition?
Other elements of the legislation bother me. I have
already expressed my concern about the fact that we
have had so little time to analyse this new form of
coupon tax. The investigations I have been able to
make reveal that this type of tax is not common
anywhere else in the world and is not applied even
in Las Vegas.
There is a need for the broader community to think
about how the tax will be applied and what its effect
will be. No process is in place to put the legislation
in different words from the words used by the
honourable member for Coburg. No sensitivity
analysis has been undertaken to determine what
effect the measure will have on the total gaming
pool and on the total investment in Tattslotto.
Tattslotto is important for Victoria. I note that the
Minister for Health, who is at the table, is not the
Minister handling this Bill. However, the sting frOOl
Tattslotto operations is some 36 cents in the $1,
which goes directly to hospitals and charities. ThE
difference between Victoria and New South Wales is
the level raised from equivalent forms of taxation on
equivalent forms of gambling; New South Wales
raises $200 million whereas Victoria's coffers receve
some $320 million. I have not had a chance to talk to
Tattslotto, but I believe it is concerned that this
breaks down one of its long-held traditional ratios of
how much is returned to the people. Its hard and
fast principle, which may well have been establisied
by George Adams, is that 60 per cent of the pot g(es
back to the investors, those who have taken out
tickets.
Or Napthine interjected.
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Mr BAKER - The honourable member for
Portland misses the point, that is, that when one
puts in the 10 cents it reduces the pot.
Or Napthine - No, it doesn't.
Mr BAKER - It does, it reduces the proportion
of the amount of money people are putting in to
below the 60 per cent. The honourable member
should go away and do his sums; it is a simple
ma thema tical proposition.
Tattslotto will be concerned about that reduction.
For instance, the cost of a Quickpick game increases
from $3.95 to $4.05 so there is an increase of about 1
cent a game. The pot is still held the same for the
investors but they have put in an extra 10 cents to
the pool and no longer will 60 per cent of the pot be
available to them in returns. That proposition
requires only some basic numeracy.
The honourable member for Coburg also remarked
on the absence of Keno. If it is so urgent and useful,
and given that the Treasurer signalled it in exactly
the same words as those proposed by the
honourable member for Coburg two years ago, it
should already be before Parliament. How is the
government to give effect to the Treasurer's
proposition in the mini-Budget statement that there
would be a Keno game if it has not been brought
before Parliament?
The opposition would like to know the
government's intentions. Maybe it is another
example of the mismanagement we have seen in the
past three weeks in the measures that have been
brought before Parliament. One can shoot holes
through most of the Bills. Here is another example of
an ill-conceived, off-the-top-of-the-head, ad hoc
proposition floated in an attempt to grab some
money. That should give the community a sense of
foreboding about the style of this government: it is
flat, extremely regressive and hits hard at those who
can least afford to pay the piper.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - The first issue
I raise is the rationale for the new tax. The two

central points made by the Treasurer in the
second-reading speech were that the new provision
was announced in the 28 October mini-Budget and
that in the type of impost to be made some
consideration was given to the effect of the impost
on higher value Tatts tickets rather than lower value
Tatts tickets, therefore there were certain exemptions
in the type of Tatts tickets that were picked.

For a new tax I would have thought that was a fairly
slender justification. If the government identified
that the funds required should come from gambling,
what rationale is there for this choice of the 10 cents
Tatts ticket plus the soccer pools? An examination of
the performance of the various types of gambling
income reveals that the types selected are not in
good shape. Of a total increase of 5.77 per cent in
gambling turnover in 1991-92, 1.75 per cent came
from Tattslotto. That came almost entirely from the
Saturday Tattslotto as distinct from the mid-week
Tattslotto which has had a static performance.
In the financial year to the end of September
turnover in Tattslotto is down 3.35 per cent and the
market share has dropped to 12.7 per cent from the
14 per cent of the previous month. It appears even to
the casual observer that Tattslotto is being
outstripped in its market growth by the new forms
of gambling coming onto the market. Soccer pools
are in dreadful shape with a more than 20 per cent
reduction in turnover last year and a further 10 per
cent reduction in the first quarter of this financial
year.
If we are to keep milking these cash cows for

additional funds we need to make sure they are in
reasonably robust condition and an argument can be
mounted that they are carrying a heavy burden. As
the honourable member for Sunshine said, the 60 per
cent return to the investor from Tattslotto reflects
poorly when compared with the 86 or 87 per cent
return from the Totalizator Agency Board gaming
machines. We have picked a heavily burdened cash
cow.
If one examines the different forms of gambling one

finds that with an increase of almost 5 per cent
during 1991-92 and already a 12 per cent increase in
the first quarter of this year, the off-course TAB is
performing among the best. Indeed, when you
consider placing a further impost on that form, you
find that it already represents more than 45 per cent
of the total gambling market - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
honourable member to resume his seat. The time
allocated for the remaining stages of this Bill has
now expired. I therefore put the question:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 59
Ashley, Mr

McNamara, Mr
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Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill, Mrs (Teller)
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr (Teller)
Mac1ellan, Mr

Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopou!os, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopou!os, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or (Teller)
Wilson, Mrs (Teller)

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.
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Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I declare this Bill
to be an urgent Bill, and I move:

That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 58
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
Mac1ellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or (Teller)
Wilson, Mrs (Teller)
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Mr STOCK DALE (Treasurer) - I move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 6.20 p.m. this day.

Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) -On the question
of time, Mr Speaker, before this House passes a Bill
that delegates power to State-owned enterprises in a
way that has parallels with the enabling Bill that was
passed in Germany in 1934, it should allow proper
time for debate. Those who do not learn from
history are condemned to repeat its errors. It is
necessary that this House have adequate time in
which to debate the Bill so that honourable members
can fully understand its implications, which are
breathtakingly wide by any yardstick. The Bill was
acknowledged by the Treasurer in his press release
of 11 November as a major Bill that will provide a
catalyst in overhauling the State's major enterprises.
To inform the House that it will have only an hour
to debate the Bill is a fraud and is totally
unacceptable.
More time is needed to resolve uncertainties about
the Bill and to explain its contents not only to the
House but to members of the community.
Uncertainty is bad for consumer confidence. The
way in which the government has rushed Bills
through this House has led to a great deal of
uncertainty and to a drop in consumer confidence,
which will adversely affect the State's welfare. The
government needs to realise the damage it is doing
to Victoria.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale should direct
his comments specifically to the question of time.
Mr THOMSON - More time is needed to allow
the community to understand the contents of the Bill
and to ensure that any uncertainty is resolved. It is
not possible to justify a I-hour debate on a Bill as far
reaching as the State Owned Enterprises Bill. For
that reason I move:
That the expression "6.20 p.m." be omitted with the
view of inserting in place thereof "12 midnight".

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On the question of
time, Mr Deputy Speaker, the time allotted for
debate on the Bill is an insult to the House. I shall
find it difficult to explain to my electors why debate
on a Bill as vital as this was restricted to 1 hour. It
makes a mockery of one of Parliament's primary
purposes, which is to scrutinise Bills and to ensure
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that the views of those affected are taken into
account.
The Bill is important and deserves detailed
consideration. The Bill is one of a collage of Bills -it
would make more sense to describe it as one of a
matrix of Bills - that will come back to haunt the
government because the House has not been given
sufficient time to scrutinise their contents and to go
through them clause by clause to flesh out their
implications. I am sure that this Bill, like all the other
Bills in'troduced by the government, has holes in it.
Mr Weideman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - There's no argument about
that.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Frankston is out of his place
and disorderly and should be ignored. The
honourable member for Morwell should direct his
remarks to the question of time and ignore
disorderly interjections.
Mr HAMILTON - I thank the Chair for its
protection. The time allotted for debate on the Bill is
disappointing. The Bill provides that the future of
.State-owned enterprises will be determined by their
benefits to the public. Under the Bill Parliament may
never be able to examine whether decisions made
about State-owned enterprises are demonstrably in
the public interest.
I will not waste the time of other honourable
members who want to debate the substance of the
Bill. But I protest against the short time being given
to the House to debate its contents.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer
has moved that the time allotted for the remaining
stages of the Bill be until 6.20 p.m. this day. The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale has moved an
amendment to delete the expression "6.20 p.m." and
insert the expression "12 midnight". Those
honourable members who support the amendment
moved by the honourable member for Pascoe Vale
should vote no. The question is:
That the expression proposed to be omitted stand part
of the motion.

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):
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Ayes, 58
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
EllioH,Mrs
Finn, Mr (Tel/er)
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
\1cArthur, Mr
\1cGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
\1cLellan, Mr
\1aclellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr (Tel/er)
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
\ndrianopoulos, Mr
3aker, Mr
Jatchelor, Mr
:oghill, Or
:ole, Mr
:unningham, Mr
)ollis, Mr
;arbutt, Mrs
laermeyer, Mr
familton, Mr
~ennan, Mr
:imer, Ms
.eighton, Mr
oney, Mr

Marple, Ms (Teller)
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhal\, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Tel/er)
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

\mendment negatived.
-lotion agreed to.
>rder of the Day read for resumption of debate.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! As the
statement of intention has been made
'ursuant to section 81 of the Constitution Act 1975, I
~quired
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am of the opinion that the second reading of this Bill
requires to be passed by an absolute majority.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 November; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - The Bill is
another in a long line of Bills that will create jobs for
Victorians: this Bill will create jobs for the
Parliamentary draftsmen. The only action the
government has taken to generate jobs is the armada
of poorly drafted Bills floating down the river. In
some cases the Bills have had to be amended by
dozens of amendments. The meaning of many
provisions are unclear. The government has the
same problems with this Bill as with its
predecessors: no consultation with the opposition;
no evidence of process; no evidence that customers
or consumers have been involved in its preparation;
and no evidence that interest groups have been
consulted.
A Bill that affects so many people would normally
lie over for the recess to give everyone the
opportunity of commenting on it, but this
government is in such a hurry that it makes the
former Whitlam Federal government look positively
lazy.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMSON -It is true, and look how long
the Whitlam government lasted. Adequate time has
not been provided. No evidence has been advanced
as to why the government's package is so urgent. In
a press release issued last Wednesday, the
government said the Bill is the first step in a process
that will be implemented over the next four years. It
suggested that a detailed privatisation program will
be developed and implemented over the next four
years. If that is so, there is no need for the indecent
haste with which the Bill has been introduced. The
government's bull-in-the-china-shop approach is
damaging Victoria's social fabric.
The Bill represents a Trojan Horse for privatisation
that invites Parliament to surrender its remaining
power to control the destiny of State-owned
enterprises by transferring it to the executive. The
Bill provides the government with the power to sell
off any of its statutory authorities without coming
back to Parliament for further approval. It is a
disgraceful example of Parliament being asked to
surrender its position as the custodian of
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State-owned assets. If the legislation is passed
Parliament may have no further role to play in
determining the future ownership of these
authorities.
I draw that conclusion for many reasons. Clause 3 of
the Bill defines "State owned enterprise" as a State
business corporation, which is further defined as "a
statutory corporation declared by Order in Council
under section 17 to be a State business corporation".
"State owned company" is defined as "a company
declared by Order in Council under section 66 to be
a State owned company". "Statutory corporation" is
defined as a body corporate or a State body as
established by clause 14.
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in a wholly owned subsidiary. That is the worst kind
of privatisation.
The government is seeking a blank cheque to
privatise without having the courtesy of informing
Parliament of its intentions or even beginning to
make out a case for what it wants to do. Most people
these days would recognise that the ideolOgically
driven extremes, on the one hand that everything
should be done by government and on the other
hand that everything should be done by the market,
are both wrong. The situation in any case depends
on the facts and the circumstances of the authority
or enterprise concerned and requires a case-by-case
analysis.

Clauses 60 to 64 provide that the Governor in
Council may declare statutory corporations to be
converting bodies. The memorandum and articles
provide for a converting body to adopt nominated
share capital divided into $1 shares so that it can
ultimately be declared a State-owned company
under clause 66. As a company limited by shares
under Division 3 of Part 2.2 of the Corporations Law
of Victoria either the assets of the company or its
shares may be sold off; that is, a State-owned
company may be privatised.

What needs to be considered in deciding whether
any public authority, agency or activity ought to be
in public or private hands is the question of public
interest and benefit. The Treasurer acknowledged
tha t in March of this year in a speech to a conference
on corporatisation when he referred to the
importance of public benefit. The Treasurer said:

The only limitation to this appears to be set out in
Schedule 1 where clause 4 of Part B provides that a
company must not sell or dispose of the main
undertaking as specified by the shareholders of the
company or of any of its subsidiaries unless
approved by a special resolution.

The opposition does not disagree with that.
However, the determination of public interest and
benefit must remain with Parliament and not be
shunted off to some back room filled with private
sector consultants seeking to make a fast buck. We
have had enough of the white-shoe brigade. This
State, like other States and countries, suffered dearly
at their hands during the 1980s and I appeal to the
House not to bring that brigade back.

Clauses 5 and 6 of the schedule provide further
reference to a special resolution of the company.
That appears to be the only restriction on moving
towards privatisation. The special resolution of
shareholders is not defined in the Bill, but the advice
I have is that it is simply a resolution for which there
is 21 days notice and shareholders are defined in
clause 67 as the nominees of the State, a statutory
corporation, or a State-owned company, as the
Treasurer directs in writing. In effect the
shareholders are beholden to the government; so,
the government decides. The essential point is that
the matter does not have to come back to Parliament.
A similar ability to sell off assets or privatise without
further reference to Parliament may also be
contained in section 9, which deals with what are
described as reorganising bodies. That section
provides the Treasurer with the power to direct a
reorganising body to sell assets, including its shares

The Victorian coalition's policies are concentrated on
public benefit because we believe that, ultimately, the
most important question is 'Who wins?".

The Bill has an extraordinarily broad ambit and
prescribes a range of things that may be done to
statutory corporations.
Mr COOPER (Morning ton) -On a point of
order, Mr Deputy Speaker, it is apparent to me, and
probably also to you, that since he began his
contribution the honourable member for Pascoe Vale
has spent virtually all of his time looking down at
what is clearly a prepared speech. The honourable
member is clearly reading his speech and I request
that you ask him to desist from doing that and to
contribute in the normal way.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! On the point
of order, I have been observing the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale. He does appear to have
copious notes but he has maintained Significant eye
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contact with the Chair, which would indicate that he
is using both his notes and his own well of
knowledge, if I can call it that. I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr THOMSON - I thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. I am referring to notes. Any honourable
member who, after enduring the late sittings of the
past week, can give an extempore speech solely on
memory has something on me.
The ambit of the Bill is extraordinarily broad. The
Bill prescribes a range of things that can be done to
statutory corporations, including the selling of
shares in them and the selling of their assets; that is,
privatisation.
A statutory corporation is a body established
pursuant to a statute. All honourable members
would expect a Bill like this to contemplate
organisations such as the State Electricity
Commission, the Gas and Fuel Corporation of
Victoria, Melbourne Water and so on. However, in
this Bill the government is enabling itself to go much
further in respect of which organisations may be
affected. For example, bodies in the arts field include
the Victorian Art Centre Trust, the Council of the
Museum of Victoria, the National Gallery of
Victoria, Film Victoria and the Geelong Performing
Arts Centre Trust, any or all of which could be
privatised under the Bill.
Statutory corporations in the conservation and
environment area include the Zoological Board of
Victoria, which runs the zoo, the Sir Colin
Mackenzie Zoological Park at Healesville and the
Werribee Zoological Park. A facility like the zoo
could be privatised.
Even the Environment Protection Authority could
conceivably be run privately via the use of fines and
licence fees, although such a situation would cause
massive conflicts of interest. Other bodies that could
be privatised are the Port of Melbourne Authority,
the Port of Geelong AuthOrity and the Port of
Portland Authority. I will return to deal with those
bodies later.
Statutory corporations in the field of energy and
minerals include the Coal Corporation of Victoria as
well as the State Electricity Commission, the Gas
and Fuel Corporation of Victoria and other bodies.
Bodies falling within the responSibility of the
Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing are the
Totalizator Agency Board, the Harness Racing Board
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and the National Tennis Centre Trust. Any or all of
those bodies would come within the scope of the Bill
if it were passed and could be privatised without
further reference to Parliament or without a further
opportunity being provided for Parliament to
consider the implications of such a move.
Other statutory corporations include the Alpine
Resorts Commission, the Local Authorities
Superannuation Board and the Victorian Accident
Rehabilitation Council.
Bodies within the responsibility of the Minister for
Natural Resources include Melbourne Water, the
Rural Water Commission and t1:te non-metropolitan
water boards in the Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong and
Latrobe regions, river management authorities,
catchment management authorities and so on. I
wonder whether government members, particularly
those who represent rural electorates, have
considered or discussed the implications of this
proposal with their constituents.
Bodies for which the Attorney-General has
responsibility include the State Trustees and, until
last night, the Law Reform Commission, which has
been dealt with under separate legislation.
Statutory corporations in the transport area include
the Grain Elevators Board, the Marine Board, the
Roads Corporation, the Public Transport
Corporation and the Transport Accident
Commission.
In the emergency services area we have the Country
Fire Authority, the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board
and even the Victoria Police. In other States the
police have established a revenue-raising capacity
beyond radar and so on. Other bodies include the
Victorian Prison Industries Commission, the
Residential Tenancies Tribunal, the Small Claims
Tribunal and the Travel Agents Licensing AuthOrity.
That is by no means a complete list of statutory
authorities; there are probably hundreds of
authorities established pursuant to statute in
Victoria, although the revenue-raising capacity of
many of those authorities is not immediately
obvious.
Given the scope and implications of the Bill, and the
fact that its ambit is so extraordinarily broad, a
strong case needs to be made for rushing it through
in the way the government seeks to do. No such case
has been established.
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The Treasurer's news release of a couple of days ago
states:
There will be no fire sale. The government will
approach reform of State-owned enterprise sector in an
orderly and constructive manner in consultation with
the enterprises to ensure that the State receives a
maximum retum for its investment.

That is a noble sentiment. I do not think the
opposition has any difficulty with the approach set
out in that paragraph but one wonders why the Bill
is needed now. I suggest it is simply to remove the
real action in the area of State-owned enterprises
from Parliamentary scrutiny.
The second major area of concern relates to
accountability. Clause 90, which is tucked away on
page 42 of a 45-page Bill and was not referred to in
either the Treasurer's second-reading speech or his
press release of 11 November, provides:
(1)

A State owned enterprise(a) that, but for this sub-section, would be a
prescribed authority within the meaning of
the Freedom of Information Act 1982; and
(b) that is prescribed for the purposes of this
sub-section is to be taken not to be a prescribed authority

within the meaning of that Act.

The government is giving itself the capacity to
exempt any State-owned enterprise from the
operation of the Freedom of Information Act, and
this is the single greatest attack on the freedom of
information legislation since it was introduced by
the Cain government in 1982. Yet it is not even
referred to in the Treasurer's second-reading speech
or in his press release that accompanied the Bill.
As to the question of whether the justification exists
for exempting State-owned enterprises from
freedom of information, I direct the attention of the
House to the review carried out by the Legal and
Constitutional Committee and its report in
November 1989. That committee expressly
canvassed the issue of whether there should be what
are described as agency exemptions. After hearing
much evidence on the point the committee said that
as a matter of principle the freedom of information
legislation should apply to all agencies funded from
consolidated revenue and to any other agency
established for a public purpose in which the
government has a significant financial or controlling
interest. It said that any problems which freedom of
information caused for the operation of a
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State-owned enterprise should be dealt with on the
basis of specific exemptions for kinds of documents
such as the exemptions for commercial
confidentiality.
The committee had no problem with an exemption
for commercial confidentiality but it did not accept
that whole agencies should be exempt from the Act
and it also said that it did not accept that the
diSCipline of the market could provide an alternative
form of accountability. It said that in many respects
the marketplace provided less rather than more
accountability for commercially competitive
agencies.
Its final recommendation on this point was that
there should be no exemptions by agencies under
the Freedom of Information Act. Yet the Bill is a
wholesale licence for State-owned enterprises to
front up and have themselves excluded from the
operation of that Act. The then opposition members
of the Legal and Constitutional Committee at that
time, the honourable members for Doncaster, Glen
Waverley and Murray Valley, who signed that
report and said they opposed agency exemptions,
are now exposed as hypocrites and frauds if they
vote in favour of this measure.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The word
"hypocrites" is unparliamentary and I ask the
honourable member to withdraw it.
Mr THOMSON - I withdraw the expression,
Mr Deputy Speaker. The community can draw its

own conclusions about the conduct of people who
vote in favour of this Bill after having signed their
names to the report of the Legal and Constitutional
Committee in 1989. It is an outrageous backdoor
gutting of freedom of information legislation which
is being done on the sly. It could easily lead to a
whole range of bodies such as the State Electricity
Commission, the Gas and Fuel Corporation,
Melbourne Water, the rural water authorities and
many others being removed from the Act.
Similarly there is a potential exemption contained in
the Bill from the operation of the Ombudsman Act.
Once again the Governor in Council has been given
power to order an exemption from the Ombudsman
Act, so that State-owned enterprises need not be
subject to that Act. The right of Victorians to go to
the Ombudsman if they are aggrieved by the
activities of a State-owned enterprise will be taken
from them. That important right has been available
to all Victorians and the power to grant exemption
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from it represents a substantial lessening of the
accountability of State-owned enterprises.
Similarly clause 90(3) will enable exemption from
the regulatory impact statements of the Subordinate
Legislation Act. For those who are not familiar with
it, the purpose of the Act is to ensure that
regulations, by-laws and so on which have the force
of law are not passed without some form of
Parliamentary scrutiny.
I was a member of the Subordinate Legislation
Committee, which was always concerned about
measures that evaded the scrutiny and the reach of
the Subordinate Legislation Act. If the government is
serious about establishing a scrutiny of Bills
committee, this Bill is exactly the sort of measure
that should be referred to it so the implications of
exemption from regulatory impact statements can be
considered by that committee.
The next major area of concern is the proposal for
reorganising bodies. Clause 8 gives the Governor in
Council the power to remove members of a body
declared to be a reorganising body and gives a wide
range of powers to the government in that
circumstance to appoint new members, to change
the number of members, to dismiss the former
members and to be relieved of the obligation to
compensate them. This provides a clear power to the
government to establish boards and it appears to
have been expressly introduced for that purpose.
I suggest the government needs to be more patient.
It is a bull-in-the-china-shop attitude which has been
damaging to confidence. It has already led to

increases in unemployment and a drop in consumer
confidence. That attitude needs to change and, in
this example, the government should wait until
board positions become vacant before it decides to
rush in with its own favourite sons and daughters.
This is a thinly disguised plan for wholesale political
board appointments. There is already a process laid
down for board appointments and the government
should observe it.
The impact of this legislation on rural areas needs to
be pointed out and country members need to
examine the Bill to establish whether rural water
boards, liver management boards and so on are
being considered. Any board that has rating or
charging powers is potentially in private sector
hands or, in other circumstances, faces the mirroring
of private sector practices, full cost recovery and
user pays.
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This is very much a "trust me" Bill. Before the
election the Liberal Party asked the electorate to
trust it. In a leaflet that was distributed very widely
throughout Victoria - Mr Cooper - It won a lot of votes!
Mr THOMSON - It may have done that but it is
the government's responsibility to live up to the
expectations it generated with the leaflet. In the
leaflet the coalition parties said that if they were
elected to government they would allow
privatisation only where a public benefit is secured.
They downplayed privatisation; it was hidden well
down in the list of things the coalition was interested
in. No doubt the coalition is aware of opinion
polling on this issue. Research that is available to the
opposition suggests strong public resistance to
privatisation and that the community is far from
convinced - Mr Mac1ellan interjected.
Mr THOMSON - I am talking about public
opinion on privatisation. The public is far from
convinced that privatisation is the way to go.
Mr Mac1ellan - What about Loy Yang B?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Minister
is being unnecessarily provocative. The honourable
member for Pascoe Vale, without assistance.
Mr THOMSON - The former government
retained a controlling interest in the Loy Yang B
power station. This government is asking the
Parliament to trust it. The opposition is not prepared
to do that. The Bill will allow significant potential for
corruption or simple misjudgment in the disposal of
public sector assets.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr THOMSON -If you want me to talk about
Tricontinental - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale will direct his
comments through the Chair and they will be
relevant to the Bill.
Mr THOMSON - Yes, Mr Deputy Speaker.
Tricontinental remains a State-owned enterprise and
if more time were available I would be only too
happy to tell the Parliament more of its history and
its fate.

STATE OWNED ENTERPRISES BILL

Friday. 13 November 1992
_.

ASSEMBLY

945

----~---~--------

Privatisation in the United Kingdom proceeded with
great haste and very little community input. The
legislation was guillotined through the Parliament
and the value of the shares leapfrogged overnight.
At the end of the first day's trading shares in water
companies had increased by 46 per cent and shares
in electricity distribution companies by 51 per cent.
It was a fire sale at bargain basement prices. The
British government effectively donated $1.5 billion
from the sale of water authorities to assist the newly
privatised water companies with their capital
investment program.

Speaker, I ask the honourable member to make that
document available to the House at the completion
of his speech. I have no doubt that he would have
done so but I remind him that the other evening he
promised to provide me with a document from
which he quoted but which he has not yet given me.
I remind him of the proprieties of those
undertakings.

The opposition is not prepared to trust this
government because of concerns that the social
interests and functions of State-owned enterprises
and various environmental objectives may be
neglected. Honourable members may recall that in
the bad old days there was competition between the
State Electricity Commission and the Gas and Fuel
Corporation. It has been greatly diminished in recent
years but it is difficult to envisage those bodies as
being privatised because they must fit in with the
community's desire to see resources conserved
rather than wasted. One has to say to a body, ''You
are being run as a private sector body along
commercial lines but we do not want you to sell
your product because it is not necessarily in the
public interest that that should occur".

Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - Yes. In respect
of the document from which I quoted the other
evening, Hansard asked for the original and
returned it to me yesterday. I am happy to make
both documents available.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Minister
would like the document to be made available. Is the
honourable member prepared to do that?

Public sector enterprises have served the community
well and the case for massive change has simply not
been made out.
As is the case with the industrial relations measures,
the changes brought about by the government have
now put that at risk. The government has not
established the need for the massive change to
public sector enterprises that it has proposed. How
many constituents come to your office, Mr Deputy
Speaker, suggesting the need for action on
State-owned enterprises, or the introduction of this
Bill? In politics it is important not to fall for one's
own propaganda, but that is what the government
has done. The government is introducing
uncertainty and is attacking an imaginary crisis in
public sector enterprises.

The environmental consciousness of a body like
Melbourne Water has greatly improved over the
past 10 years, and that is the direction in which we
need to go. We need to meet things like the Toronto
goal, to which Victoria is committed, of a 20 per cent
red uction in carbon dioxide emissions by the year
2005. Recently the State Electricity Commission
referred to a wind farm project being developed in
South Gippsland to help Victoria's bid to have
cleaner air by the year 2000. That initiative will cost
about $25 million to build and $300000 a year to
operate. The opposition welcomes it, but whether
this kind of initiative will be able to continue in the
context of this Bill is debatable. The Electricity Supply
Magazine of October this year refers to the electricity
industry's responsibility to assist in developing
ecologically sustainable development and to address
the greenhouse issue. It says that if externalities are
factored into the cost of energy generation and use
we will see some presently uneconomic conversion
technologies becoming viable options. Once again, it
is difficult to see this kind of interest and initiative
remaining if the changes the Bill outlines take place.

The performance of State-owned enterprises stands
up to independent scrutiny. The Transport Accident
Commission, for example, had a $500 million
bottom-line profit for 1991-92. The previous year it
returned 13.7 per cent on investments. Many of the
State-owned enterprises that are being targeted for
either change or privatisation are performing well.

Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - On a point of order, Mr Deputy

In the mind of the government, State-owned
enterprises are damned if they do and damned if

At pages 302 to 308, the Nicholls report shows that
the SEC, the Gas and Fuel Corporation and
Melbourne Water are performing well and returning
dividends. It states that the SEC has reduced its
employees from 21700 in 1978 to 14 BOO. The Gas
and Fuel Corporation has reduced its staffing levels
from 5900 to 4800, and Melbourne Water has
reduced its staff from 7300 to 5000.
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they don't. If they perform well, as is the case with
the Transport Accident Commission, they become
potential targets for privatisation. However, if they
do not perform so well they are regarded as
inefficient.
Evidence produced by the electricity supply
industry shows that, of countries that are members
of the Organisation for Economic Development and
Cooperation, Australia has the third lowest average
electricity price and a growing share of
electricity-intensive production. The Business
Council of Victoria is supportive of the electricity
industry. The Electricity Supply Association believes
the perception of its industry is often not flattering,
but that until the industry develops national and
international benchmarking, bases the performance
of every utility on world-best practice and either
acknowledges or refutes unflattering comparisons,
the current pressures and perceptions will remain. It
is regrettable that the government talks down the
electricity industry to justify the changes it is
proposing, but they are not in the best interests of
the industry.
Mr S. J. Plowman - The interests of the
consumer are paramount.
Mr THOMSON - There is no evidence that
consumers have had any say in the changes
proposed. The importance of jobs to the Victorian
economy is stressed by the government. It is fair to
say that Victoria's statutory authorities need to be
competitive and need to have appropriate staffing
levels. However, there is concern about the extent of
job reduction. I direct the attention of honourable
members to an article by Tim Colebatch in the Age,
which refers to cuts in public sector employee levels
and says that while workers continue to fear losing
their jobs a vicious circle will trap us in a long
recession for which there is no parallel except the
1930s.

There is a great deal of concern about the Bill. The
government has suggested that changes to large
enterprises such as the SEC would be referred to
Parliament but that assets could simply be sold off.
That is clearly open to abuse. I seek assurances from
the Treasurer that the Bill will not be used to
privatise State-owned assets and that Parliament
will be given the opportunity of scrutinising the
Treasurer's proposals on a case-by-case basis.
The Bill contains no reference to public sector equal
opportunity legislation, but the Treasurer's previous
statements indicate that he regards that as
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inappropriate. I seek a guarantee that the public
sector policy legislation will continue to apply in this
area.
The legislation empowers the Treasurer to establish
special investigations and to commission reports.
Any time the Treasurer needs a report or a special
investigation he will be able to appoint someone to
undertake it. That amounts to open slather for
consultants, and they will be only too happy to take
up those opportunities.
The Bill does not refer specifically to government
minimum service standards such as access,
disconnections, quality standards and so on. I could
continue to discuss many aspects of the Bill if I had
the time. The opposition will not support the
legislation because it amounts to a blank cheque. We
are being asked to buy a pig in a poke, and it is not
acceptable for Parliament to surrender its authority
in that way.
The legislation amounts to the greatest attack on the
freedom of information legislation since that
legislation was originally introduced. It sets up a
mechanism for the wholesale politicisation of the
boards of public authorities and contains a host of
other weaknesses and omissions. It is an ideological
experiment on Victoria's statutory authorities and
we will be the guinea pigs.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The time
allotted for the second-reading stage of the Bill has
expired. The question is:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

House divided on motion:
Ayes,56
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr

Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs (Teller)
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.

STATE OWNED ENTERPRISES BILL

ASSEMBLY

Friday, 13 November 1992
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr (Teller)
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCilI,Mrs
McCrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr
Mac1ellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr

Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Co le, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner, Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Tel/er)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
WiIson,Mrs

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Is leave
granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading?

Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
]enkins,Mr
John,Mr
Kennett,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCiO,Mrs
McCrath, Mr W. O.
McLellan,Mr
Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:

Committed.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 55
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Ooyle, Mr (Teller)

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr (TeUer)
Perrin,Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.

Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill,Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - Leave is refused.

That this Bill be committed; that this Bill be now
committed; and that the Deputy Speaker do leave the
chair.
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Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Committee
Clauses 1 to 92 and schedule
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The time allotted for
the consideration of the Committee stage of the Bill
has expired. The question is:
That clauses 1 to 92 and the schedule be agreed to.

Committee divided on question:

Ayes, 55
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Parerson, Mr
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Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs (Tellu)
Finn,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
MeArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
MeLellan,Mr
Madellan, Mr
MeNamara,Mr

Pemn, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulieh,Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr (Tellu)
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batehelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr
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Marple, Ms (Tellu)
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Tellu)
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Clauses and schedule agreed to.
Reported to House without amendment.

Third reading
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! As the
required statement of intention has been made
pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act
1975, I am of the opinion that the third reading of
this Bill requires to be passed by an absolute
majority.

That this Bill be now read a third time.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 56
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs (Tellu)
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
Madellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr (Teller)
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill,Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr (Tellu)
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Tellu)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites,Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Sitting suspended from 6.55 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.

Mr STOCK DALE (Treasurer) - I move:
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Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
declare that this Bill is an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 58
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Oean,Mr
Ooyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude. Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGilI, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F. (Teller)
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr (Teller)
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
GarbuU, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms

Marple, Ms (Teller)
Micallef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz,Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan, Or
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Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as
follows:
(a) for the second-reading stage of the Bill until 9 p.m.
this day; and
(b) for the remaining stages of the Bill until 12.15 a.m.

next occurring.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On the question of
time, Mr Speaker, above all the legislation that has
been brought before the House in the past three
weeks, there is a special case for debate on this Bill
to be extremely long so that people can consider it.
This is the most pernicious example of the style of
the new government. It is a taxation measure of a
kind that has not been seen here or in this country in
our history. It is a particular kind of pernicious,
retrospective flat tax that will heap an unfair,
regressive burden upon the poor, pensioners and
young families battling to payoff their homes. It is
imposed on the people who can least afford to pay.
It is absolutely absurd to suggest that Parliament
should be left only 1 hour in which to debate the
main substance of the Bill and then several hours
after that to debate some amendments proposed by
the government because the heat has been ~me~
up. The opposition knows the government 18 feel~g
the heat. The community is really angry about this.

Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, it is irrelevant whether the heat is on the
government. I put it that the honourable member for
Sunshine must speak to the question of time.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine was building an argument on
the question of time. At this point I shall not rule
him out of order, but I caution him that he must
stick within the bounds of time, as he well knows.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - This measure amplifies
in the public mind more clearly than any other
measure that has come before the House in the last
black three weeks the sense of disquiet at the style
and lack of caring of this government.
The SPEAKER - Order! Style and caring the
honourable member may not canvass, time he must.

STATE DEFICIT LEVY BILL
950

ASSEMBLY

Mr BAKER - That is why above all other
legislation that has been crunched through this
House this measure should be given time for
adequate, honest, reasoned, rigorous and caring
consideration.
We will all have to live with this stain against us
well beyond the time of this debate. It is a foul
measure, which has excited the anger of the
community on a wide scale. The opposition needs
more than a token gesture of 1 hour in which to
consider the ramifications of the measure and the
possibility of alternatives. It may be possible to find
a way of handling even this measure with a degree
of caring and fairness that will be accepted by the
community at large. I do not believe there is such a
solution. Members of the opposition and
government backbenchers should be allowed
sufficient time to give the House some indication of
the sort of reaction all members of Parliament have
experienced at their electorate offices, in the street
and within their families. This is a heinous measure.
The Bill has little to commend it. It is born out of a
political strategy that attempts to suggest that of
itself it is a solution to the State's problems. We need
time to be able to see it for what it is, to analyse it,
and to take it apart. We need time to consider
opportunities for raiSing tax other than this
pernicious measure.
Some aspects of the Bill warrant more consideration
than others. I do not want to give my usual
dissertation about measures that add burdens to the
people and the need under the Westminster system
to make time available - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine will have ample opportunity
during the second-reading debate, when I shall call
him!
Mr BAKER - I would be delighted to take that
opportunity, Mc Speaker, but there will not be much
time. Certainly there will not be as much time as I
would like! Apart from that, the Bill foists a yoke
upon people who can least afford to bear it,
particularly in this time of grave recession. But I will
address that issue when the opportunity becomes
available.
The many reasons why we need extra time include
the fact that for the first time the head of power that
is available in our tier of government to force
another tier of government to become its tax
collector is to be implemented - -
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine is taxing the patience of the
Chair; he is going to the brink time and again. I ask
him to come back to the question of time.
Mr BAKER - We need more time. This is a new
concept that is unfair to Parliament and unfair to the
people. All honourable members know that the
taking up of new ideas requires time. When fresh
ideas are put into effect it takes a while for all of us
to get across them. That is certainly true for the
community at large, who need to chew over the
ramifica tions.
The manner in which the levy is to be collected is so
new that we need time to go out among the
community - certainly much more time than has
been granted - to ask the people how they feel
about it.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr BAKER - I understand that on Channel 7
tonight people were asked what they thought of the
proceedings in this Parliament over the past three
weeks - and you want to hear what they said!
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine may not reflect on the
proceedings of Parliament or quote anyone else's
reflections on the proceedings of Parliament. I ask
him to come back to the question of time.
Mr BAKER - It was a discrete observation! That
is what happened. We need more time to talk to
local government, to talk to the community and, in
particular, to talk to the people who will be most
affected.
Members of the opposition need more time to talk to
members on the government benches to try to
persuade them to stage another backbench revolt. It
would be more than useful if that lot over there, the
oncers who have just arrived and who have not said
boo, did their duty.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, the motion in relation to time on
this Bill and on other Bills has not met the
requirements of Standing Order No. 105(a). It is the
view of the opposition that all of those motions,
including this one, are invalid. Standing Order
No. 105(a) says that what is required is:
... a further motion or motions specifying the time
which (exclusive of any adjournment or suspension of
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sitting, and notwithstanding anything contained in any
other Standing Order or any Sessional Order) shall be
allotted to all or any of the following ...

By reason of the wording in brackets it is obviously
not the intention of the Standing Order that the time
be specified by a reference to 9 o'clock or 10 o'clock
or 11 o'clock or 12.15 a.m., because one does not
know at the time of moving such a motion whether
the sitting will be suspended or how much time a
suspension of the sitting will take up.
I direct to your attention what happened the evening
before last, Mr Speaker. Without the knowledge or
expectation of either the Chair or the mover of the
motion the sitting was suspended for an indefinite
time, which was not possible to calculate prior to its
occurring.
The very reason why Standing Order No. 105(a) is
couched in the way it is, is so that "the" time
allocated, not "a" time, is a certain time - that is,
1 hour, 50 minutes, 2 hours, 3 hours or 25 hours.
That time would be absolutely certain, rather than
the specifying of "a" time. The articles are very
important. If the time allotted to debate on the Bill is
not specified and if the motion says that the time
allotted is until 9 p.m. - "a" time - if there is
another bomb threat and the sitting of the House is
suspended immediately after the carrying of the
motion and is not resumed until 9.30 p.m., the time
for debate will obviously have expired. That is why
Standing Order No. 105(a) is couched in that form.
If the form of the Standing Order is properly

followed and the time of 1 hour is allocated, it does
not matter when the suspension occurs. That is why
the article "the" appears, and that is why the drafters
of the Standing Orders have been so careful to put in
brackets the words "exclusive of any adjournment or
suspension of sitting".
Standing Order No. 105 not only means what it says,
it could hardly mean anything else. Having regard,
for instance, to the results of a poll on the television
news tonight, there may well be further concerns
expressed by the public - The SPEAKER -Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition should stick to the point of order,
which is on the question of time. I am not concerned
about polls conducted anywhere.
Mc KENNAN - I am not talking about time. I
have taken a point of order in relation to Standing
Order No. 105(a).
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member was mentioning the way time was being
allotted to these Bills.
Mr KENNAN - I am taking a point of order in
relation to the validity of the motion before the
Chair. I am not speaking on the question of time.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am talking about the
fact that the honourable member is objecting to the
way the motion setting out the time for the
conclusion of the debate has been framed. What I am
saying the long way round is, please stick to the
point of order.
Mr KENNAN - I am concerned that the words
you have used indicate that I have obviously not
made myself clear - but Hansard will demonstrate
that in due course.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr KENNAN - My point is this: the motion
before the Chair is incompetent. All of the other
motions moved in that form throughout the session
are invalid, because they do not observe the
wording of the Standing Order. One of the evils of
this constant guillotining of Bills - we are now up
to Bill No. 21 - is the pressure placed on the House.
As a result - what I am saying is in no way meant
to reflect on the Chair - no member of the House is
able to properly contemplate what is going on.
Bills are being rushed through at a tremendous pace.
Even the Premier has said that he is getting only
1 hour's sleep a night. By any reasonable standard it
would be extraordinary if things did not go badly
wrong, given the enormous pressure that is being
placed on honourable members.
When a guillotine motion is moved it should specify
the minutes or hours that will be allotted to the
various stages of the Bill. If a time of day or night is
specified, that time can be totally eroded or
exceeded by a suspension of the sitting or an
adjournment.
The first example I shall provide is a bomb threat.
The point about a bomb threat is that it may well be
repeated. The House has had two already this
session, one resulting in a suspension of the sitting.
It is relevant for the House to consider the likelihood
of a further bomb threat.
Secondly, the other night the suspension of the
Sitting placed everyone in a difficult position
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because after the suspension the time for debate on
the Bill had well and truly expired.
Thirdly - and this is not a reflection on you,
Mr Speaker - honourable members never know for
sure whether the House will suspend its sitting for
supper. It may depend on considerations extraneous
to the Chair. For instance, if members of staff are
taken ill unexpectedly supper may have to be taken
at a specific time and the House may have to
suspend its sitting even though earlier in the
evening at 8 p.m. it was hoped that that would not
be the case.
Standing Order No. 105(a) in part provides:
... specifying the time which (exclusive of any
adjournment or suspension of sitting, and
notwithstanding anything contained in any other
Standing Order or any Sessional Order) shall be
allotted ...

The provision in plain English means what it says: it
specifies time as in the number of minutes or hours
to be allotted. Unless it is applied properly and
literally the result is nonsense. If a time such as
9 p.m. is fixed and shortly after its being fixed a
suspension of the sitting follows, effectively no time
is allocated at all. Honourable members think they
are voting on something they are not actually voting
on. If at 9 p.m. honourable members vote to allow
until 10 p.m. for debate to take place, they think they
are voting on a motion to allow 1 hour for debate.
All the debates the House has had on time relate to
whether, for argument's sake, the hour allotted is
adequate; but the House is not really voting on that
because a suspension of the sitting or an
adjournment of the House would totally demolish or
erode the available time. Therefore, all votes taken
on questions of time are nullities.
The House has not been voting on what it thought it
had been voting on, and the motions are not
competent. That is the reason why the Standing
Order was framed as it is. It was drafted by people
with more careful minds than the minds behind the
various motions moved by the government. It is
clear that a precise amount of time is enVisaged by
this urgency motion. May, which has expressed a
strict view on urgency motions, is not given to
overstatement or extremes. It offers the need for
checks and balances.
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the majority and the needs of the minority. There
must be a balance between full and proper debate
and the wish of the executive to have the legislation
passed. As that is the case, and in the context of the
21 Bills that have been guillotined, it is especially
important that the Standing Order be applied. In
taking the point of order it is appropriate for me to
anticipate what the Clerks might advise in response.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should not anticipate the reply. He should
stick to the point of order he is putting to the Chair.
Mr KENNAN - With respect, Sir, it is competent
for a member in putting a point of order and
canvassing the arguments to rebut in advance
arguments that might be put against him .

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNAN - And that is one of the important
points about Parliamentary debate, including points
of order.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr KENNAN - With the greatest of respect, the
Minister has suggested I am not debating the issue,
and perhaps that is the key. There is an attitude of
mind in forming the sort of motion on which I am
taking a point of order that suggests that Parliament
is not here for debate.
A properly argued point of order or any other
properly argued point anywhere where freedom of
expression is valued puts arguments in favour and
counters in advance those arguments it might
anticipate being put. If that is not the case, we are
caught in the inhibition of freedom of expression,
because once a ruling is made on the basis of reasons
we think are so wrong as not to be bothered with,
we cannot do anything except use other procedures
later. It is vital that I be allowed to deal with the
arguments that may be raised for and against the
pOint of order.
One argument that may be put is that there has been
a whole succession of precedents where Standing
Order No. 105(a) has been used and the time of day
or night has appeared. The fact that the rule has
been breached time and again does not mean the
rule means something other than what it says.

Honourable members interjecting.
There is widespread community concern about the
need to get the balance right between the needs of

STATE DEFICIT LEVY BILL
Friday, 13 November 1992

ASSEMBLY

Mr KENNAN - The Standing Orders derive
their authority from the Constitution Act of this
State. In that sense they are delegated legislation.
Just as the courts may interfere in the proceedings of
the House when they find that something that was
required to be passed by an absolute majority has
not been so passed or a section 85 procedure is not
observed for delegated legislation, the same level of
respect is required for the form of Standing Orders.
The fact that the House might have repeatedly
misunderstood the point is no justification for the
persistence in folly, which is the title of a book of a
collection of essays by Les Murray. That point, if it is
to be canvassed, is nonsense.
The Standing Order is absolutely clear. It is not
capable of any other interpretation. When the
reasons behind the Standing Order are considered,
the circumstances that I have elaborated on relating
to a suspension of the sitting to a specific time of the
day or night mean there is no other interpretation.
The other night this House initially was reluctant to
but eventually did face up to the situation and adopt
the practice, thereby establishing the precedent, that
where something goes wrong there is no choice but
to go back to the start. That precedent was
established in the early hours of the other morning
when a division that should have been called was
not called, and in the opinion of this House, after a
conference between you, Sir, and the Leaders, the
only way to cure the invalidity was to go back and
start again - it could not be cured in any other way.
In just that way all of the motions that were put are
invalid, and the only way to cure them is to go back
and deal with any Bill that has been the subject of
these misunderstood motions. I put it no higher than
that. It is no reflection on the Chair, because the
Chair was simply in the position of having to be an
umpire on erroneous motions moved by the
government. To say that a mistake has been made
repeatedly is no better a proposition than for a
motorist, pulled over for speeding, to say to a
policeman, '1 have been driving at 70 kilometres an
hour in a 6O-kilometre-an-hour zone for 30 years and
you have never picked me up before".
Mr Elder interjected.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Ripon may wish to treat the processes of the House
with contempt and may regard the question of the
validity of the proceedings of the House as a
laughing matter, but you and I know that the point
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raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is an
extremely important one. Unless the matter is dealt
with there will continue to be considerable doubt
about the validity of the proceedings of the House.
The construction of the words as I now read them is
very clear. I admit that I had not taken the trouble to
think carefully about the precise meaning of the
words until the matter was drawn to my attention
recently by the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition.
I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that the difficulty
identified by the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition,
which could arise in the event that there was a
significant interruption to the proceedings during a
guillotine that expired at a particular hour rather
than after a particular period, is a very real risk to
the proceedings of the House.
I draw your attention, Mr Speaker, to a precedent
established by what at first may appear to be a most
unlikely event but which in fact happened in this
Chamber. There has been an occasion in this
Chamber when a member collapsed during sittings
of exactly the same sort as are occurring at the
moment - ridiculously long hours of the day and
night - and subsequently died. That took place in
this Chamber on 23 July 1909.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member must come to his point of order. Unless he
can illustrate how the incident of 1909 supports his
point of order, I will not hear him.
Or COG HILL - I am coming to exactly that
matter. At about 5 a.m. on that day the then Speaker
was in the Chamber waiting for a report from the
Chairman of Committees. In the midst of the
proceedings he was heard to mutter the words
''Dreadful, dreadful!" He then slumped sideways
and was caught before he fell to the floor. It may
well have been fortuitous that he was caught before
he fell to the floor but it did not help him survive.
The collapse of the Speaker was followed by an
interruption of the proceedings - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will resume his seat. I have told the
honourable member once, I will tell him a final time:
unless he can use his time to illustrate and speak to
the point of order, I will not hear him. So far I cannot
associate what he is saying with the point of order. I
ask the honourable member to speak to the point of
order.

STATE DEFICIT LEVY BILL
954

ASSEMBLY

Or COG HILL - The point that has been well
made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is that
if under the discipline of a motion such as that
currently before the Chair, which he is challenging
by way of his point of order, there were a significant
interruption to the proceedings, that could entirely
distort the period the House thought it may have
been making available for the debate.
In the instance I refer to, following the events I have

described there was a significant interruption to the
proceedings and that interruption, had it been in the
course of the application of a motion such as the
motion presently before the Chair, would have
totally distorted the period of time available for the
debate. To the best of my knowledge there was no
such motion applying to the proceedings at that time.
It is not beyond the bounds of possibility, in view of

the functiOning of the House at the moment and in
view of the tiredness of all honourable members
because of the extraordinary hours the House has
been sitting, that there could be an event in which a
member became ill, collapsed or in some other
way-The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member in all seriousness if he is putting a hex on
the Speaker? It was the Speaker who collapsed, was
it not?
Dr COG HILL - I dearly hope it does not happen
to you, Mr Speaker, or to any other honourable
member. I suggest that if it were to occur to an
honourable member or to one of the Clerks the
House would, without hesitation, interrupt its
proceedings and the chair would be vacated until
the ringing of the bells. That is something every
honourable member would dl as a natural human
reaction and every honourable member would
support it. None of us can foresee exactly when or in
exactly what circumstances such an event might
arise.
I suggest to you, Mr Speaker, that in the current
environment, where all honourable members have
been deprived of sleep during the course of the past
weeks' sittings, there is a real prospect of such an
event occurring, which makes the crux of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition's point of order a
real and valid consideration.
Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
Or cOGHILL - The Deputy Leader of the
National Party may well feel frustrated, but he
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appears to be unconcerned about the validity of the
proceedings of the House, which ought to be the
prime consideration.
The SPEAKER - Order! I think the honourable
member has given the Chair the gist of his point of
order. I ask him to conclude.
Dr COG HILL - I was about to conclude. I again
suggest to you, Mr Speaker, that there can be only
one reading of the words of Standing Order No.
105(a), and that, as the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has suggested, is that the time provided
for in a motion of this type should be a period and
not until a specified hour and minute.
The construction to be put on this Standing Order is
simple and clear and if the English language is to
have any meaning and acceptance in this Chamber
you, Mr Speaker, must accept the point of order
raised by the honourable member for
Broadmeadows.
Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) -It is my
submission that the Standing Orders clearly
contemplate that the time specified should be the
time for which the Chair should have regard. I refer
you, Mr Speaker, to Standing Order No. 105(d),
which states:
For the purpose of bringing to a conclusion any
proceedings which are to be brought to a conclusion on
the expiration of the time allotted under any motion
passed under any of the preceding paragraphs of this
Standing Order, the Chair shall at the time appointed
under the motion and for the conclusion of those
proceedings put forthwith the question on any
amendment or motion ...

That clearly contemplates that a time should be
specified as opposed to a period of time in the sense
that the honourable members opposite pose. That is
reinforced by the provisions of Standing Order
No. 105(g), the sidenote to which states:
Business to be proceeded with at time specified.

Standing Order No. 105(g) states:
Where any time has been specified for the
commencement of any proceedings in connection with
any business under this Standing Order, when the time
so specified has been reached the business, whatsoever
its nature be, then before the House or Committee shall
be postponed forthwith, and the first-mentioned
business shall be proceeded with ...
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That is precisely the position we have at hand; and
the point of order should not be upheld.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) -On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, the matter that has been directed to
your attention by the honourable member for
Broadmeadows and added to by the honourable
member for Werribee is an important point. It has
obviously been of concern to members of this place
over recent times. The time set aside is not always
the time the government proposes. The government
nominates specific times but that does not
necessarily leave adequate time for the proceedings
of the House to be properly finalised.
The basis of the difficulty faced by the House the
other night was to some extent motivated by the
problem that the time limit that had been set down
for the start of the next procedure interfered with the
2-hour provision in the Standing Orders. That
should point honourable members and you,
Mr Speaker, to the fact that the period of time rather
than a specific time is important. Previous
governments have occasionally fallen into that
practice by mistake.
The point of order of the honourable member for
Broadmeadows is that there needs to be a different
way of specifying the timing of the closure motion
than there has been in the past. It may be that this
problem has not arisen before because there have
never been so many closure motions moved over
such a short time and the House's attention has not
been drawn to the fact.
It often happens that practices develop that are at
odds with the specific terms of the legal
arrangements and, in our case, the legal
arrangements are the Standing Orders backed up by
the House of Commons procedures and May.
Despite the intervention of the honourable member,
the words that are set down in the allocation of time
orders are clear. It is clear that we must
appropriately change our processes, not our
Standing Orders, because it is our processes that are
obviously deficient.
Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - On the point of
order, the allocation of time order operates in a way
to curtail the freedom of members to speak on issues
and should not be interpreted in a way that is more
expansive than set out in the Standing Orders.
Standing Order No. 105 sets out a code that the
Parliament should follow. Standing Order
No. 105(a) is specific that the time should be
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exclusive of any adjournment or suspension of
sitting. In order for it to be exclusive of any
adjournment or suspension it needs to be a period of
time, not a specific hour of the day; if it is
interpreted to be a specific hour of the day, the
words in brackets are rendered meaningless.
The only possible interpretation to give those
bracketed words any meaning is that time in
Standing Order No. 105 refers to a period of time.
With regard to paragraph (d) of the Standing Order,
which has been raised by the honourable member
for Gippsland South, I refer you, Mr Speaker, to the
adjective after the word "time" in line 3; that is, the
word "allotted". It is clear that the use of that phrase
"the time allotted" refers to the time referred to in
paragraph (a); that is, a period of time and not a
specific time.
The honourable member for Gippsland South
referred to the later use of the word "appointed"
after the word "time" and argued that the word
"appointed" is a reference to a specific time and not
a period of time. It is clear the word "appointed" can
apply either to a specific time or to a period of time,
whereas the word "allotted" can apply only to a
period of time.
Those words must be interpreted according to the
overriding point of this Standing Order -namely,
the words in the brackets in paragraph (a): that the
time must be exclusive of any adjournment or
suspension of sitting. On that basis the only possible
interpretation of time is a period of time and there is
good reason for that.
The guillotine order is a severe order which has the
opportunity of suppressing the ability of the
minority in the House. Therefore, Sir, you should
not interpret it in a way that is other than specifically
provided by the code in the Standing Orders.
The practice of the House may be to follow the
practice of the House of Commons, but I understand
there is no Standing Order in these terms in the
House of Commons; its Standing Order relating to
this issue is in different terms. Accordingly, the
description in Mily's Parliamentary Practice, although
it can be interpreted either way, does not apply to
the practice of this House because the practice of this
House is guided by a Standing Order with a specific
provision for the time to be exclusive of any
adjournment, whereas the Standing Order of the
House of Commons does not have that provision.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition suggested that in the allotment of
time a specified amount of time rather than some
clock time - say 9 p.m. or 10 p.m. - should be
used. He suggested that setting a time of day rather
than an period invalidates the motion. He also
suggested that all legislation that has been carried
under the provisions of the so-called guillotine is
invalid. I do not accept the point of order. I rely on
the practices and precedents of this House, which go
back a very long way. Plenty of precedents are
recorded in Hansard and in the votes and
proceedings where both clock time and allotted
periods have been used.
I refer to some of the precedents. In 1987, after
debate, Mr Fordham moved:
That the time allotted in connection with the remaining
stages of the Bills be until 12 p.m. this day.

On 28 and 29 April 1987 Mr Fordham moved:
That the time allotted in connection with the remaining
stages of the Bill be until 9.30 p.m. this day.

There is precedent after precedent. I do not believe
any legislation would be invalidated by that
interpretation of Standing Order No. 105. I rely on
the fact that the House is in charge of its own affairs
in the allotment of time, and I point out that a couple
of days ago, when the time allotted was until 3.30
p.m. and there was an interruption, the House itself
increased the time from 3.30 p.m. to 6.45 p.m. I do
not uphold the point of order.
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for Coburg is deliberately wasting the time of the
House. If he wants me to hear the point of order, I
will hear him, but it is my responsibility to nurture
and protect the precious time of the House and not
allow it to be frittered away.
Mr ROPER - The matter I am putting to you,
Mr Speaker, relates to both the situation the House is
currently in with the motion moved by the
Treasurer, which is now incapable of delivery, and
the events of the other night when the House itself
realised that the time-related provision of 3.30 p.m.
was no longer capable of delivery.
That is very much related to the point that was
raised by the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition.
Unless a specific period is set down - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will resume his seat. I have ruled on the
point of order. So far as the reference to the incident
that occurred the other night is concerned, I point
out to the House that it is in charge of its own affairs.
The Chair cannot interfere with the affairs of the
House. If the House wants to make an alteration to
the time or to the motion, it may do so and I will
hear it, but I am not in a pOSition to direct the House
in any way. There is no point of order. I put the
original motion:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as
follows:
(a) for the second-reading until 9 p.m. this day; and
(b) for the remaining stages of the Bill until 12.15 a.m.

next occurring.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) -On your ruling,
Mr Speaker - The SPEAKER - Order! I have ruled.
Mr ROPER - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
given that we have passed the time allotted in the
Minister's motion, my point relates to the matter you
just raised - how we dealt with the problem that
occurred the other night. On that occasion the House
took the view that we had to go back to where we
started and rescind the resolution of the House that
had set 3.30 p.m. because the retention of 3.30 p.m.
made nonsense of any subsequent proceedings of
the House. At that time, in order to meet the
requirements of the 2 hours of the Committee stage,
the Speaker specifically used - The SPEAKER - Order! I am of the opinion that
in raising the point of order the honourable member

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 59
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle, Mr (Ttlltr)
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Ttlltr)

McNamara,Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr s.}.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
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Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiIl,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
Maclellan, Mr
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Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGilI,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr

5teggall,Mr
5tockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr (Ttller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Ttlltr)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Ttlltr)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
5heehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That this Bill be committed; that this Bill be now
That this Bill be now read a second time.

House divided on motion:

committed - Mr Roper - Mr Speaker, this requires a number
of--

Ayes, 59
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Ooyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
ElJiott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper,Mr

McNamara,Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That this Bill be committed.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 57
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr (Ttlltr)
Dean, Mr (Ttlltr)
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton,Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr 5.J.
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Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Finn,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
]enkins,Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton,Mr
MeArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
MeLellan,Mr
Mac1ellan, Mr
MeNamara, Mr

Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batehelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple,Ms
Mieallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batehelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallet, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That this Bill be now committed.

That I do leave the chair.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 57

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 57
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
CoJeman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton,Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulieh, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.].
Reynolds, Mr

Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
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Finn,Mr
Heffeman, Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulieh, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr 5.1.
Reynolds, Mr
Riehardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
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Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 26
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Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole, Mr
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Hamilton,Mr
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Thomson,Mr
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Vaughan, Dr
Wilson, Mrs
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issues that have been raised publicly in relation to
the matter. Understandably, in view of the short
time that has been available in which to explain the
measure to the public, there is a great deal of
misunderstanding about the basis of the measure,
about the hardship relief and about the context in
which it is imposed.
It has been argued that being a $100 uniform levy on

all rateable property the measure is regressive. I
suppose, viewed in isolation, it might be regarded as
being regressive. However, in common with any
other tax measure, it should not and cannot be
viewed in isolation. The contribution which any
element of the State's tax base makes to equity,
simplicity and uniformity has to be viewed in the
context of the State's taxation base as a whole.
I think all honourable members would readily
concede that the initial impact of the State tax base
in Australia generally, and in Victoria in particular,
is very heavily slanted towards taxes on business. I
suppose the clearest example of that is payroll tax,
which is the largest single contributor to this State's
revenue. Second comes stamp duties, which, with
the exception of stamp duty on land transfers, are
heavily biased against business and have very little
impact on households. In relation to stamp duty on
land transfers, because business properties generally
tend to be of greater value than domestic and
residential properties the practical impact of the
progressive scale of stamp duty means that that
element of the State tax base has a
disproportionately high impact on business.

Question agreed to.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - Clause 1
explains the purpose of the legislation, which is to
address the disastrous budgetary position the
government inherited from the former government.
It gives the government no pleasure whatever to
have to introduce a new tax of this kind. However,
the government has chosen to implement this tax
not only for the contribution it will make to the
Budgetary position but also to protect jobs, because
the tax is imposed on a uniform basis.
As the House will be aware, there has been some
controversy about the measure in the community. I
want to take this opportunity to address some of the

The third major element of the State's tax base is
land tax. I am sure honourable members will
appreciate that more than 70 per cent of the total
receipts from land tax are payable by business.
Indeed, there is an unequal distribution across the
community as a whole as against business and
households. There is a very narrow tax base in
relation to households, with a very small number of
residential taxpayers often paying large amounts of
land tax, whereas the vast majority of land holdings
of a domestic or residential nature attract no land tax
at all.
Across the whole of the State's land holdings base
there is something in the order of 1.9 million
holdings. If we aggregate separate holdings which
are farms operated on a single basis, the number of
holdings is reduced to approximately 1.8 million, of
which 70 000 to 80 000 attract land tax. So, a
minority of land holdings, which are principally
businesses, attract land tax.
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As the House is aware, land tax is a strongly
progressive tax and there have been bipartisan
moves over recent years to reduce the degree of
progression in the scale. The fact remains that land
tax is still a savagely progressive tax that does not
have a uniform impact across the community.
However, the three taxes I have mentioned payroll tax, stamp duties and land tax - which
between them raise a very large proportion of State
taxation revenue are all disproportionately directed
at business. That is the context in which the
government had to examine the tax options
available to address the current account deficit it
inherited from the former government.
The government had two broad choices: on the one
hand it could have continued the policy of the
former government to slant the State tax base
against businesses and therefore against jobs. It took
the view that there is no choice. The government
does not accept the argument advanced in this
House on a number of occasions by the shadow
Treasurer, which amounts to the old Labor party
misconception that when business pays, nobody
pays.
The government believes there is ample empirical
evidence from the experience of recent times that
when business pays, people pay with their jobs. Jobs
have been lost in Victoria, and I think there is
widespread recognition of the fact that jobs have
been lost because the former government quite
deliberately chose to increase reliance on land tax as
a revenue source for the State government.
That government deliberately chose to not vary the
rate in the dollar of land tax in the face of very rapid
rises in valuations in order to increase revenue from
land tax. As I have already said, that increased tax
burden fell particularly heavily on business.
It is now widely recognised that the increase in land

tax has cost Victorians their jobs. Businesses have
failed, if not because land tax caused them to be
uneconomic, because land tax was the last straw in a
large heap that made them uneconomic. That is
especially so in the central business district, where
land tax has tended to put small businesses out of
existence in the past few years. It has been a
substantial aggravation on top of the underlying
economic circumstances and the overall level of
unacceptably high State taxes imposed and built up
over many years under the previous government.
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Against that background the government took the
view that to introduce another tax related to an ad
valorem type of tax would only aggravate the
existing inequity in the tax base and further threaten
employment in this State. The government was
reluctantly driven to introduce this measure on a
uniform basis across alllandholders of business,
residential and domestic properties.
Many people have argued that this measure is
directed against households, not against business. A
reading of the Bill will demonstrate that the measure
applies uniformly to all rateable land whether it is
held by business or by domestic and residential
property owners. The practical economic effect of
the land tax, however it is levied on the base, is that
it does protect jobs because in most cases, indeed it
may well be in all cases, the economic impact of the
tax on business will be an after-tax effect for income
tax purposes. The payment of this tax will usually be
a tax deduction for businesses.
Therefore the tendency is to reduce the economic
impact because in practical terms business bears
only the after-tax cost. The tax does bear on
households because in most cases it will not be an
income tax deduction for owner-occupied
residential land. However, even among residential
properties there is a tendency for insulation of those
least able to bear the tax in the community because
although many residential tenants are wealthy
people who choose to rent properties, by and large
those in the private rental market tend to be the
poorer members of our community and in that case
the tax is a tax on the landlord who is the ratepayer.
To some extent the tenant will be protected.
Unlike commercial and industrial tenancies most
residential tenancies do not require the tenant to
bear the direct outgoings on the property. Here the
economic impact of this tax will be passed on, if at
all, in rent reviews and only the after-tax effect will
be passed on because the taxpayer as an investor
will receive the benefit of a tax deduction, which
will ameliorate the economic impact of the tax. If the
tax is passed on to tenants there will also be a lag in
the passing on because it can be passed on only by
way of subsequent rent reviews so tenants will pay
later than owners and will pay a lesser amount. I
emphasise that assumes that market pressures allow
the tax to be passed on. In many cases market
pressures mean that the tax will not be passed on
and the tenants will be insulated from the economic
effect of the tax.
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This form of levying provides some protection for
the poorer members of the community but the
government recognises that there will be ratepayers
who have difficulty paying the tax. For that reason
the Bill provides two forms of protection for the
disadvantaged in the community. Firstly, pensioners
who hold a Commonwealth medical card will
receive a reduction in their levy liability
proportionate to the rate rebate they receive from
local government. They will receive a rate rebate of
50 per cent up to a maximum of $135. Most people
who receive that exemption tend to qualify for the
$135 rebate.
The Bill provides for the proportion of the rebate to
be calculated relative to the value of the rates
without the rebate and the same proportionate
reduction will apply to the levy. The proportionate
reduction in rates and the levy will be uniform.
The government also recognises there will be some
cases of hardship and the Bill provides for additional
rate relief for the most disadvantaged members of
the community. Some control over the abuse of that
provision will be needed because some councils
have indicated a preparedness to frustrate the
imposition of the levy. For that reason and to ensure
some equity across ratepayers the Bill provides that
the reduction for hardship relief will be
proportionate to the reduction the council provides
in its rates.
The Local Government Act contains a provision for
a council to waive rates on the ground of hardship
relief. In effect that provision is extended to the levy
and the amount of levy hardship relief will be
proportionate to the amount of rate relief granted
under the provisions of that Act. In those ways the
measure is not regressive to the extent that it has
been painted by many of its critics. These are not
coincidental or accidental features of the tax, they
are designed features built in by the government in
recognising the need in these difficult times to
provide protection for the most disadvantaged
members of the community.
Subject to those exceptions the measure is
deliberately designed to uniformly spread the
burden of the cost of the crisis inherited from the
previous government across the Victorian
community. The government makes no apology for
that. When considered in its total context we believe
it is a just measure. It does not further aggravate the
pressure on jobs and, albeit on its own it would be
regressive when the existing tax base is already
excessively progressive, it simply does not further
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aggravate that basic fault in the Australian States'
tax bases, and that is a feature of the Victorian tax
base. For that reason the government believes there
is a strong case for saying that many of the criticisms
about the regressive nature of this measure and its
inequity are inaccurate. In particular the relief
provided for pensioners and other disadvantaged
groups goes a long way to meeting many of the
objections that have been raised about the tax.
It is designed to protect jobs and that is a benefit to

those who are the poorest, the less skilled, the
disabled and the disadvantaged. There has been
much debate, and the honourable member for
Sunshine has been a participant in that debate, about
the trickle down theory. Many people question the
argument that if a developed economy does well the
benefit trickles down to the most disadvantaged in
the community. I guess the judges are still out on the
validity of that argument but what cannot be argued
in the light of recent experience is that the reverse is
not the case. Clearly there is what I call the deluge
down theory, that when an economy is flat on its
back in recession or in depression it is the poor, the
disadvantaged, the disabled and the low skilled who
suffer first, longest and hardest. The burden of
economic collapse such as we have inherited from
the previous government bears hardest on those for
whom the Labor Party likes to claim it speaks. It is
the poor, the disadvantaged, the disabled and the
low skilled who are losing their jobs right now or
have lost their jobs over the past few years.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE - I am surprised that one
faces objections from members of the opposition on
this issue. Indeed in a different context they and
some community groups who like to line themselves
up with the Labor Party have argued this point in
recent times. A spokesman for the churches said
recently that the recession bears hardest on the poor
and the low skilled.
Mr Baker interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - It was never any different;
that is the point I am making. I have dealt with this
matter already, but I point out again that this
measure provides protection for those people. To
attempt to tax business further, as the honourable
member for Sunshine has recommended, despite his
somewhat equivocal position on the matter - Mr Baker interjected.
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Mr STOCKDALE - You have explicitly said that.
Mr Baker - I am not on the record as saying it.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine will have an opportunity to
speak at some time. The Treasurer should not
encourage interjections.
Mr STOCKDALE - We will have to agree to
disagree about what the honourable member has
said. If he wants to resile from comments he has
made in several debates it is up to him. It would not
be economically neutral if the government were to
continue the policies of the former Labor
government and slant the State tax base against
business. In fact, as the churches and members of the
Labor Party argue, the victims of the resulting
aggravation of the recession would be those least
equipped to deal with it. The ones who would be
most hurt by a delay in recovery are the poor, the
disadvantaged and the unskilled. The government
makes no secret of wanting to share the burden
across the community in ways that minimise the
impact. I use the word "minimise" quite deliberately
because business cannot be isolated from the effects
of the tax increases we have found it necessary to
impose.
In the final analysis, withdrawing money from the
economy by way of tax increases, however they are
levied, has an adverse impact on business but the
overall effect of the Budget is not contractionary.
Once an account of redundancy measures has been
taken, provision for which is made in the Budget, it
cannot be said to be contractionary. That is a fact
and this measure is by no means directed against the
poor and the disadvantaged; quite the contrary.
Were the government to accept the entreaties of the
churches, the welfare lobbies and the Labor Party to
tax businesses rather than households, the impact
would be borne most by those least able to cope
with the burden. The government has a clear
conscience. The criticisms are not valid. The
government would not choose to impose a tax of
this kind or any other kind if it were not necessary to
do so because of the financial crisis inherited from
the previous government.
I want to make it perfectly clear as I have sought to
make it clear elsewhere, and as the Premier has
sought to make clear: it gives the government no
pleasure whatsoever to impose either this new tax or
other increases in taxation on the scale it has. We
believe it is unavoidable and undesirable. Victorians
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should not have to pay for the incompetence of the
previous government through higher taxes. But,
unfortunately, that is the legacy we inherited from
the previous government.
The purpose of the Bill recites the fact that the Act
will provide for the levy to be collected by councils.
That has been a matter of considerable controversy
and the government recognises the legitimacy of the
concerns of local government. The government has
consulted extensively with both local government
and its representative bodies. In common with most
revenue matters, the consultation both in quality
and duration was not of the order we would wish to
be a feature of the relationship between State and
local government. Given the need to include
measures of this kind in a Budget and to maintain
confidentiality until the delivery of the Budget, it is
unavoidable that consultation had to take place after
the event.
Nonetheless, I have to say that in particular the
Municipal Association of Victoria and, to a lesser
extent, the Metropolitan Municipal Association have
vigorously pursued the interests of local
government. The government makes no bones about
the fact that it faced vigorous representations from
local government and substantial issues remain
between the two parties that are of concern to local
government. However, we have gained enormous
benefit from the expertise that local government has
contributed towards minimising the administrative
burdens and other impacts of this tax.
It is clear, and it will become even clearer when the
Committee deals with the proposed amendments,
that the government has been considerably assisted
by the way in which, local government, even when
critical of the tax, has been prepared to roll up its
sleeves and work with this government to make sure
the measure is workable and that it avoids pitfalls.
That is possible because local government is more
aware of the intricacies of its own affairs than any
State government could be.
Not only have we benefited from that but the
administrative workability of the legislation has
been significantly enhanced by the input of local
government. I acknowledge that input and thank
local government for its efforts. I also acknowledge
that it was done in spite of the misgivings many
local government representatives have about the
basis of the tax.
In the final analysis the government has a duty and
I, as Treasurer, have a duty to protect the revenue.
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Once the government had decided to impose a tax of
this kind it would have been irresponsible for the tax
to be allowed to be paid on an optional basis. To do
so only allows some people, normally the
unscrupulous, to shift their burden of taxation to
citizens prepared to fulfil their legal obligations as
members of the community. We accept the
requirement to protect the revenue as a fundamental
requirement of government to create equity between
citizens and to ensure that the unscrupulous do not
have the opportunity to pass the tax burden off to
citizens who are prepared to fulfil their legal
obligations.
That led us to take strong lines to ensure that the
revenue is protected. The structure of the
administrative arrangements surrounding payment
of the levy will ensure that the revenue is protected
and that the levy is collected even if ratepayers seek
not to pay it. Again, the government makes no
apology for that. We believe as a matter of
horizontal equity that we have a duty to make sure
the tax is uniformly imposed and collected and that
the unscrupulous cannot avoid it and thus increase
the burden on others.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - The reverse is the case.
Local government has shown the maturity to
provide constructive and positive input into the
measure, even when it had severe reservations about
the qualitative issues it raised. It is a great credit to
local government representative bodies that, despite
their reservations, they have made very positive
contributions towards meeting the interests.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - I wish we always had
agreement with the Federals on a range of issues.
They do not bother themselves about whether State
and local government governments are in agreement
with them. State and local government deserve
credit for the cooperative nature in which the
administrative arrangements of this measure have
been worked out since the announcement in the
economic statement.
This relatively small Bill is complex. It is designed to
try to parallel as closely as possible the collection of
the levy with the system of rate collections so that,
for example, options are provided for the levy to be
paid annually or by instalments. The Bill is designed
to give incentives to ratepayers to apply the same
instalment basis or single payment basis as they
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apply to rates and to minimise the discrepancies
between the levying and collection of rates on one
hand, and the levying and collection of the levy on
the other hand.
The Bill provides administrative machinery for the
imposition of the levy, for the communication of the
basis of the levy to ratepayers, for the collection of
the levy by local government and for the remittance
of the levy by local government to the State.
It is proposed that local government will retain the

use of the money constituted by the levy for 14 to
28 days, depending on the instalment basis, as a
means for providing compensation for the small
administrative costs when the system is up and
running. That is fair to local government and, in
most cases, there will not be a net cost to local
government from the administrative arrangements.
However, because the tax is being introduced at the
beginning of the council year, in some cases local
government may need to issue supplementary
notices for the first instalment of the levy. The
government recognises that and is negotiating with
local government about it. I am confident we will
reach arrangements that are satisfactory to both
parties, which will provide cash compensation for
local government in meeting the once-off
introductory cost, but which would not be
representative of the ongoing basis of the levy.
That covers the major features of the measure. It is
an important initiative in the government's efforts to
overcome the disastrous budgetary position
inherited from the previous government. The levy
has been kept at a modest level-less than $2 for
those paying the full $100 levy. Any new tax or any
increase in tax at this time is difficult for the
community, and the government recognises that.
However, it has been kept at a modest level for two
reasons: firstly, to ameliorate the impact on the
community; and, secondly, to reduce the danger of
there being built into the State Budget a level of tax
receipts on which the State then becomes dependent.
It is important that the measure be kept at a level
where the State is not utterly dependent on it on an
ongoing basis.
The levy - the Cain-Kirner tax - has been imposed
as a direct contribution to overcoming the Budget
deficit inherited from the previous government. It is
not envisaged that it will be totally open ended,
although the government is not in a position to put a
finite time on the duration of the tax.
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No-one likes to introduce taxes. Certainly, the
Liberal and National parties take no pleasure
whatever in introducing the measure. However, it
has no choice, and the arguments I have put forward
today demonstrate that the tax is not guilty of the
many criticisms urged against it in the relatively
uninformed debate that has taken place over the few
weeks since its announcement. I commend the Bill to
the Committee.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - The community at
large and the opposition are certainly not fooled by
the attempt of a twinge, a dash or a whiff of
remorse, grief or mock grief from the Treasurer as he
produces the most aggressive tax measure that has
been imposed on the people of this State for a long
time. This is a most pernicious component of the
recent mini-Budget, and it is useful in that it gives a
clear window to the style, attitudes and lack of sense
of duty of this government.
Apart from constituting a smash-and-grab raid on
the Victorian taxpayer, with some exclusions, it is so
flat that it taxes everybody's nanna in exactly the
same way that it taxes the millionaire in Toorak.
Where is the equity in that? There is none. As the
Treasurer said, the millionaire in Toorak usually has
some fancy tax minimisation scheme or, at the very
least, has the opportunity of running the cost of the
$100 levy through the tax shield. Everybody's nanna
does not have that opportunity, and neither do
single parents - Mr Finn interjected.
Mr BAKER - The honourable member for
Tullamarine is only a squab in this place, and before
he starts squeaking - The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine should address his comments
through the Chair, and he should not attempt to cast
aspersions on another member of the Chamber.
Mr BAKER - The people of Tullamarine are
entitled to ask their newly elected representative, as
are the people who elected all the new faces that
crowd the government back benches, why they have
not made any comments about the levy and why
they have not stood up for their people in
Parliament. A lot of first home buyers and battling
young couples live in Tullamarine and they will be
treated in the same way as the Brighton lawyers, the
Brighton millionaires, and the people who own the
yachts at the Royal Brighton Yacht Club. The nanna
in Tullamarine, the single parent in Tullamarine, the

Friday. 13 November 1992

pensioner in Tullamarine, the battling young couple
in Tullamarine will be treated in the same way.
The Bill robs the poor to line the pockets of the rich,
and it is pernicious in that sense. As a tax measure it
breaks new ground in the promotion of inequality of
sacrifice. Australians were brought up with a strong
sense that runs through their traditions: whenever
times are tough there must be some sense of equality
of sacrifice. That was the catchcry in the recession,
but it did not really happen.
With a touch of whimsy and a touch of sadness, the
Treasurer has suggested that it is always the poor
upon whom the burden falls in hard times. That is
not new to us; it was ever thus. I am glad that the
revelation has come upon the Treasurer, but he is
exacerbating the problem. He has taken the
thumbscrew and turned it a little harder on the
people who can least afford it.
The Bill comes before the Parliament without the
moral authority of having been canvassed openly
before the election. The Treasurer never made any
mention of it in his fancy election policy. Why was
that? Was this an idea that came upon him in the
middle of the night like things that go bump? Not
likely! It would be useful for the community to
know how this idea came to the Treasurer. Even
more relevantly, when did it come to him, and why
did he not have the sense of moral authority to give
it a run in the community?
The reason he has made such an earnest attempt to
put some social gloss on and express a sense of
sorrow for his action is the loud screams that can be
heard coming from the community. The Treasurer
knows this is an unfair tax; and the community
knows it is an unfair tax, which is being used to shift
the burden onto them and away from the friends of
the Treasurer and his colleagues on the government
benches.
This is a most vicious and pernicious indication of
the government's attitude to taxation policy. The
Treasurer's fulminations and lamentations will not
fool anyone; they certainly will not fool members of
the opposition. The Bill comes in the guise of a
one-off emergency tithe and results from the
campaign the coalition conducted for two years
prior to the election, running down the State's
finances, running down Victoria and running down
Victorians' confidence - and an extremely
successful campaign it was! The coalition
encouraged the community to believe that the
State's finances were far worse than they really were
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and that that was the cause of our recessionary
problems.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr BAKER - That was the line run by the
coalition. Millions of dollars were kicked into Liberal
Party campaign coffers to ensure that that view was
cemented in the community's consciousness. It is
time to stop such nonsense! Victoria will never get
moving unless the Treasurer, the Premier and other
significant figures in the government accept their
responsibility to talk up the economy -which they
have yet to do!
The government is already campaigning for the next
election. I offer in support of that contention the
comments the Treasurer made recently in the media.
He said he was dreaming ahead, or projecting
ahead, four elections hence. That is what these sorts
of schemes are all about. The government labels it
the Cain-Kirner tax, but the label will not stick. It
will become known as the Stockdale tax long after
the dust has settled on his bones, my bones and,
dare I say it, your bones, Mr Chairman. Long after
we have gone the Treasurer will be remembered
above all else for having imposed this particularly
pernicious tax on the Victorian people.
As I said, the levy comes in the guise of an
emergency tithe that the government claims to be
collecting more in sorrow than in anger and with a
sense of anguish. Nevertheless it is determined to
collect it. The Bill does not contain a sunset clause;
the levy has been introduced without any guarantee
that it is a one-off measure. History suggests that
when governments introduce new taxes those taxes
stay in place - and worse, they always increase.
The Treasurer has not even given that guarantee!
Another of the significant deficiencies of the Bill,
which the government has tried to foozle without
any success, is that for the first time in my
understanding a head of power of one tier of
government, the State, is to be used to force another
tier of government, local government, to act as the
former's tax collector. That is a critical, conceptual
issue, because the power has never been used
before. Moreover, it is the first time that that option
has been taken up without proper public or
Parliamentary debate.
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representatives of local government, all honourable
members opposite know that local councils do not
like it. They have good reason not to like it, because
it has been forced on them with a big stick -with
an iron bar, in fact.
The Bill says to local government, ''Thou shalt collect
the tax. You will do what you are told. You will
collect the tax regardless". If local councils refuse,
the Treasurer will come along and, after making a
little calculation, adjust the funds that would
normally have come their way.
The implication for all councils is that if they fall
short of collecting 100 per cent of the levy the
Treasurer will be able to force them to make up the
difference, regardless of bad debts or the recession
or the campaign of civil disobedience that the tax
will engender.
I am not encouraging such a campaign. But
everyone's nanna is likely to indulge in a campaign
of civil disobedience. If my nanna said, 'Tm not
going to pay this tax", which I think she will be
inclined to say, or if anyone else's old nanna says, '1
have paid taxes all my life. I have got my little nest
egg and I have got the house that my husband and I
paid off over the years. After going through the
depression and the second world war I am not going
to give Black Alan $100". I apologise - The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine should refer to the Treasurer
by his correct title.
Mr BAKER - I was referring to the Honourable
the Treasurer. I can just imagine myoId nanna
saying, "I'm not going to pay the Honourable the
Treasurer" - no, that's not likely! The Honourable
the Treasurer? I'll leave it to your imagination,
Mr Chairman.
What will happen if myoid nanna refuses to pay the
levy? Will the local council come along and cart her
off to gaol? If she is sent to gaol, she will be carted
off by the local council, not the government! Another
tier of government is being placed in an invidious
position. Local councils will have to cop the burden
of collecting the levy and they will have to cop the
acrimony-An honourable member interjected.

Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr BAKER - Whatever the Treasurer claims
about the discussions he has had with various

Mr BAKER - They will have to cop the
bitterness - that is what it means, for your
benefit - that goes with collecting this appalling tax.
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I notice that some councils have already thought of
novel ways of showing that the imposition of the
levy is not their fault. The Myrtleford council, which,
as I know from my days as the Minister for Food
and Agriculture, is hardly the home of red
radicalism, has adopted a novel approach. The good
councillors of Myrtleford have decided that when
they send out their rate notices they will also include
in them the names of the local Liberal and National
party members. They will not call it the Cain-Kirner
tax.
Mr Madellan -Haven't you seen our
amendments?
Mr BAKER - Not for one moment. The
Treasurer will be remembered for it; it will be his
tax. He will be left with that legacy and that is why
he has come in here to play the ruse. The Treasurer
said, '1t will be okay; there are hardship provisions
in place and municipalities will apply them in the
same way they apply them for council rates".
In the short time the opposition has had available to

it I have checked with a few municipalities. I am not
sure whether it has occurred to the Treasurer, but
the hardship provisions in areas such as Doncaster
and Brighton - they have cases of hardship but
they try not to show them by sweeping them under
the carpet - vary from council to council. 1 do not
know what the average annual rates are in Brighton
but people who are down and out in Brighton can
obtain a concession of only $135 from $1300 so they
are battling to get a 15 per cent reduction.
In Sunshine and Footscray and the traditional

working-class areas where municipalities have some
sense of duty of care to the poor and some
understanding of them the hardship provisions are
greater. Times are difficult. One of the critical
elements of the excuse the Treasurer put forward in
his contribution today was that it is not just the
traditional or conventional poor who are battling at
present. There are many other people in lower
middle-class and middle-class suburbs who are
doing it very hard. This impost could well be the last
straw for them. Surveys indicate that 20 per cent of
people in some eastern suburbs and in areas where
people have been used to living much better have
problems paying their bills and cannot afford to pay
their school fees and their rates. They cannot afford
to pay this levy either.
The Treasurer could not have picked a worse time to
levy such a regressive, tough and iniquitous tax. It is
not too late. 1 ask the government to consider
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abandoning the levy here and now and setting up a
ways and means process to ascertain whether an
alternative can be found.
Mrs WILSON (Dandenong North) - I am
delighted to join the debate and support many of the
comments made by the shadow Treasurer.
Mr Madellan - What will you tax?
Mrs WILSON - If you wait I will tell you. The
Bill is yet another piece of ill-conceived legislation
that has been introduced into the House over the
past three weeks. Although most of the other
measures were directed at people and the work
force, this Bill is indiscriminate. It hits at everyone
who owns a rateable property in the State. It is a
completely inequitable Bill. It fails to discriminate
between those who can and those who cannot pay. It
fails to discriminate between the rich and the poor. It
fails to discriminate between the struggling families
and honourable members who are in a privileged
position. It treats us the same as people who are
impoverished.
The Bill assumes that the majority of people who
own properties in Victoria have the capacity to pay
an additional $100. I assure the House that the levy
is in excess of the capacity to pay of many people
who live in my electorate. Currently they are
considering how they will pay the extra charges for
gas, water and electricity. They are conSidering the
extra motor registration charges. In many cases they
will lose their 17.5 per cent annual leave loading at
Christmas time. The government seems to believe
that everyone has a nice, cosy savings account from
which they can draw $100 at any time. That is not
the case for many constituents in my area, and 1 am
sure it does not apply to many constituents in areas
represented by the government.
A number of families and individuals in electorates
across the State never have a spare $100. Although
government members may not meet too many of
these people 1 certainly do when they come to my
office and tell me they cannot pay this additional
levy. These people and their families are battling to
survive in their attempts to meet day-to-day living
expenses. They have little left over for a rainy day. If
the government continues in the same vein as it has
done over the past few weeks there will be many
rainy days for those people in the future.
I understand that it was essential for the incoming
government to find some extra revenue sources, but
why did the Treasurer choose to collect it from
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people who cannot afford to pay? Why is the
Treasurer attempting to collect the tax from
everyone? Why is he treating everyone the same?
The former government was prevented from raising
moneys through taxation by the former Liberal
opposition. Perhaps Victoria would not be facing the
financial problems it has today if the Liberal
opposition had taken a more responsible attitude. It
can be argued with some validity that the Liberal
Party was given a substantial mandate to govern
this State on 3 October, but nothing was said about
the imposition of a tax on rateable property. Many of
the taxation measures introduced into the House
recently have been kept secret from the Victorian
people. Many people who voted for the Liberal
Party will never do so again. They gave the
Treasurer and his government a mandate to
introduce responsible, equitable taxation measures.
They expected the Liberal government to revitalise
the State in an equitable way. They must be
disappointed and disillusioned that after only one
month of government it is hurting ordinary people,
many of whom voted for the coalition for the first
time.
The Bill is just another step in the government's class
warfare tactic. The Sheriff of Nottingham mentality
is apparent: the government is taking from those
people with the least capacity to pay. Government
members may wonder why the opposition has
attempted to obstruct many measures in recent
weeks. They must wonder why the community is up
in arms about many of the government's actions.
Did the government expect the opposition to roll
over so that it could pass this levy on to the
disadvantaged members of our community?
I shall refer to the role of local government, the
difficulty the levy places on municipalities and the
absolute disregard and discourtesy that has been
paid to the third tier of government.
It should be realised that municipal councils in
Victoria have been through a difficult revaluation
process where rates have increased substantially for
most residential properties, some by up to 20 per
cent. Over the last few weeks ratepayers throughout
the State have been receiving rate notices and have
been absolutely amazed at the amount they are
expected to pay. In fact, many ratepayers thought
that the levy had already been included in their rate
notices and I have had many calls to my office
asking if that is the case.
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It is an indictment of the government, and one hopes
it is not a precedent for the government's future
dealings with local government, that there was no
consultation with any arm of local government the Municipal Association of Victoria or individual
councils - before the levy was announced.
It appears that the government, in its now
customary fashion, will ride roughshod over local
government just as it has over so many other
sections of the community. It is reasonable to
suppose that some people will not pay this $100 levy
with their rates but will wait until they have extra
cash. I wonder what local councils will do in that
regard, because they will have the unpleasant task of
charging interest on the amount owing by those
people and, in extreme cases, of prosecuting them.

In fairness to local government, which has been
shabbily treated by the government, levy notices
ought to say that the levy is being imposed by the
State government - Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) -On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, I have been watching the honourable
member and it is obvious she is reading her speech.
As I understand the Standing Orders of this House a
member is not permitted to read a speech. I ask you
to ascertain whether the honourable member is
reading her speech or using copious notes. If she is
using copious notes perhaps she can make them
available to the House so that they can be compared
with her speech.
Mrs WILSON (Dandenong North) - On the
point of order, Mr Chairman, I do have copious
notes and I shall be pleased to give the honourable
member for Mordialloc an autographed copy at the
end of my speech.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! Will the honourable
member for Dandenong North please continue.
Mrs WILSON - I was making the pOint that in
fairness to local government, which I think has been
treated shabbily by the government, any notices that
go out in connection with the collection of the levy
ought to state that local government has been
compelled by the State government to collect the
new tax and ought to indicate that councils had no
say in the matter and will not benefit from the
collection of the tax.
I suggest to the Treasurer that he visit the
Parliamentary Library to study some of the reports
in suburban newspapers of comments local
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government bodies have made about the levy. Many
honourable members in this House have, like me,
had a background in local government and I can see
that a number of them are in the Chamber at present.
The Mayor of Cranbourne is reported in the
Cranbourne Sun as saying that the $100 tax is harsh
and unfair. An issue of the Sandringham-Brighton
Advertiser, which circulates in the Treasurer's
electorate, carries a headline that states "Councils
look the 'bad guys"'. The Malvern-Caulfield
Progress, from the area formerly represented by the
honourable member for Mordialloc, which could
hardly be called a hot bed of socialism, says that the
$100 tax is diabolical.
The Northcote Leader, which one would expect to be
more moderate and considerate in its views, talks
about families being hit very hard. The Ringwood
Mail talks about councils scurrying to find loopholes
in the legislation. The Diamond Valley News carries
the headline "Council anger over new property tax".
Mr Leigh interjected.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Mordialloc should contain his
enthusiasm and take care of his sore throat by giving
it a rest.
Mrs WILSON - The Western Times reports that
the Footscray City Council has said it will refuse to
collect the $100 tax. The Waverley Gazette carries the
headline "Council anger over new tax collection". I
suppose the Treasurer was correct when he said that
people in many areas of local government were
concerned at this imposition on them.
One has to wonder why local councils were chosen
to collect the tax. Why were not the State Taxation
Office, Melbourne Water and rural water boards
asked to collect the tax using council databases?
It also seems quite unfair that local government
bodies must pay the total amount of the levy before
30 June whether or not the full amount has been
collected from ratepayers. There is certainly no
acknowledgment that it may not be an easy matter
for many local government bodies to collect this
money. It should also be remembered that councils
in most cases will have to hand over the money and
may therefore have to deny services to their
ratepayers until they are able to collect the money
from ratepayers.
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Many of the larger councils in Victoria have up to
45 000 properties in their areas. The City of
Waverley, for instance, has 45 000 properties and
the City of Dandenong has 25 000. I wonder if the
government has considered the total amount of
money that will be withdrawn from those areas:
$4.5 million in the case of Waverley and $2.5 million
in the case of Dandenong.
The City of Dandenong has been hit hard by
unemployment and the money that will be taken
away could be used to help small businesses and is
money that would have been expected to flow into
the area.
The Treasurer also alluded to the fact that councils
have already sent out their rate notices. I wonder if
any consideration has been given to the dislocation
that will be caused to councils. Most councils have
an efficient and effective work-flow program and
those programs will be dislocated for a number of
months by the necessity to send out a separate set of
notices and collect a separate set of rates in the form
of the levy.
Not only will councils incur staffing costs in
collecting the levy but there will also be postage,
printing and mailing costs. I wonder whether the
Treasurer believes the interest councils will receive
on the money collected will compensate them for
those extra costs.
If local councils had had an opportunity of

discussing the matter with the Treasurer or with
their local members of Parliament perhaps they
would have felt more comfortable about collecting
the levy than they do at present.
The Budget Papers show that the levy is not just a
one-off levy. To make sure I had the right
information I had my office contact the Minister for
Local Government and ask how long Victorians
could expect to be paying the $100 levy. The answer
was that we could expect to pay it for at least three
years. Perhaps when the Treasurer sums up he
could either confirm or deny that that will be the
case, because I believe both local government and
taxpayers have the right to know whether the levy is
for this financial year only or whether they will be
slugged in future years.
In conclusion I raise a matter which has had little

prominence and which relates to people who rent
properties. It seems unlikely that landlords would
want to absorb the levy in the rents they receive
because they will face increased council and water
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rates for this financial year. I think it can be assumed
that the cost of the levy will be passed on to people
renting the properties. In connection with tenants of
Department of Planning and Development
properties, I understand the Minister for Housing in
another place said that the amount required for a
levy on all the department's properties would be
approximately $6.5 million - that is, $6.5 million
from the housing budget. That is a considerable part
of that budget, and I seek an assurance from the
Treasurer that the payment of the levy will not be to
the detriment of the people waiting for upgrading of
the houses they already occupy and that the
program for increased housing stock will not suffer.
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policies of the previous government on land tax and
every other kind of tax.
This discredited group of people walk around
pretending to hold their heads up high. When the
honourable member for Springvale went out to the
front of the building the other day he was booed and
jeered, along with the former Premier and other
members of the Labor Party who were hiding in the
corridors. They had no friends among the crowd
outsid~. That crowd might not have been our mates,
but they did not want to see you, either, because of
what you have done in the past 10 years.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! Through the Chair.

I emphasise that the levy is inequitable and hits at
people who can least afford to pay. The Treasurer
should rethink this tax on Victorians, and I ask him
to consider other ways of raising revenue and to
withdraw the Bill.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I had no intention of
speaking on the Bill because I have a sore throat, but
after listening to the honourable member for
Dandenong North I decided that even if I lose my
voice I must have something to say about the drivel
coming from Labor Party members tonight - not
only tonight but in the past few weeks.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEIGH - You go back to where you should
be on the back bench, buddy! On 3 October the
coalition government was elected, and it discovered
it had inherited an economic mess beyond its belief.
When we were in opposition we thought the Budget
deficit would be apprOximately $2 billion, but the
then Treasurer, the honourable member for
Northcote, denied that and said it was roughly
$1.3 billion. Now we discover it is more than
$3 billion. Added to that are the secret borrowings
that this gaggle of an opposition participated in
when in government.
The Federal Labor Treasurer said our economic
measures are not tough enough. The then Victorian
Treasurer was told that his Budget was not tough
enough -and that came from one of the factional
buddies of the honourable member for Sunshine.
Opposition members dare to come into this House
after what they have done to the State in the past 10
years and whinge and whine and beg the
government to do all sorts of things. The honourable
member for Dandenong North seems to think we
actually enjoy increasing taxes. I do not enjoy the
fact that people have lost their jobs because of the

Mr LEIGH -Six weeks after the election this
gaggle across the Chamber are telling us that we
have the responsibility to do this and that, and they
beg us to do something for them. Last night the
honourable member for Altona asked the Minister
for Transport to do things. Her own party was in
government for 10 years and did nothing.
The levy provided for by the Bill will raise
$180 million this year to make up for the losses that
that bunch caused. You had Ministers in
government that did not resign and were
responsible for losing much more than $180 million!
The former Treasurer lost billions of dollars and cost
us our bank. There was the Victorian Economic
Development Corporation, Tricontinental and all the
other disastrous losses.
The Treasurer of that time quit his post but he was
appointed Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet so
he still had a car and the salary and perks.
Fortunately, the honourable member for Berwick
beat him in the recent election.
Opposition members have the gall to come into this
Chamber and carry on about what we should do.
You should go back to your electorates, which you
were lucky to get!
The CHAIRMAN - Order! Through the Chair!
Mr LEIGH - You should collectively hang your
heads in shame for what you did to every
working-class person in this State. The western
suburbs have an unemployment rate of 36 per cent,
not because of anything a Liberal government did.
In the past 10 years we have had a Federal Labor
government and a State Labor government. Whose
fault is it? You cannot blame the opposition, ladies
and gentlemen! Blame the former government!
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The CHAIRMAN - Order! It has been a long,
hard week and the Chair has been extremely patient.
I am starting to get a little intolerant and I should
like the honourable member for Mordialloc to come
back to clause 1 of the Bill rather than indulging in
general debate about what the former government
mayor may not have done.
Mr LEIGH - Fear not, I was leading into clause 1
of the Bill. The fact is that $180 million is being
collected by this levy. The opposition says that is
unfair on local government, that it is inequitable
because the rich along with the poor pay it, and so
on. It can be related to the deficit caused by the Cain
and Kirner governments. Many people will havE' to
pay thousands of dollars, depending on the number
of properties they own. The local government
provisions in respect of hardship apply to this Bill.
I note that a council in the electorate of the
honourable member for Footscray, along with a
number of other councils, appears to be interested in
breaking the law. Councillors are elected officials;
they are supposed to have the interests of their
communities at heart and to abide by the law. If they
do not abide by the law, they should not hold a
position of trust in the community. If they break the
law, the government should take the appropriate
action. If we do not have laws and if laws are not
enforced, we have a jungle. We nearly have a jungle
on our hands now because of 10 years of Labor
mismanagement.
I note that the honourable member for Dandenong
North is interested in what I am saying. She said that
the Treasurer should get the money from
somewhere else, but not once did she offer a
solution. In the end she ran out of time, although she
would have been given extra time had she asked for
it. All she could do was carp. I hope when she was
part of the former government she asked the same
sorts of questions that we, as the government, have
been asking.
The former government is responsible for this levy.
It has to come to terms with that fact. We are not
doing it for pleasure. Does anybody seriously
believe we want to implement legislation that makes
people angry because we enjoy being unpopular?
Why do we do it? It is not because the Treasurer
wants to be unpopular but because action must be
taken.
The honourable member for Dandenong North
selectively quoted from newspapers. It was obvious
that she was doing what some subeditors do. They
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sometimes write headlines that say one thing but do
not tell quite the full story. If she had read further
from the newspaper in my electorate she would
have found that, although the mayor might have
said those words, many of the other councillors
criticised him for doing so. The honourable member
for Dandenong North obviously does not go to the
Library very often.
The opposition has to take responsibility for its
actions in government. It has no choice but to go
along with the levy because we are trying to fix the
mess it created. We have a Budget of $10 billion, but
this tax raises $180 million in one year. If we cannot
raise more money, are we to sack more public
servants, as the honourable members for Dandenong
North and Sunshine seem to be suggesting? The
government has to find the revenue somewhere. It
has a small revenue base. It has payroll tax,
unfortunately, but that drove employers out of
Victoria. It has land tax, but that is squeezing people
to death. Where do we get it from? Smokers are
dying in the street, so we cannot tax too many more
of them. We have to come back to the point that
revenue has to be collected from everybody.
In my view Labor electorates, many of them in the
western suburbs, created this mess by voting for the
Australian Labor Party, and I do not see why my
community and others that do not vote Labor
should have to pay for this mess. Personally, I
would put the Cain-Kirner tax on the opposition.
None of you deserves to be in this Chamber after
what your party did! You should hang your heads in
shame!
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member should address his comments through the
Chair.
Mr LEIGH - The opposition should explain to
the government where we should get the money. I
have not heard one of them say it yet. The
honourable member for Sunshine, who has been
awfully good at spending taxpayers' money on
helicopters and alcohol bills - Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Chairman, the honourable member for
Mordialloc has just made several quite offensive and
totally inaccurate statements in regard to me, and I
ask you to insist that he withdraw them.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine has found comments made by
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the honourable member for Mordialloc offensive.
Will he withdraw?
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I withdraw my
comment about his $14 000 alcohol bill.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - Mr Acting Chairman, I
ask you to have the member withdraw that remark.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Mordialloc should withdraw
unreservedly.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I withdraw
unreservedly and without qualification. In
conclusion I say that the honourable member for
Sunshine and the other evangelists of this opposition
should tell the government where it can get the
revenue. Instead of carping and carrying on night
after night and wasting the time of the House the
opposition should give the commwtity the action it
wants. They want job opportunities and security;
they want Victoria to be rebuilt. Unfortunately we
have a rather conservative opposition that is not
interested in seeing Victoria develop. If they carry
on in that manner and oppose measures that are
designed to get Victoria back on track they face
another bleak 27 years in opposition.
Mrs GARBUTI (Bundoora) - I join the
opposition in opposing the tax proposed by the
Treasurer, who must be desperately hoping for other
members of the government to back him up after
that poor effort. None of them recognises this tax for
what it is: an unfair tax. Despite the Treasurer saying
it is fair because business pays other taxes, the
community has no hesitation in recognising
immediately that this tax is unfair.
I think the Treasurer has tried to establish a new
definition of what is fair in this society, but it will
not work. Australians have a long tradition of
identifying what is fair and unfair. It is part of our
culture. A fair go and all those sorts of things are not
strictly defined and we will not find them in the
Standing Orders that people spend half the night
arguing about, but everybody instinctively knows
what is a fair go and what is not. This is not.
We have spent a lot of time in this place debating
and arguing over the past three weeks but, despite
having only a short amount of time to get out and
talk to people, it has become very obvious very
quickly that there is talk of a revolt against this
unfair tax. The people are spontaneously saying, '1
will not pay it. It's unfair". It is not fair for a number
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of reasons. It does not matter what the value of one's
property is. It does not matter whether you have a
millionaire's house in Brighton -and I am sure
there are quite a few of those - or a humble house
in Bundoora, a cottage in Whittlesea or a seafront
house in Warmambool, you will pay the same $100.
Warmambool is one of my favourite places,
Mr Chairman. It does not matter whether it is a
seafront house or a place in the south, you will pay
the same $100 no matter what the value of your
property is. People know that that is not fair; they
don't have to define it any further than that. It is
simply unfair and unjust.
The levy is also unfair because it takes no account of
the incomes of the people who will pay it. It does not
matter whether you are a well-paid Treasurer,
Minister, Premier or a chairman of a committee who
has just got a huge pay rise.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, I hope to be one of the chairmen of
the Parliamentary committees, and I understand that
the honourable member for Bundoora is interested
in serving on them. I ask you to request her to
withdraw the aspersions she has cast on those
members of Parliament who happen to serve on
committees. I take offence at her remarks.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! There is no point of
order. The honourable member for Bundoora was
making a general point.
Mrs GARBUTI (Bundoora) - Regardless of
whether a person is battling to find money to pay for
food or to payoff the car, that person will pay the
same levy as a person who can spend $100 on a bet
on the Melbourne Cup or pay more than $100 for
one hat to wear to the Melbourne Cup.
The Age of 17 May contains a survey of 322 families
in an unidentified outer eastern suburb. Of the
322 families, 22 were behind in payments of SEC,
Gas and Fuel and Melbourne Water fees, imposts
which have just been increased by 10 per cent. Five
families had had their telephones cut off and
15 families were behind in payments for hire
purchase agreements. Some 22 families could not
service or repair their cars, 9 could not pay school
fees and 18 families had pawned or sold something
for cash. Those people on low incomes struggling to
pay for the basic necessities of life will pay the same
levy as millionaires.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The CHAIRMAN - Order! The Chair has been
tolerant with the level of interjections. As I have said
before, I do not like to stop interjections because
they sometimes add to the debate. However,
members should use commonsense and discretion
regarding the level of interjections. The Chair will
tolerate that, but it will not tolerate the barrage of
interjections that just occurred.
Mrs GARBUTT - I return to my original point:
the tax is unfair and it is recognised in the
community as being unfair because it does not
matter what the value of a property is, the
imposition is the same. It does not matter whether a
person is on a high or low income because the
imposition is the same.
The Treasurer has now said it will be a one-step tax
instead of a flat tax. He has conceded that
Commonwealth health card holders and
disadvantaged people will be exempt. However, it is
not clear how that will apply. The Treasurer has put
in one step -you either pay it or you don't. There is
no scale graduating from people on low incomes to
the millionaires in our society. I am not surprised
that people are saying they will not pay it.
I shall now refer to how the tax will apply to
landlords and tenants. Landlords are clearly in a
position to pass on the cost of the levy to their
tenants. The Treasurer himself said that he expects
landlords to pass on the cost at the after-tax rate of
50 per cent. I doubt that. Landlords will pass on the
levy and collect their tax. They will put up their
rents $2 a week and they will take the tax deduction
for themselves. That is one of the most pernicious
aspects of the tax, and it will divide the community.
The Age of 3 November states:
Taxes and charges increased in the mini-Budget are an
invitation to all Victorians to conclude that they are
going to be slugged proportionally more than
economically favoured Victorians. That is a recipe for
divisive resentment among those suffering most in the
recession.

That worries me considerably. The range of
measures proposed by the government will lead to
divisions in our society. Surely it should be one of
the aims of government to develop some sort of
social cohesion and unity. This provision will be
most divisive.
It is ironic that the tax has been proposed only a few

days after members of the government granted
themselves pay increases. If ever there were a sign of
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hypocrisy, that is it. It underlines the divisive and
unfair nature of the tax. Moreover, the tax will not
achieve what it sets out to do; it will hit the
emerging recovery on the head. The money taken
from consumers' pockets will not be spent and
consumer confidence will be knocked. We are
already hearing about that, and the next set of retail
figures to be released will confirm it. Retailers are
already saying that consumer confidence has been
choked by the fear and divisiveness advocated by
this sort of measure.
The Treasurer said he could not avoid using local
councils to collect the levy. That is certainly not
unavoidable because other government agencies
could collect it.
Mr Maclellan - Which one?
Mrs GARBUTT - Melbourne Water for one. It
was simply easier for the government to use local
councils to let it off the hook. Any anger and
hostility about the levy will be diverted to local
government rather than to the State government
where it belongs. Local government is already
saying it will be blamed for doing the government's
dirty work. Honourable members should look at the
local newspapers in the Parliamentary Library. The
government has grabbed the front page on every
one, and none of the comments are nice. The
Essendon City Council has said the government
wants it to do its dirty work. The comments made
by the councils are enlightening and cover issues
such as the tax being regressive, the imposition it
places on local councils, the lack of consultation, and
the fact that local councils will be out of pocket.
Mr Maclellan - Who's going to be out of pocket?
Mrs GARBUTT - Local councils claim they will
be out of pocket. The City of Heidelberg, which is in
my electorate, has expressed its concerns about the
levy. An article in the Heidelberger of 4 November
states:
However, Heidelberg council is concerned ratepayers
will view the levy as another rate charge.
Corporate services manager, Tim Brown, said residents
would see it as another council charge.
He questioned why the government had not used its
own statutory authority, Melbourne Water, to collect
the debt.
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"They could certainly, in my opinion, have collected it
through their own system, and you have to wonder
why they didn't.
''In my view they might have found it easier for the
council to bear the brunt.

'We will be the ones getting the letters of complaint or
the phone calls".

The City of Heidelberg has given some thought to
the matter. It sent leaflets to its ratepayers
suggesting that ratepayers who have queries about
the levy should contact the Minister for Small
Business, the honourable member for Ivanhoe. I
should be interested to hear what he has to say
about that. The City of Heidelberg also suggests that
its ratepayers contact the Honourable Bruce Skeggs
and the Honourable Bill Forwood, both of whom
represent Templestowe Province in the other place.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mrs GARBUTT - They know that the
government, not the Labor Party, is responsible for
the introduction of the tax. They are not prepared to
waste time and money doing that!
The City of Whittlesea has calculated that its
ratepayers will provide the State government with
more than $3.5 million. In other words, that amount
of money will be taken out of the local community
and put into the coffers of the State government.
One of the councillors of the Shire of Diamond
Valley is a member of this place. Unfortunately he is
not in the Chamber to contribute to the debate. He
should have taken this opportunity to tell the House
and the people of Diamond Valley, whom he
represents in two different forums, how he
reconciles the imposition of the levy with his
council's stance.
The Shire of Diamond Valley wrote a letter to the
Premier about the issue before the levy was
introduced. The shire was so worried about what it
had been hearing that it decided to put pen to paper
to express its concerns:
The principle of using local government to collect a
State government tax is offensive to local government,
particularly as the government has the capacity
through the land tax office to collect the levy.

That is a second collection option the government
could have chosen.

973

The principle that the problems of one sphere of
government can be answered simply by disruption of
another level of government is not a sound proposition.

Obviously the shire is not happy about having to
collect the levy. The honourable member for Eltham
should explain exactly where he stands. His local
council does not support the tax, and ratepayers of
the Shire of Diamond Valley are telling me that they
certainly do not support the tax.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mrs GARBUTT - He needs to - Mr Steggall interjected.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Swan Hill is testing the tolerance of the
Chair.
Mrs GARBUTT - The honourable member for
Eltham should return to the Chamber and say
whether he supports the levy. If he did he would
find himself in a very difficult position.
The tax is unjust on a number of grounds. It flies in
the face of the principles of good local government
.and makes no attempt to be fair, despite the
Treasurer's talk about spreading the burden of
recovery. The Treasurer is attempting to redefine
what we all understand fairness to mean. Certainly
the people of Bundoora will not accept the
Treasurer's redefinition. They believe the tax is
unfair, and they will oppose it.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
commend the honourable member for Bundoora for
her courage and frankness. I have never known any
other member of the Labor Party to have the courage
to stand up and say that he or she believes that land
tax and Melbourne Water rates should be increased
to pay for the extravagances of the Labor
government. That is exactly what she has told the
House. All I can say is that she has a level of courage
that puts her colleagues to shame.
I have some admiration for her point of view. She
has proposed that I should get off the hook, that I
should not have to pay - Mrs GARBUTT (Bundoora) - On a point of
order, Mr Chairman, the Minister is either
misrepresenting what I have said or has not been
listening.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! That is a personal
explanation, not a point of order.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I do
not pay Board of Works rates because I have a water
tank on my property at Lysterfield. I do not pay land
tax because I am exempt from its application. The
honourable member for Bundoora suggests that
someone in my pOSition should not have to pay the
$100, which is the effect of her wanting to use a
mechanism other than local government to collect
the levy.
After listening to the honourable member, National
Party members are probably having a celebratory
drink! The honourable member for Bundoora
believes all rural councils should be excused from
making any contribution to reducing the debt
caused by the extravagance and wastefulness of the
previous Labor government. That is the effect of her
proposal.
She proposes using the mechanism of land tax, even
though land tax is not levied on farms, or Melbourne
Water rates. I assure the honourable member for
Bundoora that Melbourne Water is not well
represented in the Mallee or in the north-east of
Victoria! Is she suggesting that it is equitable to use
Melbourne Water to collect the levy but that it is
somehow inequitable to use the municipal rate base
to collect the tax? Is she suggesting that Melbourne
Water rates and land tax be increased simply
because she does not want to offend the State's
210 municipalities?
The honourable member wants to excuse rich people
whose property arrangements or ownership of
farms means they do not pay land tax and who live
beyond the boundaries of Melbourne Water from
having to make any contribution to the reduction of
the State deficit.
She seems to be suggesting that, despite how she
says she feels for them, low-income earners and
public housing tenants should bear heavier burdens.
Under her proposal the people of Bundoora would
have to bear heavier burdens than the people who
live outside the boundaries of Melbourne Water and
who are beyond the grasp of land tax - they would
get off scot-free.
I do not know of any other Labor member of
Parliament who would have the courage to stand up
and make such a contribution. But she did, and her
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courage should be recognised. The butterfly lady is
willing to excuse the rich, she is willing to excuse
those who live beyond Melbourne Water's - The CHAIRMAN - Order! The Minister should
refer to the honourable member by her correct title.
Mr MACLELLAN - I am referring to the
honourable member for Bundoora, who happens to
be passionately interested in butterflies. Apparently
she shares a passion for butterflies with the rich who
wear fashionable hats to the Melbourne Cup. If all
those people had suitably located properties in
Macedon, on which they paid no land tax, they
would be able to double the size of their Melbourne
Cup hats. Under the honourable member's proposal
they would not have to pay the levy.
If the Cain-Kirner deficit tax is not to be levied, what
tax would honourable members opposite impose?
At least the honourable member for Bundoora was
prepared to take a stab at the answer. The only
problem was that her proposition was riddled with
more unfairness than the government's proposition,
which is that we should all pay $100 for each
property we own. People who own numerous
properties will be hit hard because they will have to
pay many hundreds of dollars.

Is the Labor Party suggesting that those people
should be excused from all the multi-ownerships
they have? No. When the honourable member for
Bundoora referred to landlords she reverted to type:
they were the hated, wicked landlords. Those
terrible landlords will put up the rent, they will
claim the tax deduction and get away with it. At the
Melbourne Cup their hats will be more colourful
than the hats of anyone else! The Labor Party has a
class view of these things.
It still does not have the courage to stand up and
say, 'We bungled the State of Victoria for 10 years.
We burdened it with debt. We borrowed, we spent
and we wasted money". The Labor Party knew it
had to find a cure to the problem but it would not
face up to it. The Labor Party's basic idea about debt
is, ''Forget it, just pretend it's not there and it will go
away".

That is what the Labor Party did for the 10 years it
was in government. It pretended it did not matter
and that the debt would all go away. The Labor
Party thought it could put all its borrowings on
Bankcard and IOUs. Its idea was that so long as it
could spend the money it borrowed, save the
butterflies and make grants for community wall
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paintings and so on, everything would be all right. If
the former government could spend, spend and
spend all the debt would go away. Unfortunately it
has not learnt its lesson yet. It was obvious that there
was a significant change in the community's attitude
to the Labor Party during the State election
campaign.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, because I am new I am not well
versed in the procedure, but I ask you to rule on
whether the Minister for Planning is drifting far and
wide from the purpose of the Bill.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! With due respect to
the new member for Altona, I do not uphold the
pOint of order. Under clause 1 the Chair has allowed
some latitude in the debate and I consider the
Minister to be well within the guidelines.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) -As
there is limited time for the Committee stage I will
not use all of my remaining 13 minutes; I merely say
it is time the honourable members for Altona,
Footscray, Dandenong North, Albert Park, Sunshine
and Bundoora, who are the only opposition
members in the Chamber, advised the Committee
where they would get the money to service the debts
that the Labor Party ran up when it controlled the
State for 10 long years of big spending. That would
be more honest than opting out, copping out and
pretending that by some other mechanism they will
achieve the equity that they have talked about in this
Chamber.
The honourable member for Altona suggests, by
interjection, that it is better for the levy to be
imposed through Melbourne Water rates. How will
she explain to her constituents why the valuations
should inflict further costs on Altona and fewer costs
on people living in the 60 per cent of the State not
covered by the Melbourne Water scheme?
If she wants to do it through land tax, why does she
believe the landlords, those evil, wicked people, will
not pass it on to their tenants in Altona? The
honourable member knows what she has suggested
is not equitable, and she gets offended when it is
pointed out to her. She simply wants to take a
shut-up point of order because my comments are
embarraSSing to her and the Labor Party.
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what you will tax to pay for the extravagance of 10
years of Labor government.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The Minister should
address the Chair.
Mr MACLELLAN -It is time the honourable
member said what she would tax. Will she impose
the Pyramid petrol levy, which has been imposed on
the rich and poor alike? It does not matter whether a
person.owns a Rolls Royce or a clapped-out old
Holden. Is that what the honourable member wants?
That is what her party did when in government. The
coalition government is taking away that tax. Will
the honourable member impose a further motor
vehicle registration tax, which has recently increased
from $70 to $14O? Both those taxes apply to people
who must use their vehicles to get to work. They
will apply to tradespeople who must carry their
tools in the back of their clapped-out old HoIdens
that the honourable member for Bundoora said they
could not afford to service.
Whose recession is it? Is it the coalition
government's recession? We have been in office for
only five weeks. Is it our friend Mr Keating's
recession? If it is the Labor Party's recession and it is
responsible for the debts that have built up, it should
front up to the people of Victoria and say what it
would do instead of simply saying, "Don't let the
councils be part of the mechanism for collecting
moneys that will be imposed by the deficit levy".
The burden of debt wrapped around the necks of all
Victorians will remain there if the coalition
government does not quickly payoff some of the
debt racked up by the former Labor government.
I fail to understand how the Labor Party could have
built up those debts and have nothing useful to
show for them. The money the former government
threw down the drain through Tricontinental
Corporation Ltd could be called the Rob Jolly tax in
honour of a former Treasurer. The money lost
through the Victorian Economic Development
Corporation could be called the Rob Fordham tax in
honour of the former member for Footscray. We
could call other taxes the Kirner or Williamstown
tax. Those debts must be paid, whether it be through
property, rate or price mechanisms. If the Labor
Party believes the government can impose a tax that
does not hurt anybody, it is involved in wishful
thinking.

It may be embarraSSing, but it is time you stood up

to say what you would tax to pay for the debts your
party ran up. It is time you told this Committee

The Labor Party is obviously still lost and does not
know where it is in the game. The Labor Party
should be prepared to tell the community where it
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would get the thousands of millions of dollars that it
wasted in its 10 years in office. The Labor Party
deserves to be in opposition. It will remain there for
years to come unless it starts facing up to the issues
instead of trying to run away from them.
Ms MA RP LE (Altona) -It gives me great
pleasure to contribute to the debate and follow the
great drama the Committee has just witnessed. I am
pleased to follow the women of my party who have
spoken on this Bill. It is interesting that the women
wanted to speak on this tax because it is often the
women who ensure that the family income is well
balanced. For that reason I will refer to the inequity
and unfairness of the tax that will be imposed on
Victorian households.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, the honourable member for Altona is
discriminating against the men in the Chamber and I
ask her to withdraw.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Mordialloc has been a member of this
place long enough to know that that is a frivolous
point of order. I call him to order and ask him to use
some commonsense about his performance in this
Chamber.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I hope the members of
the public in the gallery who witnessed the
behaviour of the Minister for Planning will
appreciate that with more women in the Chamber
the sort of drama and acting that went on for about
20 minutes will be less frequent. I shall clear up
some of the points the Minister raised. He did not
provide any new information.
The people who are suffering most will have to pay
the levy, and other speakers from this side of the
House have pointed out how unfair it is that the
levy will apply to homes across the State. One of the
major reasons the opposition opposes the levy is that
it is unfair.
Families just starting out and struggling are being
asked to pay the same amount of tax as people who
have sufficient money to play the stock market or
have just been given jobs with salaries of more than
$100 000 a year. People who have to struggle to meet
a budget each week cannot even comprehend
anyone being paid that amount of money as a salary.
People who live in simple workers cottages, which
in many cases they have built themselves, will pay
the same amount of tax as people with large houses
on large blocks of land.
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Government members often talk about how
important the family is in society. I suggest that the
way the levy will be applied will place a great deal
of strain on many families, but particularly families
on fixed incomes, families with young children,
families with children attending schools and families
living on social seCurity. In stark contrast, $100 is
nothing to other people, who would spend it on an
evening meal.
Earlier speakers have also mentioned that it is unfair
that local councils must collect the tax. I have always
admired people who stand for election to local
councils because they give up much of their own
time to work hard in their roles as councillors. Those
people will now have to face ratepayers who have
been sent tax bills for an additional $100. Some
councillors will lose their seats in council because of
the levy.
The honourable member for Dandenong North
spoke about the dilemma the levy will cause in
public housing. The opposition is concerned about
how the Department of Planning and Development
will obtain the $6.5 million to pay the levy. The
department will have difficulty in raising that
money because of Commonwealth-State housing
agreements. The department will probably use .
money set aside for the building of additional public
housing and the upgrading of existing properties.
Earlier a fuss was made about a suggestion that
Melbourne Water and other like bodies could use
the database used by local councils to spread the
burden of collecting the levy. If government
members had listened carefully, they would have
understood what was being put.
It is likely that the levy will be passed on to people

struggling to pay rent in private rental
accommodation, and mention was made earlier of
concerns about people with disabilities and about
people on pensions. The collection of the levy is
another burden in both time and money being
placed on local government bodies.
The chief executive officer of the City of Springvale
recently wrote to the honourable member for
Springvale enclosing a copy of a letter the
municipality sent to the Premier, which states in part:
My council was most concerned to hear of your
government's decision to introduce the State deficit
levy. Council was particular incensed at the lack of
consultation with local government on its role in the
collection of the levy.
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Council urges you to take heed of the representations ...
Whilst council recognises the government's prerogative
to introduce new taxes, it feels that the levy is
inequitable in the way it affects those least able to pay,
e.g. pensioners, the unemployed and lower income
families.

I suggest that many newly elected government
members will find when they get back to their
electorate offices next week that there have been
many inquiries from their constituents about how
they will find the money to pay the levy. I imagine
that smiles will be wiped from a few faces.
I was asked about taxes. I am not a person who has
tried cleverly to get out of paying tax. I believe taxes
are an important element in the running of any
country or State. In its letter the City of Springvale
says that one of the things wrong with the levy, and
the same is true of the other measures that have been
rammed through the House over the past three
weeks, is that there was no consultation.
I am sure other ways could have been found of
raising taxes. The government could, for instance,
have considered proposals put forward by the
former government for tax collection and introduced
them over a period - a measure rejected by the
Legislative Council when it was proposed by the
former government. The government has made
much of the past 10 years under Labor, but I am sure
all government members are aware that the former
government was without a majority in the Upper
House and many of its proposals never saw the light
of day. It is interesting that the government now
wishes to impose a new tax, yet it refused to allow
the former government to raise revenue in ways that
the opposition believes were fairer and more
equitable.
The council says it is taking away from the fact that
this government has to collect taxes and the State
does not have a wide tax base. We have put that
forward at other times in other places and it has
been turned down by the then conservative
opposition. It is most important that the Bill does not
pass because it is an inequitable way of collecting
the tax.
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The Minister for Planning referred to the Age as the
Soviets of Spencer Street but local newspapers all
over the State have said that the levy is a public
relations disaster.
The honourable member for Mordialloc erroneously
said the city council I previously represented was
planning to break a State law. If he had followed
recent press statements he would know that the
council said it was not prepared to break the State
law.
The community is in outcry about the levy and I
shall give some examples by reading the responses
of various shire councils. First, Buninyong Shire
Council:
Bitterly opposed to collecting the tax for the State.

Bellarine Shire Council:
Dismay, frightening, totally unrealistic and having
scant regard for the community role of local
government.

Corio Shire Council:
Total lack of consultation; will cost $20 000 to
administer.

Cranbourne Shire Council:
A harsh tax, unfair, will hit young home buyers hard.

Sale City Council:
Headaches and mass confusion over how it is collected
and who pays.

Knox City Council:
A major administrative headache. Council will cop the
flak without a doubt.

City of Brunswick:
An outrageously inequitable tax, unfair, an impost on
all lower income earners and the people of Brunswick.

Moorabbin City Council:
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - The comments
from the government side - including almost an
apology from the Treasurer and vehemence from the
Minister for Planning - all show that the Bill is a
public relations disaster for this tier of government.

Will cost council between $30 000 and $40 000 to collect
the money. Will write and express concern and object.
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Caulfield City Council:
The council will get the brickbats while the government
gets the money.

Mr Stockdale - What's wrong with that?
Mr MILD EN HALL - I rest my case.
Brighton City Council:
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remember seeing or hearing about a local
government policy from the government and I
wanted to see how the collection of the levy would
fit in with the government's policy on local
government. I went to the Library to research it and
I was told that there was no local government policy.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, I know you gave other members and
me latitude but I do not see how Liberal government
policy on local government is relevant to clause 1.

Council is made to look the bad guys.

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) Mr Chairman, I think you should explain to the
honourable member that if he wishes an interjection
to go into Hansard he must reply to it.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I thought '1
rest my case" was a reasonable response.
The response of Malvern City Council was:
Imposition of the tax diabolical and an act of pure
contempt against local government. Adds insult to
injury. Vandalism. What a disaster.

The new members of this House are proud of our
role of working at the State level of government and
representing our electorates. We must try to explain
this outrage to our electorates. Heidelberg City
Council states:
Will cost $25 000 to collect. The State government could
have collected it through its own system and we have
to wonder why it did not. They might have found it
easier for council to bear the brunt.

The comments raise a number of fundamental
difficulties that the opposition has with the Bill. One
of the most fundamental is the respect that we have
for local government and its status as a third tier of
government. Most of the comments related to the
contempt with which local government has been
treated. Details of that include the imposition on the
local government. Many councils estimate it will
cost $3 a notice to collect. The collection
arrangements are out of whack and we will consider
specific details of the collection arrangements later.
At least some attention has been paid to trying to
synchronise the collection arrangements.
Apart from showing a lack of respect, the Bill is out
of whack with local government arrangements. It is
interesting to see the lack of respect that the State
government has for local government. I could not

The CHAIRMAN - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order but I remind the honourable member
for Footscray that he must relate his remarks to the
Bill, especially to clause 1.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - After some
reading and research I discovered that the
appropriate clauses are included in the
government's planning policy, the partnership to
achieve things for the public good. I do not know
how the government would define that partnership
but the equality of each of the partners would need
some reconsideration by whoever structured and
conceived that policy.
One of the fundamental difficulties with the purpose
of the Bill is its crudity, bluntness and inequality. Of
all the options for collecting revenue, which range
from taxes on income, services, the value of property
and goods or transactions in the community, a
$100 tax on every property would have to be one of
the crudest and bluntest instruments this House has
ever seen. It is a political strategy designed to sheet
home to the previous government the blame for
Victoria's financial situation.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The House will come
to order.
Mr MILDENHALL - Because of the
overwhelming reaction the tax proposal has
received from local government, I should have
thought it would be seen as a political disaster for
this government. Hidden behind the tactic is a
deep-seated and sinister attitude. As the Treasurer
and other government speakers have confirmed, it
will be a permanent $100 levy and represents an
attempt to get a permanent slice of local
government's tax-collecting action.
Having exempted business from any further impost,
in casting around for options the government has
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targeted an area where a bit of cash is floating
around, an area that has not been taxed and where
the collection techniques are not an impost. What is
behind it?
The Treasurer talked about the options available to
the government. But in examining a fair range of
options the first thing the government did was to
immediately exempt business. It set out with this
crude political strategy of picking out families and
average Victorians. In considering where the burden
will be carried, one must look at the imposts already
being put on water, gas, electricity and Tattslotto.
Now we have another tax, which represents a very
crude and basic attack.
It is further evidence that one of the key

characteristics of this session is haste. The number of
amendments required shows the haste with which
the legislation was cobbled together. It now needs
substantial amendments in order to work.
As previous speakers have pointed out, it is
particularly discriminatory. It is a tax ambush. The
community's reaction has shown that the
government has no mandate for the tax. It is not
consistent with the government's published policy.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - Those of us who were members of this
Chamber prior to the election witnessed a no-fault
government. Now we have a no-fault opposition.
Members have just changed sides. The opposition
has offered no suggestions about how Victoria will
address the problems it created when it was in
government. How are we to put this State back on
its feet? This legislation is an option. The opposition
has offered no possible alternative. For all its
problems, which have been highlighted by local
government, the legislation will get to the heart of
the problem.
Mr Dollis interjected.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Richmond is disorderly and out of his
place.
Mr COLEMAN - We must make the hard
decisions. The opposition knows that. It is
responsible for the problems confronting Victoria
because it did not make the hard decisions when it
was in government. This is one way of trying to get
out of the mess. The Treasurer has put forward an
option that will get to the heart of the problem of
addressing Victoria's record debt.

979

The honourable member for Sunshine says this tax
will fall on the poor. When he was making his
decisions who did he think the problems would fall
on? Did he say he would protect the poor and hit the
rich? The philosophy we have heard from the
opposition is that you can selectively choose who
will suffer. That did not matter when the debt was
being created. It all heaped up and everybody
became responsible for it. There is no way of
avoiding it. There is no selective way of saying that
one group of people will pay and another group will
not. When you do it that way you finish up with the
inequity the honourable member for Altona tried to
highlight.
The Bill says to the community as a whole that each
and every one of us must take some of the burden.
There may well be some whose incomes makes it
easier to pay the $100. Let us consider that. Spread
over a period - the Bill also provides for quarterly
payments - the $100 levy is able to be afforded by
most people. It is not a huge amount of money.
Honourable members should consider the amount
of money spent on Victoria's various betting
systems. The $100 levy is not a large amount of
money for the majority of people.
We must put Victoria into a position where
everyone shares the problem, and the tax does that.
Members of the opposition have listed all the
reasons they claim will make it difficult for local
government to collect the tax. The Bill provides a
system of reward for local government.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The Committee will
come to order.
Mr COLEMAN - You can understand them
being a little testy. The Bill is an opportunity for
local government to be a participant in the collection
of the levy. The government is prepared to address
some of the issues that have been raised. The
government has proposed amendments that are the
result of consultation, and when members of the
opposition read them they will see that some of the
problems they have highlighted are addressed in the
amendments. The Labor Party is not prepared to be
responsible for the debt it created.
Mr Baker - Why don't you put the tax on liquor
up?
Mr COLEMAN - Isn't that a marvellous
interjection?
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The CHAIRMAN - Order! The Minister should
ignore interjections.
Mr COLEMAN -In the normal course of events
I would take the Chair's advice, but what an
opportunity this is! If ever there were an inequitable
tax to put on the honourable member for Sunshine it
would be a tax on liquor!
Tonight the opposition has promoted the argument
of equity. Clearly, the levy is an equitable way of
saying to everyone in Victoria that they must share
the burden. It is known as the Cain-Kimer tax, and
in its name is the basis of the problem - an
outgoing government that let the debt escalate to a
point where it has strangled the State. Victoria has
got to a point where the economic stimulation has
been retarded. All Victorians are in this mess and
collectively we must get ourselves out of it. That
must not be done by saying to collective groups that
some will pay the tax and some will not.
The principle behind the levy is the recognition that
the people of Victoria overwhelmingly supported a
change of government. The Labor Party must come
to terms with putting together new policies with
which to gain support. That will not happen if it
continues on its present track. Members of the
opposition have to look forward and not go back.
Until they do that, we will be here night after night
listening to them whinge and carp.
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Clause agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The question is:

The CHAIRMAN - Order! The time allotted for
the consideration of the remaining stages of the Bill
has expired. The question is:

That clauses 2 to 16 and government amendments
Nos 1 to 12 be agreed to and new clause AA be read a
second time and added to the Bill.

That clause 1 stand part of the Bill.

Committee divided on clause:

Committee divided on clauses, government
amendments and new clause:

Ayes, 55
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";and
(d) contain a statement to the effect that the Council
is required by this Act to pay to the
Commissioner, out of any amounts of levy,
rates or charges received or recovered from a
person, the amount of the levy payable by that
person.".
6.

Marple, Ms (Teller)
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Clauses, government amendments and new clause
agreed to.

Government amendments referred to in question were:
1.

Clause 3, page 2, lines 8 and 9, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert ""quarterly instalments", in relation to the
payment of a rate or charge, means payments by
4 instalments on the dates fixed under section 167
of the Local Government Act 1989;".

2.

Clause 3, page 2, line 10, omit "a rateable property"
and insert "rateable land".

3.

Clause 5, page 3, line 33, omit "whole" and insert
"third instalment".

4.

Clause 5, page 3, line 38, after "specified" insert ";and
(d) contain a statement to the effect that the Council
is required by this Act to pay to the
Commissioner, out of any amounts of levy,
rates or charges received or recovered from a
person, the amount of the levy payable by that
person.".

5.

Clause 5, page 4, line 27, after "specified" insert -

Clause 5, page 4, line 30, after "instalment" insert "of
levy".

7.

Clause 7, line 9, before '1£" insert "(1)".

8.

Clause 7, after line 13 insert "(2) The proportion is to be calculated in
accordance with the formula P = A/B where -
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P is the proportion;
A is the amount of rates and charges waived;
B is the total amount of rates and charges
otherwise payable had the waiver not been
granted.".
9.

Clause 9, omit this clause.

10. Clause 10, line 18, after "Commissioner" insert
"being an amount not exceeding the amount
calculated".
11. Clause 10, page 8, lines 1 to 6, omit sub-clause (6)
and insert"(6) If the Treasurer is satisfied that a Council has
not taken steps to comply with this section,
the Treasurer may, in writing given to the
Council, direct that a specified amount, being
the whole or any part of any sum payable to
the Council from the Consolidated Fund, or in
the nature of fees, fines or penalties payable
to, or held on behalf of, the Council but not
exceeding the amount of levy and interest due
and payable by the Council to the
Commissioner in accordance with this Act (a) not be paid to the Council until the
Treasurer is satisfied that the Council has
taken steps to comply with this section; or
(b) be set off against that amount of levy and
interest due and payable by the Council in
accordance with this Act.".

12. Clause 12, line 17, omit "9(3)" and insert "9(2)".

NEW CLAUSE
13. Insert the following new clause to follow clause 8:

"AA. Council must forward payments
(1) Within each prescribed period, a Council-
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(a) must pay to the Commissioner all payments
of levy due on the due date and paid to
the Council on or before that date; and
(b) if a person has failed to pay the full amount
of levy that is due on the due date but the
Council has received from that person, on
or before that date, any amount of rates or
charges due in respect of the year to
which the levy relates, the Council must
pay to the Commissioner a sum equal to
the lesser of (i)

(c) in the case of a payment of levy to which
section 5(6) relates (other than a payment
of a third instalment of levy) the period of
28 days after the due date;
(d) in the case of a payment of a third
instalment to which section 5(6) relates the
period of 14 days after the due date.".

Reported to House with amendments.
Report adopted.

Third reading

the amount of unpaid levy; or

(ii) the amount so received from that person.
(2)
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u(a) within a prescribed period the Council has
not paid to the Commissioner the full
amount of levy payable by a person; and
(b) after the due date, the Council receives or
recovers from that person any amount of
levy, rate, charge or interest that is
payable in respect of a period beginning
on or after 1 October 1992 the Council must forward to the
Commissioner, by the end of the third day
after the end of the month in which it receives
or recovers the amount, a sum equal to the
lesser of(c) the amount of unpaid levy together with
interest payable (if any) by that person on
that amount in accordance with section
5(8); or
(d) the amount so received or recovered from
that person less any part of that unpaid levy that has been
paid to the Commissioner under sub-section
(l)(b).

(3) In this section "due date", in relation to a payment of levy,
means the day fixed for that payment by the
notice under section 5(5) or (6);
"prescribed period" means (a) in the case of a payment of levy to which
5(5) relates (other than payment of a
second instalment of levy), the period of
28 days after the due date;
(b) in the case of a payment of a second
instalment of levy to which section 5(5)
relates, the period of 14 days after the due
date;

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

House divided on motion:
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Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Sitting suspended 12.30 a.m. until 1.17 a.m.
(Saturday).

TABLING OF REPORT
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - I wish to raise a
point of order concerning the tabling earlier today of
the papers. Because of the number of reports tabled I
am still working my way through them.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Points of order are
serious matters, and I ask the House to come to
order.
Mr LEIGHTON - I raise a concern about the
1992 annual report of the Small Business
Development Corporation. Section 18(1) of the Small
Business Development Corporation Act 1976 states:
As soon as practicable after the close of each financial
year the Corporation shall prepare and submit to the
Minister a report upon the general operation and
administration of this Act together with a copy of its
balance sheet and statements of account.

Although the report purports to be a report tabled
under that section I do not believe that to be the
case. The report signed by the Chairman and
Director of the Small Business Development
Corporation and addressed to the Honourable Vin
Heffernan, Minister for Small Business, is dated
21 October 1992. As all honourable members know,
the honourable member for Ivanhoe did not become
a Minister until Monday, 9 November. He was not
the Minister for Small Business on 21 October and
the corporation has therefore failed to submit the
report to the Minister as required under the Act.
I believe the report has been tabled in Parliament
illegally. I therefore request, Mr Speaker, that you

order that the report be withdrawn and that a fresh
report be tabled.
I ask you to rule on the point of order now because it
is the last listed day of sitting in this place. If this
mistake is not corrected it is possible that nothing
will be done for a number of months and an illegal
report could be circulating among interested
organisations, including the Small Business
Association of Australia. I know that members of the
trough faction - The SPEAKER - Order! I shall listen to the
honourable member's point of order but he will
have to withdraw that remark.
Mr LEIGHTON - I withdraw, Mr Speaker. I
point out though that some people were so
concerned about being sworn in as Ministers they
were really not concerned about the various - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is straying from the point of order.
Mr LEIGHTON - This report is illegal. It has
been improperly presented to Parliament, and I ask
that you order it to be withdrawn and a fresh report
tabled.
The SPEAKER - Order! In cases like this it is
prudent for the Clerks to write to the deparbnent
concerned. If the facts are as stated by the
honourable member for Preston, the report will have
to be tabled again. I uphold his point of order and
ask the Clerks to act accordingly.

SUPERANNUATION (PUBLIC SECTOR)
BILL
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I
declare that this Bill is an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put
House divided on motion:
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without the provision of appropriate time for the
opposition to consider the matter.
I do not claim that this Bill is as Significant as some
of the other matters we have had before us but the
principle remains: time must be allowed for
consideration of the ramifications and effects,
particularly the financial consequences, of legislation
of this kind. We need time because, although only
some several thousand people are involved, we are
all aware of the alarm that is building about the
unfunded debt of State superannuation schemes.
Because of the complex nature of superannuation
funds and the complexity of the mathematics
involved in dealing with schemes of this kind, it is
important to have the time to have the legislation
considered by expert actuaries, for example, and by
other business and financial analysts to ensure that
we and the Parliament as a whole have the benefit of
that third-party expertise. Clearly the Minister has
not responded to previous requests to provide that
time. I point out that in my limited experience as a
second-termer in this Parliament - -

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr (Teller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Dr

Motion agreed to.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 2.31 a.m. this day.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On the question of
time, Mr Speaker, I fear I have not much that is fresh
to raise. I have said before that I have attempted to
be consistent when speaking on Bills that relate to
money matters and their importance to the custom
and culture of this and other Westminster
Parliaments in regard to the provision of sufficient
time for consideration. This is at least the fifth
example relating to my shadow portfolio to have
come before the Parliament in the past three weeks

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! This is a delicate debate
and the honourable member for Sunshine has to stay
within narrow bounds. He should be able to do so
without a barrage of interjections.
Mr BAKER - Thank you, Mr Speaker. I am very
sensitive about these matters. I appreciate the
protection and support of the Chair.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should not push his luck.
Mr BAKER - I certainly will not! During the
previous Parliament a two-week adjournment
period was the benchmark. It was considered a basic
time limit; it was the minimum. With regard to
complex matters of this kind, particularly financial
Bills, grace was always extended. That was the
convention, and I recall the Treasurer, in his
previous guise as the shadow Treasurer, regularly
taking this point from a base offer of two weeks to
consider financial Bills and arguing with a great
sense of grievance and protestation that he should
be allowed more time. The time-scale that has been
offered in the short life of this, the 52nd Parliament,
does not compare with that on anybody's analysis.
Time and again we have been forced into the
position of having to consider Bills with scant
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opportunity for research, analysis and consultation
with the wider community.
There is also the matter of the government's
intentions in respect of the total superannuation
scheme because there have been public mutterings
and murmurings and indications from some
members of the government that we might follow
New South Wales example. It would also be useful
to have time to consider how this might relate to
what may come after and how the events of this
sessional period may be used as some form of
trailblazing or trendsetting.
It would be most useful to have time to consult with
the Australian Council of Trade Unions and top
actuarial firms such as Mercer Campbell Cook and
Knight, which I can say is an extremely august and
conservative firm, having known some of the people
who have worked there over the years. These are
complex issues. I do not pretend that this is a major
Bill but several thousand senior members of the
executive service are involved and there are
time-worn principles that relate to the tenure of
public sector life. It is important for us to have the
time to consider how this measure may affect that
traditional tenure that has been a right since the time
of Pitt the Younger.
The SPEAKER - Order! That is a very long time
ago!
Mr BAKER - But not quite as long as the Earl of
Chatham, who was known as Pitt the Elder.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr BAKER - You were a chook farmer, so you
wouldn't understand! Superannuation is an
important issue for all of us travelling through the
life cycle. It offers some hope of security at the end
of our working lives. Several thousand people are
involved in the implications, ramifications and
effects that will flow from the Bill, and the House
should have appropriate time in which to debate it.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On the question of
time, Mr Speaker, I don't know about other
members in this House, but I find it extremely
difficult to understand superannuation and to get
information about it. I am concerned about a few
matters that came to my attention when the Bill was
read a second time and when the contents of the Bill
became public. There should be time to consider the
provisions of the Bill.
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The legislation is specific and deals with
superannuation for a particular group of new
officers. Many questions must be asked about the
changes the Bill makes, and appropriate time must
be provided for those questions to be answered.
There is a great deal of sensitivity about
superannuation"and it is important that points
made during the second-reading speech are clarified
so that if questions are asked after the legislation is
passed the courts can determine Parliament's
interpretation of the Bill. All honourable members
are aware of the importance of debates in this place
clarifying the intent of the government.
It is late and we are all tired. My body feels like it
has been run over by one of the open-cut dredges at
Morwell. But because of the importance of the
subject, which is difficult to understand at the best of
times, the House must be given sufficient time to
ensure that answers are given to questions that will
be raised.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I move:
That the expression "2.31 a.m." be omitted with the
view of inserting in place thereof the expression
"3.30 a.m."

I do not wish to go over the matters raised by my
two colleagues, but I point out to the House that to
ram through this Bill in effectively less than an hour
at 1.45 on a Saturday morning is nonsense. Your
involuntary yawn, Mr Speaker, tends to reinforce
my point.
There is no urgency about this kind of legislation. It
would be appropriate to hold over the Bill until the
autumn session. The Bill was introduced to this
place on Tuesday and the debate was adjourned for
only two days. It will now be rammed through
Parliament in the dead of night.
The opposition has expressed concern that the
government has devalued the idea and the practice
of urgency motions by the way it has rammed
through virtually every piece of legislation in this
House. This is the 22nd urgency motion moved in
this three-week session of Parliament, and it is quite
unnecessary.
As I have said, the opposition is concerned that Bills
are being rushed through Parliament. It also believes
the government should reconsider its approach to
legislation in the future to ensure that Parliament
can again effectively debate it rather than Bills being
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rammed through and Parliament sitting for
unreasonable hours.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister has moved
that the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be until 2.31 a.m., to which the honourable
member for Coburg has moved an amendment
substituting the expression "3.30 a.m.". The question
is:
That the expression proposed to be omitted stand part
of the motion.

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):

Ayes, 57
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr (Telltr)
McArthur, Mr (Telltr)
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
Madellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
l'qwe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thorn 'son, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr
j

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr (Telltr)
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill,Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
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Marple, Ms
Micallef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr

Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr

Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Telltr)
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 November; motion of
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance).
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - At first glance there
appears to be nothing at all sinister about the Bill,
but the opposition is not so sure. The Bill purports to
provide flexible superannuation payments for
executive officers of the Victorian Public Service. At
most the Bill affects only several thousand of the
130 000 or thereabouts who are members of the
various State public sector superannuation schemes.
At first glance it appears that new employees under
contract coming into the senior executive service
will have to organise their own superannuation.
Clause 4 of the Bill expressly excludes them from the
main public sector superannuation schemes. That is
where my first cause for alarm arises. There has
been a lot of noise about the new government
following the lead of the New South Wales
government in introducing major legislative action
to amend superannuation entitlements for new
entrants into the Public Service.
The labour movement has difficulty with any
suggestion of developing a principle where two
classes of public servants working side by side have
widely differing superannuation entitlements purely
as a consequence of the point in time they jOined the
Public Service. If this principle is established in
Victoria it will not take a dramatic leap to move
from the proposition applying to contract labour to
its applying to permanent or tenured labour. The
opposition expresses concern about that possibility.
It also expresses concern about the way the Bill
embraces and endorses the notion of compulsory
retrenchment for people in the senior executive
service. It gives rise to the possibility that people
working within the Public Service can be arbitrarily
dismissed and breaks down the notion that has been
part of the Wesbninster system for several centuries.
It is important to have a Public Service that
continues beyond the rise and fall of Parliaments,
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governments and generations. We must have that
sense of continuity and tradition and above all the
sense of keeping the record, style and understanding
of the traditions and history of government. That is
an integral concept.
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We were not reading the newspaper but were
deciding on the use of an article in the newspaper.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! It is very late
in the evening. If the honourable member for
Springvale wants to test the Chair, he is free to do so.

It is important to have the notion of tenure and
certain entitlements that go beyond wages that are
not traditionally as high as those provided in the
private sector. Some sense of security, bonus and
incentive has been provided for tenured public
servants through superannuation schemes. I
recognise that the government's intention is to break
that system down and to some extent the former
government was breaking it down - -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Standing
Order states that honourable members are not to
read newspapers in the House. I have upheld the
point of order. I again remind honourable members
of the Standing Order that disallows the reading of
newspapers in the Chamber.

Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, I understand Standing Orders
provide that it is not permissible for honourable
members to read newspapers while they are in the
Chamber. I notice members of the opposition are
reading newspapers.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - I make the observation
that at least it demonstrates that the honourable
member for Dandenong is literate. The House has
yet to see the evidence that the honourable member
for Cranbourne can read, let alone contribute to
debate.

Or Vaughan - Don't be frivolous at this time of
the morning.

Although the Bill appears to be innocuous concern
has been expressed that it is a trailblazing measure.
It has consequences and effects that will spill over to
more than 130 000 people who are members of State
superannuation schemes. A report of the State
Superannuation Board presented to Parliament this
week referred to large unfunded liabilities projected
for the future. It estimates that the outstanding
unfunded liabilities amount to $14 billion, which is a
decrease from the previous estimate of $17 billion. It
will take 20 to 30 years to bring those liabilities
under control on current tax flows and payouts. The
opposition accepts, as did the Treasurer in the
former government, that this difficult problem must
be dealt with. However, when facing a problem of
this kind it is important that we do not trample on
the rights of people because superannuation is
critical to all members of the community and should
be encouraged.

Mr ROWE - I do not believe it is a frivolous
point of order. The rules are constantly thrown up at
us by members of the opposition.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the
point of order. It is against the traditions of the
House to read newspapers in the Chamber. The
honourable member for Dandenong should not flout
that Standing Order. .

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Is the
honourable member for Dandenong defying the
Chair?
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - On the point of
order, Mr Deputy Speaker-The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I have ruled
on the point of order.
Mr MICALLEF - On a further point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, from time to time honourable
members on both sides of the House use certain
articles or material from newspapers in preparation
for debates. The honourable member for Dandenong
and I were conferring on some material that we may
use on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting.

Mr MICALLEF - You are not denying my rights!

In other areas in the legislation the opposition
suggests there should be an insistence that people
take out mandatory debt and disability cover. We
notice that has been dropped. We appreciate that in
cases where people have contracted out it may be
suggested to them that they take out their own
cover, perhaps as an employee. In the normal course
of events one would not feel compelled to make
suggestions of that kind, or even believe it was
within one's authority to do so, but because it is
particularly important the opposition would like to
see some form of education component built in.

SUPERANNUATION (PUBLIC SECTOR) BILL

988

Friday, 13 November 1992

ASSEMBLY

The opposition is also concerned that this may lead
to people seeking out minimum contribution
standards rather than more relevant levels of
contribution to ensure that they will be better
protected in later life.
The Bill causes some alarm in the area where it
changes the definition of "retrenchment" in the State
Superannuation Act 1988, the State Employees
Retirement Benefits Act 1979 and the Transport
Superannuation Act 1988. While the opposition
believes compulsory retrenchments are
repugnant -a matter that has been well articulated
by honourable members on this side of the House it does appear logical that the employing authority
should make the declaration of retrenchment, if it is
to occur, rather than that being made by
superannuation boards, which are the
administrators of the funds and are separate legal
entities from employers.
I requested earlier that the opposition be given more
time to consider the Bill, which was read a second
time on 10 November. I indicated at that time and
earlier today that superannuation is a complex
matter which requires detailed knowledge and
advice from a wide range of specialists. My remarks
are predicated on the lack of time available to fully
consider this matter, having regard to the need for
more sophisticated advice.
I am aware that superannuation in Australia is
governed by the Insurance and Superannuation
Commission (ISC), which derives its powers from
the Occupational Superannuation Standards Act
1987. There is the possibility of federal ramifications
affecting this legislation and any other proposition
to change Victoria's existing superannuation
schemes. In a statement of 21 October, the
Honourable John Dawkins, Treasurer of Australia,
outlined proposals to ensure that the ISC "will be
the primary regulator in respect of superannuation
arrangements" of the superannuation trustees in
Australia.
The ISC is to be given pumped-up powers,
including enhanced investigation powers, the power
to suspend or remove a trustee in exceptional
circumstances, the power to direct trustees or others
not to dispose of or otherwise deal in a specified
superannuation fund asset, the power to prohibit an
auditor from conducting audits of superannuation
funds, and the ability to take representative action
on behalf of the fund beneficiary in exceptional
circumstances.

I said previously that superannuation is a complex
issue. I draw to the attention of the House
proceedings that were conducted before the High
Court of Australia in a matter known as the Shell
case. I sound a note of caution to the government
and to those in the bureaucracy involved in dealing
with these schemes that because of the
interconnection with the Public Sector Management
Bill there may be crossover concerns there as well.
In a decision handed down on 28 August this year
the High Court found:
the general question of superannuation entitlements is
a matter which may form the subject of an industrial
dispute and that question is bound up with, and
determined by the form of superannuation scheme
involved. It follows that a dispute between an
employer and its employees as to the form that a
scheme should take is a matter pertaining to the
relations of the employers and employees.
I

As I understand it, the effect of the decision is that
the Australian Industrial Relations Commission has
power to be involved in superannuation disputes
between employers and employees. While the Shell
case is not necessarily relevant to the legislation
before the House, it nevertheless highlights my
previous point about the possibility of the impact of
Federal legislation and regulations on the way we
modify or change our funds. I am not convinced
there may not be some issues involved there.
The types of disputes that the High Court found in
the Shell case may be brought under the Australian
Industrial Relations Commission are disputes
between employers and employees, including
disputes where an employer can influence the
decisions of the trustees on the administration of a
superannuation fund, including on: the form that a
new or existing fund should take; the levels of
benefits to be provided on the happening of defined
events; the vesting of benefits in the fund; a dispute
as to whether a particular employee is disabled; a
dispute as to whether a particular employee or
group of employees has or have been retrenched;
whether a discretion to pay a higher benefit than the
vested benefit on termination of employment should
be exercised in favour of the employee; whether any
part of the surplus or reserves in the fund should be
paid to the employer or to the employees; whether
forfeited benefits that arise in the fund should be
paid to the employer; and, whether an employer that
controls the appointment of trustees should be
required to appoint replacement or additional
trustees.
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Clause 5 of the Bill provides for it to prevail in the
event of any inconsistency with any other Act of this
Parliament. That acknowledges the point I raised
previously, that the Occupational Superannuation
Standards Act and the regulations thereto prevail,
notwithstanding the provisions of this Bill or any
other State Act.
While the intent of the legislation is to provide a
more flexible salary package arrangement for
executive officers, clause 6 again precludes a person
employed from outside the Public Service from an
entitlement to become a member of the statutory
superannuation scheme. That may well be construed
by the persons concerned and others in the
community as a discriminatory restriction.
The Bill also allows existing executive officers the
option of either continuing their existing
membership of a statutory superannuation scheme
or opting for alternative arrangements, provided
that employer obligations under the Commonwealth
Superannuation Guarantee Charge Act are met. We
note with some approval that the Bill protects
existing members' rights for a deferred benefit or
pension.
I raise one final cause for alarm -or sniff of caution
may be more appropriate. Although accepting that
the Bill applies to a relatively small number of public
sector employees, nevertheless the opposition
expresses concern at the general erosion of general
public sector conditions and the potential under the
Bill to create a specialised, privileged class of
executives. We also question why other public sector
funds such as the emergency services
superannuation fund and the SEC superannuation
fund are not specified in the Bill. Does it mean yet
another class of employers and executives will be
created? Categories of employees, including police,
who are members of those abovementioned schemes
can also be included in the Bill by virtue of the
powers contained in clause 3(2) with a
cross-connection to section 89 of the Public Sector
Management Act 1992. Our concern is what this
means for certain categories of contracted senior
police officers, senior fire officers and senior
ambulance executives and whether the government
is sure that it has this right and that it has not done
them in the eye.
Another concern is the situation with judges. The
Bill does not provide for them. It really is a bit
sloppy. It does not spell out answers clearly and
logically to those cross-hatching or overlapping
concerns. Although we support the Bill we suggest
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that the Minister takes those observations into
account.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - My concerns are
about Part 3 relating to amendments to
superannuation Acts, especially definitions in clause
15, and the effect of the Bill on the State
Superannuation Act.
In the short time available to consult with various

parties on the implications of the Bill my attention
was drawn to possible ramifications of clause 15
(1)(d) which states:
for the definition of "retrenchment" substitute "retrenchment" means the termination of the
employment or service of an officer who has not
attained the minimum age for retirement and in
respect of whom the employing authority certifies
in writing to the Board that the officer has been
retrenched for the purposes of this Act;".

Like most people I have had a misapprehension that
lawyers are hard to understand - unlike
pharmacists who are straightforward people - and
that even when they change their profession they are
still the same. The concern is that the change to the
State Superannuation Act will be a change across the
board rather than to only the officers mentioned in
the Bill.
I understand there is a distinction between
redundancy and sacking, and a person being made
redundant under the terms of the State
Superannuation Act will receive some entitlement to
superannuation. The concern is that if the change is
made across the board it would apply to all
participants in the State superannuation scheme.
I understand the intention of the Bill is that it will
apply to a certain group of officers, the executive
officers under contract, but the concern is that it
might inadvertently apply to anyone covered by the
State Superannuation Act. Many people are
participants in the State superannuation scheme and
they are nervous because of the government's
intention both before and during the election
campaign to bring about some redundancies in the
Public Service. I do not know whether there is a
technical difference between retrenchment and
redundancy, but I ask the Minister to clarify the
definition.
There were concerns about superannuation in
general. I am sure your office, Mr Speaker, like mine,
regularly gets inquiries from workers in the Latrobe
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Valley when there are rumours about changes to the
State Superannuation Act. Superannuation is an
important part of the life of workers in my area and
it represents an extremely large amount of money
that will become available to them on completion of
their working lives. They become very sensitive to
the thought that somewhere that terrible creature
called government will sneak something off them.
People lose sleep at night because they do not
understand it. When they talk to their advisers,
whether from the unions, private advisers or
lawyers, it is difficult to get definitive answers and
that worries my constituents.
The only way to sort that out is to go to the courts.
Most people are wary about courts. The average
person never goes near a court in his or her life. It is
a costly exercise and out of the reach of most people.
I ask the Minister to note my concerns and give an
explanation of the implementation of the Bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO
TRICONTINENTAL GROUP OF
COMPANIES
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) presented, by
command of His Excellency the Governor,
Volumes 1, 2 and 3 of final report of Royal
Commission into the Tricontinental Group of
Companies, 31 August 1992.
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Legal Aid Commission - Report for the year 1991-92
Local Authorities Superannuation Scheme - Report on
Actuarial Investigation for three years ended 30 June
1992
Manufacturing and Industry Development
Department - Report for the year 1991-92
Mental Health Review Board - Report for the year
1991·92
Occupational Health and Safety Commission - Report
for the year 1991·92
Planning and Environment Act 1987 - Notices of
approval of amendment to the following Planning
Scheme:
Mordialloc Planning Scheme - No. L6
State Insurance Office Act 1984 - Report on the
transaction to sell substantial parts of the State
Insurance Office to GIO Australia Ltd together with a
statement of the Treasurer relating to the application of
the proceeds of the transaction.
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation - Report for
the year 1991-92
Victorian Nursing Council- Report for the year
1991-92
Water Act 1989 -Communication from the Minister
for Natural Resources granting an extension of time to
report until 31 December 1992 of the five former
authorities of the recently created Macedon Region
Water Authority.

RESPONSE TO AUDITOR-GENERAL'S
REPORT

Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Ministerial portfolios
PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Building Control Act 1981 - Building Code of
Australia, 1990, Reprinted August 1991, together with
Amendment No. 4
Environment Protection Authority - Report for the
year 1991-92
Freedom of Information Act 1982 - Report of the
Attorney-General on the operation of the Act for the
year 1991-92

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance), by leave,
presented report in response to Auditor-General's
report on Ministerial portfolios of May 1992.
Laid on table.

FLEXIBLE TARIFF MANAGEMENT
UNIT TRUST
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance), by leave,
presented financial statements of Flexible Tariff
Management Unit Trust for year 1991-92.
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Laid on table.

TRANSPORT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
declare this Bill to be an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 58
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill, Mrs (Teller)
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr (Teller)
Maclellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
DolIis, Mr (Teller)
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton, Mr
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Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr

Kennan,Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr

Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of this
Bill be until 3.41 a.m. this day.

Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - The time
frame suggested by the Minister for Public
Transport is inappropriate. The Bill goes to the
essence of the management structure of the Public
Transport Corporation (PTC), and the opposition
should be provided with more time to discuss the
issues. Many people in the wider community should
be consulted as part of the process of Parliament
dealing with the Bill.
The Bill abolishes the Public Transport Corporation
board, which comprises a range of constituent
groups. That board comprises individuals
representing the Victorian Farmers Federation, the
Bus Proprietors Association, the Public Transport
Users Association, the Victorian Road Transport
Association and the Municipal Association of
Victoria. In addition to the special interest groups,
there are also representatives of the staff and
management of the PTc. The Bill will have a large
impact on many people throughout the community,
and it is ridiculous to suggest that the House
commence discussion on this important issue at
2.40 a.m. and complete its discussions within 1 hour.
Over the past three weeks the government has
adopted a standard procedure for dealing with a
range of important Bills. Without exception the
government has declared urgent all the Bills it has
introduced. That is most unusual. It could be argued
that some of the Bills have been urgent in the context
of an incoming government putting in place its
political agenda. However, this Bill is designed to
change the administrative and bureaucratic
structure of the Public Transport Corporation and
should be the subject of wider consultation. The Bill
is clearly not an urgent Bill and for that reason alone
the House should not proceed with undue haste.
As I said, the Bill abolishes the Public Transport
Corporation board, but it also abolishes a number of
other bodies within the PTc. Embraced within those
bodies are a large number of trade unions, and the
government should have some respect for the
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wishes, attitudes and opinions of their members. To
force the Bill through the House in the dead of night
is ridiculous. Declaring the Bill an urgent Bill denies
representatives of the PTC board and employees of
the corporation the right to proper consultation.

Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - The House
should be allowed more time to consider the
ramifications of the Bill, especially given the hour
and the fact that none of us can claim to be in peak
physical condition!

As I understand it, 17 unions are involved in the
Public Transport Corporation, and that is evidenced
by the signatories to the enterprise bargaining
agreement. They form part of a single negotiating
unit with the Trades Hall Council and the PTc. It
has not been possible for me to contact all those
organisations. Because of the time at which the
House is dealing with the Bill and because of the
way the government has chosen to proceed, it is not
possible for union representatives to observe the
debate and listen to the views put by honourable
members.

The longer the House sits the greater is the demand
on our physical and emotional wellbeing. If
honourable members are to properly scrutinise the
Bill they need time to refresh themselves. It is
unreasonable to expect the opposition to understand
all the consequences of the Bill in only an hour.
History will judge this as a unique time in Victorian
politics. The government will be seen as abusing
Parliament and harassing honourable members in its
attempts to ram through legislation without proper
scrutiny. These will be seen as sad days for Victoria.

It is entirely inappropriate that the Bill should

proceed without proper consideration. A number of
Bills that have been presented to the House and
dealt with in the early hours of the morning have
contained a number of errors. Some Bills have been
substantially amended, and, although this is a small
Bill comprising only a few pages, it probably has
mistakes in it because of the rushed way with which
it has been dealt. Ramming Bills through Parliament
inevitably means that changes will be necessary at a
later date. Honourable members should take
considerable care when debating Bills, and one of
the best ways of doing that is to allow more time for
debate. Interest groups should have the time to put
forward their views and there should be time for
detailed examination of the legal implications of the
Bill.
As has been the case with most of the other Bills, a
detailed legal examination of this Bill is crucial. The
Bill has been presented in an apparently simple and
straightforward form, which I believe is misleading
and gives those affected a false sense of security.
Grave errors are likely to have been made in its
drafting, but the government's desire to push Bills
through the House is making it difficult for the
opposition to convince Parliament let alone our
constituents that that is not the case.
More time needs to be given to enable the House to
examine the complexity of the issues underlying the
Bill. More time is needed to allow all honourable
members to consult their constituents, the travelling
public, farmers, local government and the numerous
trade unions and those they represent, all of whom
are affected by the operations of the Public
Transport Corporation.

All honourable members need more time to consult
those affected by the Bill. As the shadow Minister for
Public Transport said, many groups need to be
consulted, including those who sit on the boards
referred to in the Bill, but whom members of the
opposition have not been able to contact. The trade
unions must also be consulted. If a proper process of
consultation is not followed the government will
create a climate that is not conducive to good
industrial relations - and that is the track we are
heading down.
All honourable members accept that the State is
moving into a different era, both politically and
industrially. We all have to grapple with the effects
of technology and differing political points of view.
Change is obviously needed, which is why the
previous government had begun to take action to
reform government instrumentalities - and public
transport had been singled out for special attention.
Many members of the government are asleep;
obviously they do not see the need for more time!
But the opposition needs more time to examine the
Bill.
Those members of the media who have been looking
down on us from the Press Gallery are entitled to
heap I-don't-know-what on us from a great height
when they see Parliament being abused and
honourable members not being given sufficient time
for adequate discussion. It is unreal that the
government has allowed only an hour for debate.
The government's determination to push through
legislation at this rate is improper and unacceptable.
The opposition is willing to work with the
government to undertake necessary reforms, but it is
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unwilling to cooperate with a government that is so
determined to cut short debate. We should be given
the opportunity to go through the Bill clause by
clause, and to deny honourable members that
chance is to insult Parliament. For those reasons I
oppose the motion. The opposition needs more time
to do its job and to make this place work as
efficiently as it should.
The opposition and the government should work in
partnership to ensure that everyone understands the
ramifications of the Bill. The Labor Party
understands that it is no longer in government; but
an opposition has certain rights, which this
government is abusing.
From time to time I have questioned the worth of
some Parliamentary procedures. But I will probably
be seen as one of the more progressive
Parliamentarians when my actions are compared
with the vandalism of the government. I know I am
straying from the question, Mr Speaker, but I believe
I should be allowed some indulgence after nine
years in this place.
Mr RaPER (Coburg) - This is the 23rd guillotine
in 11 days of sitting. The government's use of the
procedures of this House is unreasonable. An
instructive article on the length of the sittings
appeared in a recent edition of the Herald-Sun, the
basis of which was - Mr Hamilton - In what?
Mr RaPER - In the Herald-Sun! That newspaper
has finally realised why the Premier has been
behaving this way! The writers of the article point
out that sleep deprivation erodes the quality of a
person's decision making. The writers do not
suggest that a person such as the Premier cannot
make decisions with little or no sleep; they simply
point out that the decisions made are not as effective
as they should be.
That is particularly pertinent when the House is
debating a Bill at 3 o'clock in the morning. It is no
wonder that the experts quoted in the article are
concerned about the hours we have been sitting. To
put it mildly, they believe we are stupid to be
debating Bills at this time of the morning!
The honourable member for Frankston may think
there can be sensible debate in such a short time but
that view is not shared by most members of the
community.
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Although the Bill is not as large as many of the Bills
the House has been dealing with it is an important
measure because it significantly changes the way the
Public Transport Corporation is managed. I remind
honourable members that when transport
amendments have been before the House in the past
the debates have tended to be long and detailed. The
Minister for Public Transport and other members of
the government have made Significant contributions
on transport Acts over the years. It will be
interesting to see what kind of memorial they have
for the Minister at the Leongatha bus stop.
The opposition requires debate not only on the
substance of the Bill but also on transport policy.
There are few opportunities for such debate to occur
in Parliament. The proposed legislation provides a
vehicle for the Minister to listen to the points raised
by the opposition and defend his proposals, which
will Significantly alter the availability of public
transport services in this State. It is highly desirable
for the Bill to be the vehicle for that kind of
Parliamentary discussion but not at 3 a.m. I regret
that the government does not want to have that
sensible discussion. The government has limited the
time for debate on the Bill to about 1 hour and
30 seconds. That period is inadequate for a major Bill
and for a major area of public activity. I support my
colleague, the shadow Minister, in his request for
additional time to be provided for debate on the Bill.
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) On the question of time, Mr Speaker - Mr Roper - No, you don't get a second go.
The SPEAKER - Order! Is leave granted?
Mr Roper - No.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - On the question of
time, Mr Speaker, it is amazing to listen to the
incredible repetition that is coming from the other
side.
Mr Batchelor - You said that before!
Mr KENNETI - The opposition has denied
itself the opportunity of debating this Bill as it has
failed to avail itself of the opportunity to express its
opinions on various other measures during the
three-week sessional period. The honourable
member for Coburg referred to the techniques used
by the government to process legislation as if it were
totally foreign to the Westminster style of
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government. Of course the style is used most of the
time by many Parliaments.
Each session in the Federal Parliament some 70 or
80 Bills are passed after the guillotine is applied. The
Federal Parliament's Standing Orders are different
and do not provide for the process that leads to
points of order and divisions being called on
procedural matters. Therefore more time is available
for debate and the parties do not avail themselves of
techniques to frustrate the other side. One can argue
that the process the government is following is far
from foreign in this country.
Mr Roper - It's foreign here!
Mr KENNETI' - No, it is something that has
been used for years. In the past it may not have been
used as much as this, but the Federal Parliament
works and lives by the system. It has different
Standing Orders that provide the parties with
certain techniques. Such processes should be
reviewed regularly so that commonsense prevails.
The opposition has used up half its time on
procedural matters. I shall not take any more time so
that the lead speaker for the opposition can make a
substantial contribution to the debate. I fail to
understand how the opposition can use up valuable
time by moving procedural matters instead of
debating the measure. I challenge the opposition to
move immediately to the debate so that as much of
the remaining time as possible is spent on the
substance of the legislation.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) - After listening to
the contributions of honourable members on the
question of time, it appears to me that the opposition
is avoiding debating the Bill. The honourable
member for Thomastown made claims that are
patently untrue. He suggested there has been no
consultation with the transport unions on this matter
and that he wants more time to do so. He has
continued with the opposition's usual whingeing
and whining in these debates.
The government has had Significant consultations
with the major transport unions and the Australian
Council of Trade Unions (ACTU). Within 30 minutes
of the Bill being read a second time in this House the
Minister for Public Transport was discussing the Bill
with the major transport unions and the ACfU.
Representatives of those groups were in the Public
Gallery when the Bill was read a second time.
Mr Brown - They were sitting over there!
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Mr COOPER - Yes, they were listening to the
Minister's second-reading speech. That puts the lie
to what the honourable member for Thomastown
was trying to imply in this House earlier today.
The major transport unions and Trades Hall Council
representatives had copies of the Bill within
30 minutes of the Bill's introduction and second
reading. Although that occurred more than a week
ago nothing has been received by the Minister from
either the major transport unions or the Trades Hall
Council.
You can put any kind of interpretation you like on
that, but a reasonable one might be that they did not
object to the legislation. If there had been some
objection surely they would have come back to the
Minister.
I do not wish to occupy more of the opposition's
time -let members of the opposition have the time
for debate. The opposition has gone through an
exercise in filibustering in an attempt to shield the
shadow Minister from having to get up and make a
meaningful contribution. It is time we finished this
debate on time and that the shadow Minister was
exposed to the House and to the people of Victoria
for the incompetent that he is. He clearly is not in
command of his shadow portfolio, does not know
what he is talking about, and wants to be protected.
This debate has been instituted by the opposition to
protect that man. I propose, Mr Deputy Speaker,
that you put the question and let him stand up so
that we can see what he is made of.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The question
is:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of this
Bill be unti13.41 a.m. this day.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 56
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr (Ttller)
Gude,Mr
Heffernan, Mr

Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Patenon, Mr (Ttller)
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
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Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiII,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLeIlan, Mr
MacleIlan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
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Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole, Mr
Cunningham, Mr (TeUer)
OoIlis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or (TeUer)
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 November; motion of
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport).
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consultative process, it gets rid of the voice of the
workers.
It should be made abundantly clear that the

opposition supports change in the PTc. We agree
that the management structure of the PTC needs to
change, and perhaps that change is long overdue.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mc BATCHELOR - The opposition is
supportive of some form of management change for
the PTC, but it does not support the change
provided by the Bill. The change eliminates
consultation and moves away from a more
cooperative approach towards achieving change.
It is important for me to assure the House that the

opposition does and has supported concrete and
constructive change, not only now in opposition but
also when it was in government.
In July 1991 an agreement to set up the National Rail
Corporation (NRC) was signed and, central to the
operation of the NRC, was a requirement that it
operate on a strictly commercial basis. The NRC was
further required to negotiate an enterprise award
that would be based around the best practice labour
productivity standards and that was, and is, the
preferred way of bringing about change in the
Public Transport Corporation.
The opposition also stresses that in the last Budget
speech of the former Treasurer, particular attention
was paid to change in the PTC and the need to place
the corporation on a much more commercial basis.
In that Budget speech on 12 August 1992 the
Treasurer said:

Mr BA TCHELOR (Thomastown) - The Bill
seeks to place the Public Transport Corporation
(PTC) within a commercial or corporate structure
and seeks to bring about major, fundamental
changes in the corpora tion.

The government continues to be concerned by the
burden imposed on State finances by the public
transport system, despite having reduced the share of
total outlays we have achieved in this area over recent
years.

The Bill seeks to achieve this in a number of
superficially simple ways by amending a small
number of clauses in the Transport Act 1983. The Bill
seeks to change the functions of the PTc. It diSposes
of the existing management structure and replaces it
with a commercially-focused management team. It
abolishes the formal consultative processes which, in
effect, gets rid of the voice of the users of the public
transport system. It gets rid of the voice of the
consumers and, as one would expect given the
political nature of the government in abolishing the

Accordingly, the government will reform the operating
structure and environment of the Public Transport
Corporation.
The reform will draw on private sector advice and
involve all stakeholders in the system. It will be
overseen by a Cabinet Task Force, chaired by the
Premier and involving the Ministers for Transport and
Finance and the Treasurer.
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Among other things the Task Force will consider the
application to the Public Transport Commission of the
principles contained in the government's proposals to
reform Victoria's other public authorities.
In particular, the Task Force will focus on enhancing

the transparency of arrangements, within an objective
of moving to a more commercial basis in which
funding is related to performance.
In doing so, the Task Force will consult on the form,

nature and implications of proposals for reform with
the stakeholder in the PTC, including freight uses,
urban transport users, and in its work force.

The former government's Budget speech supported
changing the commercial and management
structures of the PIe. But it was always to be done
in such a way that the voices of consumers and the
people working in the system would be heard. Its
commitment to consultation was an integral part,
but that commitment will be removed from the
Transport Act by virtue of the Bill before the House.
I also refer the House to the Labor Party election
platform on transport where, again, its commitment
to change the PTC was clearly articulated. Page 23 of
Labor's Transport Policy provides:
The PTC will establish a commercial board and
develop a more commercial focus within public
ownership. The PTC will be required to increase the
revenue share of operating costs.
The Kimer Labor government recognises the ongoing
service to the community and the economy provided
by the public transport system. We will continue to
provide support to passengers reliant on the system
through defined community service obligations. We
expect the PTC to develop a more commercial and
customer orientated service.

Labor's transport policy was articulated in much
more detail than the Liberal Party policy in the
lead-up to the election. Our support for a more
commercially focused PTC was clearly on the record
and it is important to indicate that tOnight.
In fact change had taken place during the previous
government, and that can be measured by a number
of indicators. In 1982-83, 25 900 employees worked
in PTC operations; but by 1991-92 the number was
18600. Between 1983-84 and 1991-92 there was an
overall reduction in staff of noo, and some 2100 of
those reductions occurred through the transport
redeployment and redundancy program. A further
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reduction of 3500 was achieved through the
enhanced resignation package.
Salary savings of about $530 million were made. The
previous government announced in its Budget that
it would continue to achieve greater efficiencies and
further staff reductions in the corporation.
Staff reductions of about 600 were achieved as a
direct result of union cooperation, and that has been
detailed in the enterprise bargaining agreement. In
addition it was anticipated that further reductions
would be made in other areas through the
achievement of efficiency targets and through
natural attrition. The opposition was prepared to
tackle the difficult question of staffing in the PTc. It
has always believed in negotiation rather than
confrontation. That is the difference between the
way the previous government implemented change
and the way this government does so. The Statewide
public transport strike signals the current
government's reliance on confrontation rather than
cooperation.
Clause 30 gets rid of the current PTC board. The
present board consists of a chief executive officer
and 13 others, four of whom are elected by the staff
of the PTe. Members include those with specialist
knowledge, skills and experience, including
representative groups like the Bus Proprietors
Associa tion.
I notice the Minister is now interjecting and
attacking the integrity and the inclusion of that
association on the board. It also had representatives
of user groups and employees.
The proposal in the Bill is to replace the board with a
management board of four, comprising a
chairperson, two others who will be selected because
of their managerial qualities, and the chief executive
officer of the corporation. The Bill requires the
chairperson to demonstrate outstanding success in a
commercial environment.
Unfortunately the Bill does not set out any checks or
balances against which those requirements can be
measured. The rumours doing the rounds in the
public transport system are that Bob Ansett is being
actively considered as chairperson.
The Bill also gets rid of the PTC standing committee
on consultation. That is disappointing. The
committee established an important environment
within the PTC for consultation and cooperation.
The Bill aims to remove consultation from the
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management structure. Therefore, I move the
reasoned amendment:
That all the words after ''That'' be omitted with the
view of inserting in place thereof the words "this Bill be
withdrawn and redrafted so as to provide a
management structure that incorporates a consultative
process that includes consumers and employees.".

The abolition of the standing committee on
consultation will get rid of a forum through which
management and other specialist groups were able
to bring a whole range of issues into the open
throughout the years. It succeeded in dealing with
difficult industrial problems. For instance, it
facilitated the removal of the printing works from
V /Line by developing a series of options, one of
which led ultimately to the transferral of the printing
functions and staff to the Law Printer.
It also led to the reduction of guards on country
freight trains. In the 1980s such staffing levels were
reduced from three to two. They may have been
reduced further to only one staff member. The
standing committee on consultation which, as I have
said, will not be an integral part of the new
management structure, was able to effect such staff
reductions through negotiations. Those facts form
the basis for my amendment to the motion.
The other important area for detailed discussion is
the impact the enterprise bargaining agreement will
have. It is a detailed and comprehensive document
and is worthy of much discussion. Unfortunately, in
the government's haste to get the Bill through
Parliament in as short a time as possible the
comments I should like to have made on the
cooperative role of management and unions in
bringing about substantial staff reductions must be
brief. However those efforts must be acknowledged.
The enterprise bargaining agreement was struck
between the PTC and 17 unions under the auspices
of the Victorian Trades Hall Council. The unions
sought to make a single bargaining unit. Under the
agreement a number of coordinating committees
were established to examine a whole range of key
issues and to monitor a number of implementation
commi ttees.
In the process the important part played by the trade
unions and their representatives was acknowledged.
The objectives of the agreement were:
... to clearly identify common objectives for improved
employer/employee relations and improved
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productivity and quality of employment, and delivery
of quality service linked to the Public Transport
Corporation organisational objectives.

The process within the agreement was to focus on
long-term restructuring within the Public Transport
Corporation. It included change to work practices,
job reclassification, training, skills development and
all matters designed to enhance the long-term future
of the corporation. Integral to that process was the
fact that the management of the PTC and its unions
were required to act in a cooperative and
consultative manner.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time allotted for the
remaining stages of this Bill has expired. The
Minister for Public Transport has moved that the Bill
be read a second time, to which the honourable
member for Thomastown has moved an
amendment. The question is:
That the words proposed to be omitted stand part of
the motion.

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):

Ayes, 58
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr (Teller)
McGiII,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F .
McGrath, Mr W.O.

McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
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McLelIan, Mr
MaclelIan, Mr

Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopouios, Mr (Teller)
Baker, Mr
Batcheior, Mr
CoghiU, Or
Coie,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marpie, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopouios, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
The SPEAKER - Order! During the debate
several members of the opposition raised with me
concerns about the calling of divisions. Following
the point of order raised by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition regarding the procedure for the calling
of divisions, it is my intention to adopt the following
practices.
Firstly, when a question is put the decision will be
made on the voices as judged by the Chair.
Secondly, if there is a challenge to that decision from
the minority vote, the Chair will ask, '1s a division
required?" Thirdly, the opportunity will still exist
for any member voting in the minority to call for a
division after the Chair has given a decision on the
voices.
Three or four other points of order were raised
concerning the complicated issues surrounding the
application of Standing Order No. 105. A question
also arose about amendments which, although not
circulated in the House, allegedly appeared in the
media.
The issues raised by several honourable members
are complicated, which is supported by the fact that
the honourable member for Werribee urged me to be
careful when making my rulings and to consult May
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and other references. I shall refer the complicated
questions raised to the Standing Orders Committee
for its careful consideration, after which I shall ask
the committee to report to the House.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - I raise several
points of order, Mr Speaker. Firstly, some 48 hours
ago I suggested to you that the tape of the
proceedings of the House that we listened to during
a suspension of the sitting be transcribed. I again
made that request 14 hours ago. I was wondering
whether you had reached any conclusion on the
matter.
," The SPEAKER - Order! Because the facilities of
the House have been severely strained I have been
unable to obtain a transcript. I take it that the
honourable member for Broadmeadows is referring
to the master tape, not the Hansard tape. I am told
that it is difficult to obtain the transcript from the
master tape, but that getting a transcript of the
Hansard tape would not be so difficult. As you
know, there is only one set of earphones.
The control of the master tape is not in the hands of
Hansard. The answer to the point of order is that I
have been unable to obtain the transcript.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a further
point of order, Mr Speaker, would the Chair have
any objection to the opposition's arranging its own
transcript of the tape?
Mr KENNETT (Premier) -On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is putting the House under a great deal
of pressure to head off in a direction that has never
before been contemplated.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has raised a
number of points of order, two of which you have
already answered. You have asked for more time to
obtain a transcript from the master tape; and
secondly, you have decided to refer some matters to
the Standing Orders Committee. That is quite
understandable, because the last thing the House
wants is for you to make quick decisions on the
issues raised without the assistance of the advice
that you are seeking.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has suggested
that the House should agree to any member of a
political party having access to the master tape,
despite the potential for an accident that would
destroy the ultimate copy of the proceedings of the
House.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETI - The House is attempting to
deal with the point of order raised by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. He has already said that
he is happy to have the Clerk supervise the making
of a transcript; but that cannot be done while the
House is still sitting.
Mr Kennan - You could suspend the sitting.
Mr KENNEIT - We have clearly reached the
stage where the opposition is intent only on being
divisive. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
continually raised points of order - and now he is
suggesting that the opposition effectively take
control of the House!
The business of the House should proceed in an
orderly fashion; and the traditions and practices of
allowing access to the master tape should be abided
by. When the House adjourns at some stage this
morning or this afternoon, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition will have ample time to sit down with
the staff - after they have had some rest - to
ensure that the master tape is not put at risk.
The issue boils down to the fact that at 4 o'clock in
the morning the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
wishes to be given access to the master tape, which
could be put at risk - -

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr KENNETI - I suggest to you, Mr Speaker,
that if you accept that the Deputy Leader of the
OppOSition should be given access to the master
tape, he should be allowed to do so only when the
House adjourns. Next week may be the best time,
when he will be able to sit down, pOSSibly with the
Hansard staff, and have the transcript made in an
orderly fashion. For the Deputy Leader of the
OppOSition to suggest that the House adjourn so that
he can listen to the master tape is an absolute
absurdity. That is not to say that the infonnation will
not be made available and that he will not be
involved in its transcription.
Mr Kennan - That's up to Mr Speaker.
Mr KENNETI - Yes, that is up to Mr Speaker.
The sad thing about this self-appointed
Parliamentary QC - Mr Kennan interjected.
Mr KENNEIT - He wants to establish a new set
of rules and laws to suit himself.
Mr Kennan interjected.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! If there is one more
outburst like that I shall name the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition without any qualms whatsoever.
That was a disgraceful exhibition.

Mr KENNEIT - You may have asked for it
yesterday! It is an indication of how selfish members
on the other side have become when one
understands that access to the master tape involves
not only the engineering staff but Hansard and the
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER - Order! I shall make allowance
for the fact that everyone is tired, including the
Chair. But that was a very bad outburst indeed,
especially from a senior member of the opposition.

If you decide that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition should have access to the master tape,
Mr Speaker, that access should be granted in an
orderly way at a time when everyone is able to deal
safely with the equipment and - -

Mr KENNETI - Ultimately, Mr Speaker, access
to the tape is a matter for your discretion. I suggest
that this is not the time for the master tape to be
tampered with in any way, which would obviously
put at risk the official recording of this place.

Mr Kennan interjected.
Mr KENNEIT - There is no point adjourning
now. Let's do all of this when the House gets up.
The Deputy Leader of the OppOSition can be given
access to the master tape next week. After all, he has
nothing else to do for the next four years.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr Sheehan interjected.

If you decide to allow him access to the master tape,
Mr Speaker, there will be ample time within the next
few weeks for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
to have a transcript prepared. For the opposition to
put you under this sort of pressure time after time is
nothing short of intimidation. I suggest that you
rule-Mr Batchelor interjected.
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Mr KENNElT - That's fine. I suggest there is
little point in having a long debate on a point of
order about access to the master tape. I am sure you
will make up your mind in the same way as you
made up your mind about other matters, based on
the advice given to you by a number of honourable
members, some of whom continue to claim wider
experience than the rest of us!
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - On the point of order, Mr Speaker, the
master tape is a most important record of the
Parliament. If there is a dispute between honourable
members and the Hansard tape is not clear,
honourable members may ask the Speaker to listen
to the master tape. The Speaker can then determine
to his satisfaction what the dispute is about and
make a decision.
The suggestion of the Deputy Leader of the
OppOSition that the tape should be transcribed is
unprecedented. I suggest that as it is unprecedented
it is not a matter on which you should rule tonight.
Any serious matter should not be determined
hastily. If you have any intention of changing the
longstanding practices of the House, you should
take the matter to the Standing Orders Committee
before you make a decision.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, a clear request was made some time ago
about the master tape, which is a much more
detailed report than the Hansard tape. When
honourable members listened to that tape it was
discovered that the relevant periods were not
recorded because monitor switches had been turned
off in the House, whereas the master tape provided
a better record. I suggest it is a most reasonable
request to ask for a transcript of the tape to be made.
The suggestion by the Premier that somehow the
tape was of the type that could be tampered with is
the kind of implication that it is difficult to imagine
would normally be made. There is no suggestion on
the part of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that
he or anyone else wants anyone other than the
Parliamentary staff to carry out the transcribing.
There is no suggestion that the opposition wants to
take possesSion of the tape. In fact its equipment
does not run to transcribing from a tape as large as
that. The small section of the tape that honourable
members have listened to would require only
limited transcription. I suggest the transcription
should be undertaken by or under the supervision of
Parliamentary staff and that it should be done as
soon as is reasonably possible.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
the point of order, Mr Speaker, I raise one aspect of
the ruling you may give. In your consideration of
the point of order you must deal with the question
of whether a transcription of the master tape is
privileged. I do not know what the opposition wants
to transcribe, so it may be unnecessary for you to
deal with the matter, but in making your ruling it
will be necessary for you to consider the matter
because someone else may wish to have a
transcription of the proceedings, and that raises a
matter that could be actionable.

Hansard is privileged as part of the Parliamentary
reports. A transcription of the record may not have
Parliamentary privilege and may be actionable. If, in
furtherance of this point of order, someone else
seeks access to the tape or a transcript of part of the
tape, officers or members of Parliament may become
liable for the publication of matters that are not
privileged.
Or COGHILL (Werribee) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the point raised by the Minister
for Planning strengthens the request of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that at this stage, while the
House is in session, you should agree to the
reasonable request that has been made.
I contrast the request made by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition with some rather assertive
suggestions that have been made by the
government. Why did the Minister for Energy and
Minerals put his assertive suggestion as strongly as
he did? The request that has been made by the
Leader of the Opposition is simple, in that it seeks a
simple response in terms of the resources and
facilities reqUired to accommodate it.
There is no suggestion that the tape will be removed
from its current location. There is no possibility that
it might be damaged or tampered with. There is no
possibility that it would pass out of the possession of
those who currently have responsibility for it. On
the issue raised by the Minister for Planning, the
advantages of the transcript being available to the
House obviously weighs very heavily because it
would ensure that if a matter of privilege does arise
the opportunity will be there for the transcript to be
placed before the House and therefore to
automatically enjoy privilege. No case has been
made as to why the perfectly reasonable request
should be denied. I strongly urge you to agree to the
request of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
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The SPEAKER - Order! All honourable
members know that the records of this House are
available to them in Hansard, and the report is
published and kept. On the other hand, the master
tape is not controlled by Hansard but by the
engineers and is the permanent record of
Parliament. I am not prepared to meet the request of
the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition. He has access
to Hansard, even though the Daily Hansard will not
be produced tomorrow. If the honourable member
wants a particular section of the debate, he is free to
listen to it or request it.
Unless the House instructs me by way of a motion, I
shall not allow access to the master tape tonight. If
the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition is able to
persuade me next week, I will consider his request. I
do not uphold the point of order.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
(REPEAL) BILL
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
declare that this Bill is an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 58
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Cude, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
lupton,Mr
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McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith,Mrl.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr

McArthur, Mr
McGiII,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
Mac1ellan, Mr

Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Carbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple, Ms
Micallef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or (Teller)
Wilson, Mrs (Teller)

Motion agreed to.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That the time allotted in connection for the remaining
stages of the Bill be until 5.25 a.m. this day.

Mr SHEEHAN (Northcote) - On the question of
time, Mr Speaker, over the past three weeks this
House has witnessed the most extraordinary abuse
of the procedures of Parliament. The government
has abused its majority position to limit the
opportunities of the opposition and of a significant
number of Victorians not only to hear and
understand the contents of the legislation but also to
fully appreciate the implications of that legislation.
The opposition has consistently opposed the
government on the issue of time. It is fundamental to
a consideration of the legislation not only that the
opposition have an opportunity to digest the
legislation and to appreciate its implications, but
that the broader community and those affected by
the legislation also have an opportunity to
understand and respond to it.
Time and again in the last Parliament the then
opposition complained that periods of 2, 3 or 4
weeks were insufficient for the consideration of
simple Bills. So Bills were deferred for 3, 4, 6 or 8
weeks, during which time the opposition and the
community had the opportunity to understand the
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provisions and to digest and explore their
implications.
Now that it is in office the government is
introducing fundamental measures that go to the
very heart of longstanding practices and industrial
rights in this community. It is ramming them
through in the dead of night without people having
the opportunity of even reading the Bills let alone
coming to grips with their application.
It is extraordinary hypocrisy for a government to
claim not only that it has a mandate to govern but
also that it has a mandate to keep the community
uninformed about proposed legislation. It is for that
reason that the opposition has continually and
consistently addressed the issue of time. Unless the
government is prepared to allow the opposition a
proper amount of time for the reading of the Bill, the
opportunity of discussing it with interested groups
and with the broader community, and responding
and participating in debate, the opposition will
continue to contest the issue of time. In the absence
of that, the Bills that go through this place do not
have a claim to legitimacy and will be resisted by the
interest groups they affect.
If the government persists, the credibility of
Parliament as an institution will be brought into
disrepute and at the end of the day the only message
provided through our legal system will be a sense
that there has not been a proper airing of laws, a
proper contesting of them and a proper
consideration of their development. In the absence
of that proper process the laws that pass through
Parliament have no credibility.
It will mean that each Act passed by Parliament will
be brought into disrepute just as the processes of
Parliament will be. I believe the government risks its
own credibility by refusing to allow proper
consideration of Bills.

It is extraordinary for members who have spent
many years in this House to act in this way when in
opposition they consistently complained about the
lack of time for the consideration of Bills, even
though they may have been given 2, 4, 6 or 8 weeks
to consider Bills that were nowhere near as
fundamental as the Bills that have gone through this
House in the past three weeks. Government
members will regret that they sat back and not only
approved but also applauded the passing of Bills
through Parliament without the due amount of time
allocated for their consideration.
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Mr ELDER (Ripon) - On the question of time, it
was well known in the community that once in
government the coalition would abolish the State
Board of Education. When we were in opposition we
were lobbied by many board members who did not
want it abolished. We consulted widely. The
opposition also had the opportunity of consulting
widely and I believe its members are merely
filibustering to disrupt the proceedings of the House
for their own selfish ends. The coalition's views
were well known and the charges made by the
opposition that they have not had an opportunity to
consult are false. This simple Bill is in line with the
coalition's policy while in opposition.
Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 November; motion of
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education).
Mr SHEEHAN (Northcote) - To his credit the
Minister for Education made the Bill and the
second-reading speech available to me at the end of
last week. Furthermore he made available his head
of department for a briefing on the Bill. As the
honourable member for Ripon said, it is a simple Bill
with limited aims. I place on record my appreciation
of the Minister's cooperation. However if the
discussions are broadened one realises that
Parliament must face important issues. I alluded to
those issues in my remarks about time.
Parliament has seen the introduction and passing of
Bills that promise to have dramatic impacts on the
basic rights of a large number of people in the
community. Those rights relate to income and
industrial practice. Bills have been put through
Parliament with undue haste and they have already
caused social division.
The government has a large majority; it has a
mandate to do what the Premier said he would do
before the election. But the Premier has moved
beyond that mandate; he has embarked on a
campaign of hate and retribution against political
opponents and assumed friends of political
opponents.
Implicit in the actions of the government is the
circulation of lists aimed at eliminating people from
departments. It is a complete denial of freedom of
association. It is very disturbing that career
prospects are now threatened because of assumed
political aSSOCiationS - Victorians and Australians
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have the right to belong to political parties, form
friendships, be members of ethnic groups or belong
to associations of their choosing.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr SHEEHAN - It is all very well to be smug
but this will come back to haunt you!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I am having
some difficulty relating the honourable member's
contribution to the Bill.
Mr SHEEHAN -It is related to the general
context of the legislation.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! At this stage
the honourable member has not related his
comments to the Bill. I ask him to do so.
Mr SHEEHAN -Part of the process is the
protection of the broad-ranging rights of honourable
members to contribute to second-reading debates.
We have all participated in a number of those.
Because of the undue haste with which it is being
rammed through, this Bill is similar to many Bills
dealt with in this sessional period. There are many
unanswered questions as a result. If the Bill were
allowed to lie over such matters could be addressed.
I believe the Minister is committed to making good
decisions in the education portfolio but, in the
fullness of time, whether decisions outlined in the
Bill will be good may be another matter. His
capacity to make decent decisions that will stand the
test of time will depend very much on his capacity
and willingness to involve the Victorian
community - and particularly the education
community - in the decision-making process. He
must consult and establish a relationship of trust.
The haste with which the Bill will be passed breaks
any trust in a pre-emptive and unnecessary way.
Certainly the government has the power to proceed
as it wishes. Ultimately the government has only
two limitations to its political power: the first is the
morality of the executive, the ethos of government
and the sorts of constraints that a government is
prepared to impose on itself. That ethical constraint
is very important for a majority government,
particularly one that enjoys the majority this
government has.
The second limit of a political party is the capacity to
range from legislation at the will of the minority.
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There comes a point where a minority will not
continually accept the abuses of the legislative
process.
Mr Richardson interjected.
Mr SHEEHAN - This point was well made by
the Federal shadow Minister, John Howard, who is
not of my political persuasion. On a number of
occasions he has made it clear that at the end of the
day one cannot govern without the consent of a
minority. But this government is proceeding without
such consent. If we are to hold together the fabric of
society, it is important to obtain the consent of the
minority to any legislative program.
Mr RICHARD SON (Forest Hill) - On a point of
order, Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw your attention to
the subject of relevance. You properly cautioned the
honourable member some time ago on relevance but
he has ignored your direction. The debate is not
about the matters he is now discussing but about a
very small Bill to abolish the State Board of
Education. The honourable member has been
speaking for about 10 minutes but has yet to
mention that board. You have been more than
tolerant. I request that you ask him to return to the
subject matter of the legislation and if he does not
'know anything about the subject, let him say so and
sit down.
Mr SHEEHAN (Northcote) - On the point of
order, Mc Deputy Speaker, we can do without that
pompous claptrap. The practice of this House is that
the second-reading debate allows honourable
members to have wide-ranging discussions on a
range of issues. The only constraint is that there
should be a thread of relevance.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SHEEHAN - We have enjoyed endless
speeches from honourable members opposite! It is
pompous and irrelevant of the honourable member
to suggest that I should not enjoy the same rights in
my second-reading contribution that other
honourable members have enjoyed.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the
point of order. Contrary to the suggestions made by
the honourable member for Northcote, I have asked
him to make his remarks relevant to the Bill. It is not
a generally accepted precedent that wide-ranging
debate should occur on the second reading of a Bill.
During my time in this place I have come to
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understand that debate must be relevant to the Bill
before the House.
The Bill is small and deals with the State Board of
Education. I ask the honourable member for
Northcote to return to the Bill.
Mr SHEEHAN - It appears as though the pleas
for some rationality have fallen on deaf ears - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Has the
honourable member just made a reflection on the
ruling of the Chair?
Mr SHEEHAN - No.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I certainly
hope it was not, although the Chair took it that way.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr SHEEHAN - I beg your pardon!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
honourable member for Warrandyte to withdraw
unreservedly.
Mr Honeywood - I withdraw.
Mr SHEEHAN - The State Board of Education
Act is relatively narrow. As the honourable member
for Ripon said, it is correct that the government
previously announced a policy to abolish the board
and transfer any ongoing matters to other bodies.
The second-reading speech and the Bill do not make
clear the other bodies to which those matters will be
transferred. In the background is a commitment to a
State board of studies. It would enhance the debate
if honourable members were to have more
information about that board, thereby enabling them
to work through the entire package rather than only
the first step, namely, the dismantling of the State
Board of Education.
The House has no terms of reference for the
operation of the board, nor does it have any idea of
its proposed membership or the proposed broad
consultation that will be undertaken about its role.
All we know from the second-reading speech is that
the Board of Studies will take over some of the
functions of the State Board of Education. It would
enhance community discussion and understanding
if the terms of reference, the role and the
composition of groups involved in the consultative
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process to develop the Board of Studies were spelt
out in advance of the abolition of the State Board of
Education. What will happen to the other functions
of the board? That is alluded to in the
second-reading speech, but no details are given.
It is claimed that considerable savings will be made
from abolishing the State Board of Education. It is

also said that the money used to fund the State
board will be used to fund the Board of Studies.
Again, honourable members are given no idea of the
cost of the Board of Studies, the programs it will
finance, the resources it will provide to schools, the
research it will undertake and so on. Many of the
fears about the way the government is approaching
education would be alleviated if those issues were
clarified.
Over the past eight years or so the State Board of
Education has played an important role in Victorian
education. It has been of considerable value and it
has developed projects of ongoing merit. It would be
encouraging to know that the merit of those projects
was appreciated and that they will continue.
The role of the State board was simple: to advise the
Minister on issues related to primary and secondary
education in Victoria. That is a broad description,
but the board dealt specifically with policy
development and resource allocation. It embraced a
whole range of resource issues in schools. It is the
intention of the government to close some 40 to
50 schools this year and another 180 in the next
12 months or so. That is a major resource issue
requiring major administrative reform, relocation of
staff and students and reorganisation of curriculum.
The State board is ideally placed to deal with the
complex issues arising from that massive closure of
schools. However, when the Bill is passed there will
no longer be a forum for the discussion of those
important issues.
The value of the State board can be seen in the
membership of the current board, which consists of
some of the most outstanding people in Australian
education today. The board comprises an
independent chairperson; a nominee of school
councils; representatives of teachers, parents,
independent schools, government schools and
Catholic schools; school principals; representatives
of tertiary education, business, industry, and ethnic
communities; representatives of the labour
movement and the Ministry. Those people represent
a diversity and a richness in education that is
invaluable to the State but they are being dismissed
and they will lose their capacity to contribute to
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important issues. If the government is to proceed
with enormous changes to education in Victoria, it
needs the advice and support of a board with a
diversity and richness of experience.

are now given detailed reports on their educational
and social development. They are of great value to
parents, students and teachers and are seen as part
of a continual personal development.

In the absence of the State board three or four
principals, who are not particularly respected by
their peers, will advise the government on the
changes. Those people could not carry weight
within their own associations and they do not have
outstanding records in education. Despite that, they
will now drive education policy and the process of
school closures. They do not represent the diversity
and richness of experience of the current State Board
of Education.

The improvement in reporting has not come from
thin air; it is the result of detailed research and input
from people with wide experience who understand
the needs of parents, students, teachers and the
broader community.

The State board has programs dealing with social
justice, school priorities, school improvement and so
on. They are all areas of importance. The board has
produced an enormous number of publications - I
won't read them into Hansard -and an
extraordinary amount of research material. Once
again, that work will go by the board. Education is
so fundamental to opportunities in society and the
growth and development of the economy that one
cannot proceed without a proper research and
advisory unit. However, the Bill gives no indication
of what will replace the current unit.

Another important reference given to the State
Board of Education is the development of a national
policy on career education. That consists of a good
deal more than telling students in the last days of
secondary school that they should put their names
down for jobs at the local Commonwealth
Employment Service offices. The sequential
development of courses through years 10, 11 and 12
and a proper choice of subjects are so important that
detailed career advice is needed - and such a
project is unlikely to be undertaken by any other
organisation.

Apart from the broad areas in which the State board
has worked, I shall refer to the projects currently on
its plate. In the literacy and numeracy field the
board provides: mathematics course advice from
grades 1 to 6 and years 7 to 10; English course advice
from grades 1 to 6 and years 7 to 10; intensive
classroom strategies in mathematics; and
mathematics strategic planning.

The Finn review of post-compulsory education was
undertaken under the guidance of the State Board of
Education, and topics such as curriculum and
financial resource issues have also been addressed in
State Board of Education publications.

The State board offers an Aboriginal languages
program to develop policy and to implement a plan
for the advancement of Aboriginal languages in
Victoria. The preservation of local languages is being
taken very seriously in international communities. If
such programs are not undertaken in Victoria and
Australia Aboriginal languages will be lost. The Bill
gives no sense of commitment to maintaining that
important cultural work.
Programs relating to social justice, prejudice in
schools and reporting to parents are also current
projects of the State board. Anyone close to
education will appreciate the great improvement in
reporting that has taken place over the past 10 years
or so. In the old days it was simply a case of giving a
student a mark for a subject ranging from A to F.
Even at the lowest levels of primary schools students

Other programs concern career education, a review
of ethnic schools and a longitudinal study involving
150 schools, which encompasses a wide range of
educational issues.

The board is made up of experienced members who
have done a great deal of work in a variety of
educational programs, yet it is to be replaced by a
Board of Studies, the role of which has not been
explained. The Minister has also not explained who
the members of the board will be, how it will
function and what resources it will be given.
If the government hopes to reach agreement with

the educational community on shared objectives and
to gain support for important programs it should
adjourn debate on the Bill and put off the abolition
of the State Board of Education until it can give the
House and the Victorian educational community a
clear explanation of the aims and objectives of the
proposed Board of Studies. That would increase the
confidence of the educational community in the
government's commitment to excellence in the
public education system. The government may also
find that some of the more difficult tasks it has set
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itself will be achieved more easily because of the
goodwill that will be created.

some are also members of the Australian Labor
Party.

Mr ELDER (Ripon) - The honourable member
for Northcote has a genuine interest in education,
having taught for many years in State secondary
colleges. He may not wish to own up to the fact that
he taught me in year 10. As the House will observe
the heavy burdens of office have made him look
older than he is, whereas I have been able to retain
my charm and good looks!

The honourable member alleged that the
government has appointed Liberal Party hacks,
mates of the Liberal Party and people who helped
the coalition when it was in opposition. The
government has sought out people who it believes
will give the Minister the best available advice on
the many issues within the educational portfolio.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Perhaps the
honourable member for Northcote would say that he
aged so much only after teaching you!
Mr ELDER - I had great respect for him as a
teacher - although he did not teach me economics
or accounting!
I deny the allegation made by the honourable
member for Northcote that the government has
acted in haste in abolishing the State Board of
Education. While in opposition the coalition made it
clear that if elected on 3 October it would abolish the
board. The coalition's plans have been on the table
for at least six or seven months, and we have
consulted widely on the issue.
Members of the State Board of Education have
argued against its abolition. Nevertheless the
government's considered judgment is that modern
management practices demand that the board be
abolished. If the government accepted the
arguments put by the honourable member for
Northcote, the Minister's access to advice on
educational matters would be unnecessarily limited.
Education is a diverse field and the Minister needs a
wider range of advice than that offered by the
part-time members of the State Board of Education.
The Minister will receive advice not only from
members of the Board of Studies but from the
experts appointed to various working parties. The
government has also established two task forces,
which are currently considering a range of
educational issues.
The honourable member for Northcote believes that
some of the people appointed to the task forces are
not well respected in their fields. Some of the
members of the task forces are school principals who
are working at the coalface and have a thorough
understanding of the needs of the educational
community. Three of the principals are members of
the Victorian Secondary Teachers Association and

I take exception to the claim by the honourable
member for Northcote that the government is
abolishing the State Board of Education because its
members are friends of the Australian Labor Party. I
would not know to which political party most of the
members of the board belong. The government has
acted in good faith in its attempt to get the best
advice available. The government has demonstrated
that it is prepared to take advice from not only
members of the teacher unions but also members of
the Labor Party, some of whom, as I said, are
members of the task forces.
The State Board of Education was established in
1983 to advise the then Minister for Education on a
wide range of issues, and it has served Victoria well.
Given its commitment to modern management
techniques, the government believes the advice
available to the Minister should not come from only
one group -in particular, from a board that
comprises part-time members.
The task forces are constituted by people who
represent a broad cross-section of the education
community. They include people who have
expertise in dealing with intellectually disabled and
physically impaired students, which is a specialised
field.
It would be difficult to get those experts on a body
such as the State Board of Education. We must go
out and look for them, head-hunt them and appoint
them to these task forces so that they can provide the
best possible information available. Prior to the
recent election the coalition made it clear that it
would abolish the State Board of Education.
Although some concern was raised, once the
coalition pointed out to members of the board and to
other interested community groups that it would
establish the task forces and working parties there
was widespread acceptance.

The abolition of the board will provide a saving in
1992-93 of around $268 000. However the move is
not driven by the savings the government will make
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because much of the funds will be poured back into
some consumptive measures. The coalition will
obtain the best possible advice.
I recognise that many members of the board have
made a valuable contribution to education over the
years and there are some outstanding people from
the education field on the board. Dr Jean Blackbum
is well known and respected. The list includes the
names of other people from other sectors of the
educational community not only in government
schools but also in non-government schools. The
Reverend Father Tom Doyle has made a valuable
contribution to the State Board of Education. The
government believes the Minister will get the best
advice from the measures that will be put in place
that will establish task forces and working parties to
advise him on how Victorian education can be
improved. I am sure that many people on the
current board will be called on in the future to
provide the necessary information to the
government and the expertise will not go out the
back door merely because the board has been
abolished.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - This is a
small but important Bill which demands proper
consideration by the House. The State Board of
Education was established by the former
government and was part of the educational
program that it put before the people prior to the
1982 election. The politics of the promotion of the
board to be established were appealing and it was
promoted as being an educational body that would
guide and nurture educational development for the
next decade. It was promoted as a Significant
educational innovation. From the new State Board of
Education would flow change that would be
revolutionary rather than evolutionary in nature.
That new direction would be pursued. A great new
age would dawn with the election of a Labor
government and the creation of a new State Board of
Education. It was all full of hidden promises.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RICHARDSON - The reality is that the State
Board of Education has never fulfilled that promise.
It was established with considerable fanfare. A
distinguished person, Professor McKinnon, was the
first chairman of the board. Previously he was
Chairman of the Australian Schools Commission. It
appeared the board would have an auspicious start,
but some concern was expressed about its
composition. Although I must say there was a solid
quotient of people from what could be called the
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left-wing educational establishment, not all
members of the board could be placed in that
category. It can reasonably be said that over the
years from its creation until now, as we discuss its
abolition, the board membership has consistently
reflected what could be described as the left-wing
educational establishment. I believe most people on
the board would probably accept that description as
being reasonable. I am not denigrating those
members who fit that category, nor am I being
critical "Of the members who vigorously deny that
they be categorised in such a way.
The reality is that education in this State for the past
decade has been controlled by the left-wing
educational establishment during the period of a
socialist left government. It is a simple statement of
political fact. Nobody could argue with that. I
suggest the output and contribution of the board to
educational development in Victoria since its
inception could be brought into question. It certainly
has produced a great deal of material. It has
provided advice to successive Ministers, some of it
unpublished. Honourable members do not know
whether the advice was accepted by the Minister
and in many cases they do not know what the
advice was. It probably does not matter, but the
former government made a mess of education as it
made a mess of everything else.
Whether the Minister received good advice is
irrelevant and whether he took that advice is
irrelevant. What is relevant is that the State Board of
Education was a costly exercise. The first report of
the board shows that its budget allocation for
1982-83 was $370 000 and its actual expenditure was
$356000.
From 1983 to 1984 expenditure jumped fairly
substantially from $356 000 to $817000. From that
point on in financial terms the escalator went only
upwards. In 1984-85 the allocation to the State Board
of Education was just over $1 million and
expenditure was $943 000. In 1985-86 the allocation
was $1 080 000 and the expenditure was near that
figure, so it was pretty well on budget. In 1986-87
the State Board of Education again cost just over
$1 million. In 1987-88 it cost the Victorian taxpayer
$1072 000.
At that point the financial record changes because
the board was then absorbed into the education
department and the financial statements were
conveniently absorbed into the overall financial
statements of that department. It is difficult to
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establish how much the board cost once it had been
absorbed into the department.
We know from the Minister's second-reading speech
that in the last financial year attributable
expenditure had declined to $268 000. There has
been a substantial reduction in the expenditure of
the board and a corresponding decline in the
significance of the board.
One could say that it is not really the government
that is abolishing the State Board of Education; the
former government effectively abolished it. In this
Bill the reality of the decline and the final demise of
the State Board of Education is being legislated for
so that the slate can be wiped clean and, more
importantly, the lid can be closed on the money
position so that there will be no further expenditure
of public funds on the board. The board has been of
questionable value during its existence, which the
former Labor government also acknowledged in its
final years.
It is not for me, however, to decry all of the work

done over the years by the State Board of Education.
Some good work was done and there were some
useful outcomes. All of the people involved in the
work of the board were passionate in their belief in
the value of the work they were doing. Some board
members would have held different views from me
as to the value of what they were doing, but they
believed in their work. I pay tribute to them for that.
I also pay tribute to the board members who served
unselfishly, and often at great inconvenience to
themselves, as unpaid appointees and whose
motivation was public spirited and in the interests of
education in Victoria. There is a need for us to be
grateful to the members of the board for their work
over those years; to acknowledge that not
everything they did is to be swept aside and
regarded as unimportant and that the contributions
they made had value. Some inquiries the board
conducted and some of its publications will be seen
in years to come as Significant in the development of
education in the latter years of the 20th century and
as we prepare for the demands of the 21st century.
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preparing to face a far more competitive and
demanding environment than it faces now,
particularly young people as they work towards
successfully surviving in the 21st century.
The board had an important role in the educational
history of Victoria: it was an influence for change in
some ways and was the product of change in other
ways. The wheel has now turned full circle and it is
time for the State Board of Education to pass from
existence without rancour for the government that
initiated the move or for any sudden death
pronouncement by the new government, because
some time ago it was made clear that it was the
government's intention to abolish the board. I
believe I made the announcement two or more years
ago when I was the spokesman on education for the
then opposition.
The abolition of the board has quite clearly been on
the agenda of the new government for some time. It
is equally clear that regardless of the outcome of the
last election the State Board of Education would
have been abolished. Had, by some miracle, the
former government been returned it would finally
have abolished the board, which would have been
replaced by a unit within the education department.
As we come to the end of a decade of Labor
government and enter the era of the new
government the wheel turns full circle with the
passing of the State Board of Education. While I
concede that I have not agreed with everything the
board has done or with every appointment that has
been made to it, I place on record my appreciation
for the unselfish dedication of the board members
who acted in what they perceived to be the best
interests of education in Victoria. Those board
members did do good work and I am grateful to
them for it.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

That really brings us to the final spoke in the wheel
as it completes the circle. The board was set up at a
time of political change and was devised by a
political party that was enjoying a rising tide of
popularity to meet what was perceived as a set of
worthwhile objectives. A decade later the political
landscape is totally different. As we move closer
towards the end of this century the community is
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Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being puL
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 57
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr
Mac1ellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich,Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.w.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Co le, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Kennan, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Motion agreed to.

Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Dr
Wilson,Mrs
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Second reading
Debate resumed from 4 November; motion of
Mr KENNETf (Premier).
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - This Bill is a bully's
Bill. It is based on revenge and threats - revenge for
past deeds and threats to be held over all public
sector unions in Victoria in the future. The
opposition finds this Bill appalling.
Mr Elder interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will ignore interjections and proceed with
the debate.
Mr LEIGHTON - We must remember that
eventually bullies get their own back. Their day of
reckoning will arrive.
I refer briefly to the provisions and aims of the Bill. It
will stop the current practice of automatic payroll
deductions being made for public sector employees.
Having signed a union membership application
form, they normally sign authorities to have union
fees deducted from their regular salaries.
In future, according to the Bill, payroll deductions

will be made only with the written approval of the
Minister. The Bill also contains a rather abhorrent
provision to terminate existing commercial contracts
entered into between unions and public sector
employers. In terminating those agreements the Bill
terminates the provisions whereby the unions pay
2.5 per cent of membership fees as a fee. The
agreements normally contain termination period
provisions - usually two years.
The Bill also terminates the automatic provision by
employers of certain payroll information such as
names and addresses to unions. The automatic
public sector payroll deductions to unions were not
an innovation of Labor governments. The practice
goes back as far as the 196Os.
Mr Heffeman - We know that, that is why we
are changing it.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for Small
Business is interjecting from out of his place. The
House will come to order.
Mr LEIGHTON - The Minister is quite correct.
The practice goes back to the 1960s under former
Liberal governments. When I became an official with
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a public sector union in about 1977 the practice of
automatic payroll deductions had been in place for
so long that its origin had been lost in history.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - I will if you want me to!
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - It will be interesting to hear
the views of some of your backbenchers!
The SPEAKER - Order! There is too much
in terjection.
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had any consultation with the government about
these regressive and reprehensible measures.
That is an important factor in the wider community
outrage about the way legislation has been rammed
through Parliament in the past couple of weeks.
That concern has been expressed not only by trade
unions but also by organisations such as churches
and ordinary members of the community.
If the Bill is simply to overcome the Premier's stated
ad hoc present arrangements, will the Premier give
an undertaking that applications for payroll
deductions will be automatically approved?

An Honourable Member - No.
Mr LEIGHTON - The one qualification I should
add about the history of this practice under former
Liberal governments is that it was used as a weapon
by the Liberal governments in the 1970s against the
teaching unions, particularly for a short time in 1971
and for a lengthy period in 1977. The making of
deductions from salaries was stopped as a penalty
for certain industrial action.
In his second-reading speech the Minister said that
the purpose of the Bill was to provide an orderly
mechanism for the deductions of union fees by
public sector employers. He said the Bill would
overcome the present ad hoc arrangements. I do not
accept that reason because there has been a move to
model agreements - Mr McArthur - When was that done?
Mr LEIGHTON - From last year. That hardly
justifies the Premier's claim that the provisions are
to overcome the present ad hoc arrangements. I shall
be interested to hear the Premier's reply about
whether union applications for agreements will be
automatically approved. Is the purpose of the Bill to
put into place some model arrangements? Every
time an employee consents to having deductions
made from the payroll will the responsible Minister
automatically approve the application?
I understand the public sector unions have not been
consulted by the government. Only a matter of
hours before the introduction of this Bill the State
Public Services Federation was given a copy of it
and told, "This is what will apply". That is not
consultation. In the few hours since the Bill's
introduction I have been unable to identify any
public sector union - be it in the teaching, health or
other professions -with which there has been any
consultation. Certainly no public sector union has

Mr LEIGHTON - Now we hear the truth from
the government benches. The government's hidden
agenda goes much further than has been stated.
The government is using the Bill as an act of
revenge; the unions are to be punished for their past
deeds and for the outrage they have expressed so far
about the government's actions. The Bill carries a
real threat, and if a particular union does not - Mr Weideman interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - The government wants to
wield the big stick. As if the Employee Relations Bill,
the Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill
and the Public Sector Management Bill were not
sufficient, the government wants to hold a further
threat over the heads of public sector trade unions.
That threat is: if you don't behave yourselves, we
will cut off your payroll deductions.
Mr Finn -Sounds like a damned good idea!
Mr LEIGHTON - I hope there are a few more
comments like that. I hope members of the
government are prepared to have comments like
that recorded in Hansard. As I said, the Bill will
allow the government to wield the hig stick over
unions.
Mr Weideman interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! Interjections from the
front benches are disorderly and are leading the
honourable member for Preston to stray from the
question of the debate. I ask honourable members to
cease interjecting and the honourable member for
Preston to address the Chair.
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Mr LEIGHTON - The Bill empowers the
government to cut off payroll deductions for unions
it believes behave badly. The same threat and the
same act of revenge can be applied to individual
public sector employees. If one belongs to a
particular political party, if one speaks out or if one
is seen participating in a demonstration such as the
one outside Parliament House on Tuesday, payroll
deductions will be cut off. If an individual public
servant or public sector employee dares to raise his
head, union fees will no longer be deducted from his
pay. However, if one is a good public servant and
does not criticise the government and does
everything it wants, union fees will be taken out of
one's pay. That is yet another example of how the
government is politicising the Public Service.

be stopped from exercising their democratic rights to
participate in trade union activities.

It is particularly inappropriate to charge Ministers

Mr Weideman - How many officials run away
with the money?

with the decision of approving the deduction of
union dues from the payrolls of Public Service and
public sector organisations and employees. It is
shades of 1984; it is the Premier's Brave New World in
that each Minister will have a list of union members.
How will those lists be used?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGHTON - I hope members of the
government who are interjecting will be prepared to
contribute to the debate.
The SPEAKER - Order! As the sitting of the
House continues it becomes more and more difficult
for the Chair to control the House. I ask members of
the government to stop interjecting and the
honourable member for Preston to ignore
interjections and address the Chair.
Mr LEIGHTON - It is frightening to think that
Ministers will have lists of union members. How
will they use that information? As public servants
march in the street in protest against government
actions Ministers will tick off their names from the
lists.
Mr Heffeman - That is exactly what the unions
do!
Mr LEIGHTON - The Public Sector
Management Bill provides tha t if a union member
exercises his democratic right to participate in union
activities his employment will be terminated, and
that threat has been made today. That is how the
lists will be used. As if it were not enough to
arbitrarily cut the wages of workers, they will now

The ridiculous thing about the Bill is that it bears no
relationship to the government's economic agenda;
it will not save the government 1 cent. The
agreements now in place are based on commercial
arrangements whereby public sector employers
receive 2.5 per cent of the fees deducted in return for
providing the service. For the first time such a
contribution has been received from my union.
Mrs Tehan - Are you now in a union?
Mr LEIGHTON - I am no longer an official of
the union.

Mr LEIGHTON - That is a ridiculous
interjection. If there are automatic payroll
deductions - Mr Weideman - They can't run away with the
money. That is why you want it.
Mr LEIGHTON - Why is this Bill necessary
then? Commercial arrangements are in place so that
the collection of union fees and the forwarding of
them to the appropriate trade unions do not involve
a cost to the government. There will be a cost to the
government if we go down the path outlined in the
Bill. A form will have to be sent by the public sector
employer to the Minister for every employee who
wishes to have union fees deducted from his pay. If I
read the Bill correctly, the Minister will be Sitting at
his desk all day with stacks and stacks of requests
from public sector employees to have union fees
deducted from their pay. The Minister will have to
make decisions about whose request he will approve
and whose he will not approve. It will be a costly
waste of time and resources.
I can assume only that the government somehow
confuses payroll deductions with compulsory
unionism and the freedom of association. Whether a
person joins a trade union is the first decision, and
the payment of union fees follows from that. The Bill
does not deal with who joins a union, but it is
important to point out that there is no such thing as
compulsory unionism in the public sector.
The health union of which I was an official increased
its membership by providing services to health
workers, to such an extent that in most hospitals our
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membership was as high as 90 per cent. My union
did not see the need for compulsory unionism. Like
most modem trade unions it was able to attract
members based on its record and its capacity to
provide services. The Bill confuses the deducting of
union fees with the issue of which people join which
unions and under what circumstances.
Another abhorrent feature of the Bill is that it
terminates not only industrial agreements but
commercial contracts. In a number of areas
commercial contracts have been entered into, under
which the unions concerned pay 2.5 per cent of
union dues in return for public sector employers
automatically deducting union fees.
Another provision relates to the circumstances
under which contracts can be terminated. Such
arrangements are contracts; they are not simply
based on an exchange of letters. Honourable
members opposite must understand that they are
using the Bill to breach or terminate legally made
contracts. Perhaps you do not find that difficult, but
on this occasion you must understand - The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! If the
honourable member wants the protection of the
Chair, he must address the Chair, not members
opposite.
Mr LEIGHTON - Honourable members
opposite do not understand the principles they are
overturning in supporting the Bill. Members of the
Liberal and National parties have always found
retrospective legislation to be abhorrent - but by
voting to terminate long-term contracts they are
endorSing the principle of retrospectivity.
The Bill has implications for employers, because
honourable members opposite should not be
confident that the government, having set the
precedent, will stop at the unions. Having breached
such a fundamental principle, the government will
now be able to terminate any commercial contract to
which it takes exception, including contracts made
in the business world.
The Bill does not contain guidelines setting out how
the Minister will approve or disapprove of
deductions of union fees by employers. Any
Minister may be able to make decisions - Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - The Minister administering
the Act--
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Mr Kennett - There will be only one Minister
administering the Act - the Minister responsible for
the Public Service!
Mr LEIGHTON - The Premier will be pretty
busy, given that he will be the Minister
administering the Act. He will have to spend most of
his day deciding which union members will have
their fees deducted and which will not.
As I said, neither the Bill nor the Premier's
second-reading speech outlines how the system will
be administered. The Bill contains some other
technical complications. Several members of the
opposition received a briefing just after
50'dock-Mr Kennett - Including the Leader of the
OppOSition, and the Premier happily agreed!
Mr LEIGHTON - The honourable member for
Springvale also attended the briefing, which was
unsatisfactory because more questions were raised
than were answered. From what I could tell the
agenda is being driven by political considerations.
Mr Kennett - That's an appalling thing to say.
Mr LEIGHTON - It seems that the deduction of
union fees will be used as a weapon against the
trade union movement. As I said, the Bill is poorly
drafted and asks more questions than it answers. At
the briefing we asked whether the Bill provided for
the deduction of union fees of trade unionists
covered by Federal awards. I refer in particular to
those State public sector employees who are covered
by either federal awards or federal agreements that
contain a provision for the deduction of union fees.
It is important to put on the record that we were
advised that the Bill will not apply to them, should
that need to be tested in the future. I do not
necessarily accept that advice - Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - I do not accept that advice,
which is one of the reasons why I believe the
briefing was unsatisfactory.
Mr Kennett - You want it to apply to federal
awards; is that what you are saying?
Mr LEIGHTON - Because the Bill is being
driven by political considerations public servants
found if difficult to give us satisfactory advice. I do
not necessarily accept the advice I have been given
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because of arguments about whether or not it is an
industrial matter.

The Bill is abhorrent and harsh, and the opposition
opposes it.

The Bill does not contain a definition of "trade
union".

Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - All honourable
members will feel some sadness and sympathy for
the Leader of the Opposition, who today will make
her way to her last Australian Labor Party State
conference as Leader. She will make her way down
there as a lonely, deserted figure because her
colleagues will be here in Parliament as a result of
the attempts by the opposition in the other place to
frustrate the workings of that House.

Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - Usually a Bill such as this
provides definitions of the individuals or
organisations to which it applies -as is the case
with the Trade Unions Act, the Employee Relations
Act and various federal Acts.
I suspect that the omission is deliberate, because the
Bill also refers to associations of employees. The
government is setting out to encourage tame-cat
unions, or bosses' unions; it is encouraging unions to
act as fronts for the government. The government is
saying to trade unions, '1f you are willing to be front
organisations we can have a cosy arrangement and
allow the deduction by employees of your union
fees". On the other hand, a union that is prepared to
speak up for its members is likely to be punished by
the government.
Another problem is that the Bill has no transitional
provisions. As I understand it, the day the Bill is
given Royal assent all agreements immediately
collapse and there will be nothing in their place.
Even if the government at the moment wishes to
pretend that under some circumstances agreements
will be entered into, the problem is that the
government has not put in place any transitional
arrangements. The day the Bill is given Royal assent
any orderly provision will collapse.
The Bill is yet another attack on the rights of
ordinary Victorian working men and women. The
Bill is based on a desire by the government for
revenge and a desire to threaten the trade union
movement. I make it clear that the trade union
movement is far more resilient than that.
Perhaps one of the mistakes the government is
making is that if it uses this weapon and plays out
the threat it will no longer have that threat to hold
over the heads of those in the trade union
movement. It is like having only one bullet in a
gun -once you have fired it, you cannot use it
again! The trade union movement is resilient and
will continue to find other ways to carry on, such as
through electronic funds transfers, which were not
in place in the 1960s and 1970s.

This Bill provides a reasonable mechanism for the
deduction of union fees by employers from salaries
of public sector employees. It is part of a
commitment the coalition has made to true freedom
of association; not to be confused with the freedom
of association that is being presented by the
honourable member for Preston, who believes that if
you are held down, bullied, bashed and harassed,
and you finally sign the document, you are free to
join or not to join a union. That is rubbish!
The government believes in providing a mechanism
whereby people are truly free to decide whether
they want to join unions. All honourable members
can hear the bells ringing for the other place where,
as I said before, the Labor Party opposition that was
decimated at the election is frustrating the workings
of the House. On 3 October the people of Victoria
voted for a clear change of direction and gave the
coalition an overwhelming majority. On that day the
people spoke loudly and strongly about the
direction in which they wanted Victoria to go in the
1990s and into the 21st century. The people of
Victoria said they wanted a change, a situation
without the bullyboys and the Halfpennys - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member has strayed from the Bill; he must debate
the Bill.
Or NAPTHINE - I thank you for your guidance,
Mr Speaker. It is important for us to understand that
the Bill is about freedom of association, which was a
clear commitment of the coalition in the lead-up to
the election and which was endorsed by the people
of Victoria in an overwhelming result on 3 October.
This Bill implements that commitment in the clearest
possible way.
We are telling public sector employees in this State
that they are absolutely free to jOin or not join
unions. They can make decisions based on their own
free will without the fear of retribution, late-night
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telephone calls or ostracism by the bullyboys - by
the Hospital Employees Federation No. 2 branch,
which was famous for its activities!
The honourable member for Preston knows about
that union. He is a failed union official; his faction
lost control of the union and has now jOined a
faction a little farther to the tomato left, the
"pledgies", like the honourable member for
Melbourne.
An honourable member interjected.
Or NAPTHINE - I would like to try it again.
They have not moved quite as far as the "pledgies",
but the factional base of the honourable member for
Preston has lost control of the union.
Clause 4 of the Bill makes it clear that the Minister
responsible for the public sector, in this case the
Premier, has the ability to approve payroll
deductions being made. The matter could not be in
more responsible hands than those of the Premier.
Clause 4(2) provides that no payment can be made
without approval. It is clear that the Premier has the
responsibility for that approval. Clause 3 states:
Any agreement made before the commencement of this
section authorising, or purporting to authorise, a public
sector employer to make deductions of a kind referred
to in sub-section (1) from payments to employees or to
supply names or other information about employees to
trade unions or any other associations of employees
ceases, on that commencement, to have any further
effect.

That clause is necessary because of agreements
signed in the dying days of the Kirner government.
It went out of its way to sign those agreements even
while the election campaign was being run, in
complete contradiction of the Westminster tradition!
Members of the Labor Party lecture and badger the
Presiding Officer about the Westminster system,
democracy and freedoms, yet they are the people
who were responsible for signing agreements in the
dying days of the former government.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Preston had the protection of the Chair
and 1 ask that members on my left respect the person
on his feet. The honourable member for Portland
without interjection.
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Or NAPTHINE - One of the worst aspects of the
agreements that were signed is that they include
names and addresses of public sector employees to
be passed on to the unions so tha t the union
bully-boys can make sure they round up those
people and force them to sign on the dotted line for
their payroll deductions. If the unions could
demonstrate that they would be of benefit to those
employees, they should not need to be given the
names and addresses of people and then chase them
all hours of the day and night to get them to join
their unions.
There are good unions around - 1 refer to
professional associations such as the association of
which 1 am a member, the Australian Veterinary
Association - that do not need to bully people into
membership. They offer to their members a service
that the members are happy to pay for. That is what
unions should be; if they deliver the services, people
will jOin and happily pay the membership.
Automatic payroll deductions and the handing over
of lists of names and addresses are part of the
backdoor compulsory union system that is practised
in the public sector. The payroll deduction system
has made the union leaders and officials fat and lazy
and has taken away their primary aim of servicing
their members. It has stopped them being close to
their members. Under the old system the union
officials and shop stewards used to collect the dues
from their members every week or fortnight - 5
shillings or $3 or whatever -and they had close
contact with their members. They were truly in
touch with the needs of members and delivered the
services needed.
Because of payroll deductions union leaders and
officials have become part of a career structure
rather than being people from the grassroots of the
union movement. They have made a career of the
unions through the Trades Hall Council network. If
they do well they slide into the ALP executive or
even into Parliament. They have not kept in touch
with the needs of their members, and that is why
union leaders spend their time sending out
misinformation and causing their members to lose
pay on strikes that are politically motivated rather
then serving the best interests of members.
As mentioned by the honourable member for
Warrandyte, it was Clyde Cameron who said that
union leaders had become lazy by not collecting
union fees. Compulsory deduction meant the money
came straight from the payroll of the public sector to
the Trades Hall Council in Lygon Street with a
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percentage automatically sliding into the ALP
campaign funds.
A good union is in touch with its members and does
not need automatic payroll deductions for its
success. As Clyde Cameron said, the best way to
keep people close to their members is to have them
meet their members regularly by collecting their fees.
Professional associations are a good example. If
professional associations do not deliver the goods,
people will not join, so the associations have a direct
financial incentive to deliver the goods for their
members. That same situation should apply to
unions in the public sector. They should be paid
only for what they produce, and it should be the
individual public sector employees who make the
decision to pay fees to a union - weekly, fortnightly
or at 3, 6 or 12-month intervals.
The automatic deduction system is inappropriate; it
leads to sloppy union management and poor
services to public sector employees. In the past 10 or
15 years unions in the public sector have grown
away from their membership. They have become
more militant and no longer meet the needs of their
members.
I was a member of the Victorian Public Service
Association (VPSA) for 15 years, back when it was a
reasonable union that met the needs of its members.
I paid my dues, and I was even the president of the
veterinary group of the Glenelg branch of that
union. In recent years the union has undergone a
transforma tion; it has moved further and further to
the left and it has stopped being a responsible
association delivering the needs of its members. It
has been turned into a political body under the
leadership of Bill Deller and his Trotskyites.
Mr Hamilton - The veterinary association?
Or NAPTHINE - The honourable member for
Morwell is obviously not listening.
Mr Batchelor - You are not explaining it very
clearly.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Weideman) Order! The honourable member for Portland need
not go through it again. The Chair is well aware of
the evidence that has been put before it.
Or NAPTHINE - I was a member of the VPSA,
which is now known as the State Public Services
Federation of Victoria (SPSFV). I am sure members
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of the opposition know about the transformation of
that union over recent years because the main
reason for that change was the pressure the Labor
government put on the association. The former
VPSA worked hard for its members in a truly
bipartisan, non-political way. During the 1980s,
however, the Labor government made it clear that
unless the association got into bed with the Trades
Hall Council and put money into the coffers of the
Australian Labor Party it would not get a fair go
from the Labor government. The moderate leaders
of the association were dumped and organised
takeovers took place.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member for
Portland is straying from the issue of payroll
deductions. He is now giving a history of the VPSA,
or the SPSFV as it now is, and debating whether it
has been an effective union. That has nothing to do
with the Bill before the House, which deals with
payroll deductions.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I listened to
the contribution from the honourable member for
Preston, and I suggest that this has been a
wide-ranging debate. I do not uphold the point of
order, but I ask the honourable member for Portland
to come back to the subject of the Bill.
Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - Over the past
10 years the composition of the former VPSA has
changed. One of the driving forces behind that
change was the introduction of automatic payroll
deductions. That provided the union leadership
with a mechanism for remaining remote from the
membership. The union leaders did not have to
service their members and instead had time to play
their political games. It became a political game of
which faction within the Labor Party would control
the union. With automatic payroll deductions the
money comes straight to the union leaders without
their having to meet and talk to their members. It
creates lazy union leaders.
The wife of the honourable member for Carrum was
involved in the political fight over who would
control the former VPSA. More recently the union
was taken over by Bill Deller and his colleagues of
the extreme left. That is the sort of political intrigue
and folly that occurs in unions when the leadership
fails to meet the needs of its members. They become
involved in political games because they are relieved
of the hard work of selling their services to members
and getting workers to sign up and pay their fees on
a weekly or monthly basis.
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Automatic payroll deductions are totally
inappropriate for modem unions because they
should be able to sell their services on the basis that
they provide a good deal for the workers. There
should be freedom of association without any fear
and without the use of scare tactics. People who join
the public sector in this State should be absolutely
confident that their names and addresses will not be
given to unions.

election on her own and now she is going to the
conference on her own.

If a person joins the public sector, the relevant union
should approach that person to determine whether
he or she wants to join the union. A union
representative can put up notices in the workplace
to invite employees to join the union. A
008 telephone number could be used so that people
throughout the State could contact the union. If a
union is really doing its job and meeting the needs of
its members, other people in the workplace will
encourage new employees to join it.

The ACTING SPEAKER - I uphold the point
of order raised by the honourable member for
Preston. I ask the honourable member for Portland
to return to the Bill.

Mr Seitz - How would you know? You were
never a member of it!

Or NAPTHINE - It is a privilege to be earned by
unions who truly represent their members. The Bill
provides a mechanism to enable a public sector
employer, with the approval in writing of the
Minister - in this case, the Premier - to deduct
union fees from an employee's pay. It also provides
that a public sector employer must not make a
payment on behalf of an employee to a trade union
or other association of employees except with the
approval in writing of the Premier.

Honourable members interjecting.
Or NAPTHINE - The Opposition Whip has
obviously not been listening. The honourable
member for Werribee could advise him that we were
members of the same union for a number of years.

Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, this time the honourable
member for Portland is clearly straying from the Bill,
and I ask you to call him to order. If he has no
further comments to make, he should be asked to sit
down.

Dr NAPTHINE (Portland) - The deduction of
union fees by employers is a privilege - Mr Leighton -If they behave themselves that's what you're saying.

Or Coghill - You were a union boss.
Dr NAPTHINE - I was a very effective union
boss who worked hard for the members. They were
happy to join the union of their own free will
because I delivered what they required. That is what
unions should be on about. Members of the
government support good unions that do the right
thing. We do not support union leaders who do not
fight for the rights of their members. Members of the
opposition support union leaders who want to run
unions for their own political and personal reasons
rather than to meet the needs of individual
employees.
In the lead-up to the 3 October election it was made

clear that the coalition stands for freedom of
association. The coalition won that election with an
overwhelming majority. The people of Victoria want
the coalition to provide the leadership that has been
lacking over the past couple of years. It is a sad
occasion when the Leader of the OppOSition, in her
dying days in that position, must go to the State
Labor Party conference on her own. She fought the

The Bill will protect individual public sector
employees because it cancels the illicit agreements
that were signed in the dying days of the dying
Labor government, which got its comeuppance on 3
October. The agreements that were signed gave
public sector unions access to the names of every
public sector employee. How can members opposite
talk about freedom of association when, without
their knowledge, the names and addresses of public
sector employees were given to unions favoured by
the government? Such a provision does not
belong-Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member
for Portland should be congratulated. His speech
sounds like a contribution to the adjournment
debate. Although he has been speaking for only 5 or
6 minutes he has already repeated himself 10 times!
He has engaged in tedious repetition and has
introduced little new material. I ask you to bring
him back to order.
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The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! There is no
point of order - but the honourable member for
Portland's time has expired!
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - It is a privilege to
follow such a well-known supporter of modern
trade unionism. I congratulate the honourable
member for Portland on his involvement with that
well-known hotbed of radical unionism, the
Portland subbranch of the veterinary officers
association.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Springvale should address
the Chair.
Mr MICALLEF - I am addressing you,
Mr Acting Speaker. I am pointing out to you and to
the House that the honourable member for Portland
and the honourable member for Werribee held their
subbranch faction meetings in the Portland hotel.
The honourable member for Portland has gone on to
greener pastures - but after the past three weeks,
it's back to business as usual! If he had used the
same skills of oratory on behalf of his members I am
sure he would have been successful in improving
the conditions of Portland veterinary surgeons and he may have even ensured that their employers
deducted their union fees!
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Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health,
who is in a very comfortable position and who does
not have to worry about being one of 7000 public
servants who will be sacked within the next few
months. It is ironic how easy it is to be - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MICALLEF - It is easy to be patronising and
flippant when giving advice in this place, but it is a
different world out there. The honourable member
for Portland should go outside and talk to the public
servants camped on the steps of Parliament House.
They are prepared to sit out there in the cold of night
to fight for their conditions - to fight for the things
that are worth fighting for.
It is sad when honourable members opposite take

cheap shots at those people simply to get their
comments into Hansard. At least one thing the
honourable member for Portland said is true:
without the efforts of the State Public Services
Federation of Victoria (SPSFV) and other unions
200 000 people would not have marched in the
streets of Melbourne, serenading the Premier - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Springvale is entitled to be heard in
relative silence. I ask the House to come to order.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MICALLEF - It is clear that a number of
government members are still on a high after the
events of 3 October, but they will come back to earth
one day. It is unfortunate that they still have an air
of unreality about them, especially at 6.35 a.m. on a
Saturday, when most of us should be doing things
that run a very long second to being in the House!
The honourable member for Portland may have
helped write that well-known parody we used to
sing in the early days in the union - "Bump me into
Parliament, bump me into Parliament on next
election day".
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Springvale will address the
Chair, without parodying and without singing!
Mr MICALLEF - I promise I will not try to sing
even at this late hour, Mr Acting Speaker.
Honourable members adopted a patronising attitude
to trade unions, telling them how they should
operate. That came from someone who is the

Mr MICALLEF - Thank you, Mr Speaker, I am
enjoying your protection and I appreciate your
looking after me.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Springvale should not push his luck too
far.
Mr MICALLEF - And I thought we were just
starting to establish a reasonable relationship!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair will have that
noted in the votes.
Mr MICALLEF -If what the honourable
member for Portland said were true the SPFSV and
other trade unions would not have been able to
organise such massive support for the
demonstration on 10 November, which will go
down in history. It will be remembered long after
honourable members have retired from this place.
If the SPSFV were as radical as the honourable
member for Portland was suggesting, it may even
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do things like stopping members working in this
establishment from being put at risk by working
these inhuman hours. It is sad that the Hansard staff
and other workers are having their health and
wellbeing put under pressure. I remind you,
Mr Speaker, the Leader of the House and the
Premier that under the law of this State, which is
binding on the Crown, you are under an obligation
to provide a safe and healthy working environment.
I remind the government that the law is binding on
each of its members.
The SPSFV should be taking up this matter on behalf
of its members. I put on record that it is not good for
the working people in this place to be subjected to
such inhuman conditions. I speak from experience
as an occupational health and safety officer for a
trade union. If I were a union official here those
people would not be working; they would be home
in bed, as every reasonable person should be at this
time.
The Bill is significant but I do not understand why it
is receiving such attention. The Bill has been
declared an urgent Bill. I do not understand why we
are giving so much time to the debate on this Bill
when we needed more time to discuss the Employee
Relations Bill, the Accident Compensation
(WorkCover) Bill, the Vital State Industries (Works
and Services) Bill and thr Dublic Sector Management
Bill. Why did the govenuucnt provide limited time
for the debate on those key issues that affect
working people in Victoria and provide unlimited
time to debate this small Bill with limited effect? I
suggest there is a double standard in providing the
opposition with the right to fully debate a two-page
Bill when the same right was not provided in respect
of much more important and larger Bills.
The opposition appreciates what trade unions have
done for Australia. From an historical point of view
the government does not acknowledge the role of
trade unions and the way they have helped build the
fabric of society in Australia. Trade unions have
supported many positive initiatives and probably
many honourable members and their families have
benefited enormously from the fact that we have a
free country where democratic trade unions are
allowed to operate and work to provide decent
conditions for ordinary working people.
Since 3 October all of that has been put at risk. It is
sad that the government does not acknowledge the
role of the trade unions, except where some unions
and union leaders -like Norm Gallagher - get
into bed with some of the shadier operators. They
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are the only trade unionists the conservatives are
interested in! It is ironic that they think that way.
The government has given the Public Service union
the status of the Australian Building Construction
Employees and Builders Labourers Federation - the
status of the BLF! The government really believes
the SPSFV is a threat to the fabric of society. One had
only to observe the police presence on the steps of
Parliament House - they outnumbered the public
servants! Probably the most radical thing those
Public Servants have ever done is have an extended
lunch hour to attend a stop-work meeting on the
steps of Parliament House, yet there was an overkill
reaction from the police.
I make the point that all this is part of the package of
controls that are being applied to trade unions. The
purpose of the Bill is not to provide an orderly
mechanism for the deduction of union fees; it is
really to stop the current practice of automatic
payroll deductions. The system in operation at the
moment is orderly and effective. The reason it is
being changed is to stop it from being orderly and
effective.
If the government wishes to do away with payroll

deductions why does it not come out and say what it
is about rather than going on with this nonsense of
hiding behind words like "freedom" and
"responsible" or any other of the second-class cliches
that a right-wing Sunday school teacher would trot
out at the local brainwashing session?
Mr Speaker, I may have to seek your permission to
listen to the master tape because I have forgotten
what I said.
The SPEAKER - Order! Eddie, I will come with
you!
Or Napthine interjected.
Mr MICALLEF - The honourable member for
Portland talked about fat cats and the reasons why
trade unions should make personal contact with
their members. That is an important point and that
will happen. The spin-off from this sort of approach
may be that it will create a more active and energetic
membership in the public sector. I can only suggest
that that is needed: they will be fighting for their
contracts, award conditions and payroll deductions;
and out of that will probably emerge a more
energetic and industrially active trade union.
Or Napthine - Do you support the legislation?
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Mr MICALLEF - No, I do not support it. I was
suggesting that you may not achieve your objective.
I am not opposing the Bill for the same reasons as
you are supporting it - I acknowledge that as my
contribution; it should probably be included in May.
There is a difference between preference and
compulsory unionism. It is not compulsory for you,
Mr Speaker, to wear a wig but you like to wear it;
that obviously is your preference. No-one is
criticising you for exercising your preference to wear
a wig.
Preference clauses in awards and agreements have
worked effectively and it is only reasonable that
those who enjoy the conditions of trade
unions - which the Premier is trying to take away
from them - should contribute to the maintenance
of those awards. It is not cheap to run an effective,
modem organisation, it takes a lot of money.

Honourable mpmbers interjecting.
Mr MICALLEF -It is ironic to hear laughter
from people whom I regard as uninformed rather
than ignorant. One of the major things about the
current industrial tribunal is that many highly paid
executives are using the unfair dismissal clauses that
were not meant for that status of worker. It is ironic
that when people who did not believe they needed
the support of a trade union got into trouble and
were sacked by the Elliotts, the Bonds and whoever,
they rang the unions to get professional support.
Being a member of a trade union is like an insurance
policy for many workers. The unions have always
delivered. Other people have used the trade unions
to support them. I think we will see a lot more
interaction of trade unionists in public sector
workplaces. They will talk to the various union
members. The cartoon in the Age showed it all. Far
more people will join trade unions because the
government will make the labour movement pull
together. The Australian Council of Trade Unions,
the Trades Hall Council and trade unions left, right
and centre will be working together.
I understand payroll deductions will be available
with the approval in writing of the Minister. After a
briefing the Minister can endorse the existing
arrangements. One wonders whether some
Ministers will be able to exercise their rights or
whether they will be under the collective directions
of Cabinet solidarity and will be told not to exercise
those rights. I have heard from the horse's mouth
that they will be told not to honour existing
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arrangements, and that is sad because the existing
arrangements have served well. I understand they
have even been introduced by radical Premiers such
as Henry Bolte and Lindsay Thompson and other
hotheads and radical elements who have signed
these agreements with trade unions. Those
agreements were not entered into for nothing.
Payroll deductions cost 2.5 per cent, and it does not
cost the government anything to collect the money.
It is a commercial arrangement that should continue.
Agreements should include a clause that states that
termination can be made only on a two-year written
notice. The Bill is obviously designed to overturn
those two-year agreements. It also ends the supply
of names to the unions that allows them to canvass
public servants to see if they would like to take up
membership with a trade union. Most public
servants are intelligent people. They are not
harassed; they make up their own minds.
When one takes away the ability of the union to talk
to people one is not allowing public servants the
right to exercise their freedom of choice in a proper
way. They should be allowed to look at all the
options and not be hidden away in some corner of a
public facility. The trade unions could then take up
the option.
Payroll deductions are a fact of life. They go back to
the 19605. Teachers unions were singled out to have
their payroll deductions taken away from them in
1971 and 1977. It was used as a form of punishment
for unions that stepped out of line.
The Minister says the Bill provides an orderly
mechanism. As I pointed out before, the present
system is supposedly ad hoc, but that is not correct.
The agreements differ, but they all work effectively.
Clause 4 does not include a definition of a trade
union, and I want to know why that has been
omitted. The major point at issue is consultation
with the trade union movement. I have spoken to
some of the people who have attended the famous
so-called consultations with the Premier. I have been
informed that they were told in no uncertain terms
what was going to happen. The government will
have to sit down with the sectors of the community
with which it does not agree. The trade union
movement is a mature organisation and is able to
work with a range of employer groups. There are
people who are more difficult to deal with than the
Premier-Mr Roper - Name them, Eddie!
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Mr Batchelor - Name them, Eddie, we want to
know.
Mr Roper - So do they!
Mr MICALLEF - If we conducted a survey
through the Herald-Sun we could probably come up
with one name. The trade unions believe the Bill is
some form of revenge. Why does the government
not attempt to build bridges; why does it not
attempt to rebuild Victoria? After 3 October we were
supposed to have a wonderful surge of confidence.
We were told everything would be all right. What
happened?
Mrs Tehan -It's terrific!
Mr MICALLEF -It might be terrific for you,
sister, but it's not for the rest of us!
Sitting suspended 7.4 a.m. until 8.34 a.m.
(Saturday).
Mr COOPER (Momington) - The Bill is small in
size but it is extremely important. I am pleased to be
able to follow the contribution of the honourable
member for Springvale, which I am sure the House
enjoyed, especially his inadvertent support for a
number of key factors contained in the Bill. It is
important for the House to understand that the Bill
is about freedom of association; it is not an attack on
unionists. The Bill stands up for the rights of people
to decide whether to become members of unions or
other associations. The Bill addresses the collection
of union fees within the public sector. As my
colleague the honourable member for Portland said
in his address - Mr Gude - An outstanding contribution.
Mr COOPER - That outstanding contribution
came from a man who had a long and distinguished
career as a public servant and a long association
with public sector unions before entering this
House. He knows from first-hand experience what it
is all about.
I find it staggering that members of the opposition
come into this place and mount arguments that the
Bill is an attack on the union movement or public
sector unions specifically. During the suspension of
the sitting for breakfast, I took the opportunity of
looking through my files, and I was delighted to find
information that will be helpful in considering this
Bill.
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Members of the government must understand why
members of the opposition are making such vitriolic
remarks about the Bill. Members of the opposition
are not saying to the people of Victoria that they
support freedom of association and the human
rights conventions of the United Nations; they are
saying that they do not support the Bill because it is
an attack on the union movement.
I shall quote some figures from an article printed in
the September issue of Business Forum, the magazine
of the Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce
and Industry. The article cites a survey conducted
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) in
August 1990 which revealed that only 41 per cent of
Australian workers were members of a trade union.
Significantly, the ABS survey found that union
membership had declined by 9 per cent between
1982 and 1990. The decrease in Victoria was 6.7 per
cent.
The ABS figures confirm that the highest level of
trade union membership is in the 55 to 59-year-old
age group with 54 per cent of men and 39 per cent of
women being union members. The harsh reality is
that the majority of union members are at the end of
their working lives. At the other end of the scale,
75 per cent of 15 to 19-year-olds have decided trade
unions are not for them.
Of the 4.7 million public sector employees, only
1.4 million are members of a trade union. In other
words, 3.3 million people employed in the public
sector do not belong to a trade union. Despite that,
trade unions claim to speak on behalf of Australian
workers.
Those figures show the hypOCrisy of union
bureaucrats who claim to be speaking on behalf of
Australian workers. Members of the opposition are
attacking the Bill in an attempt to defend the
entrenched pOSitions of unrepresentative trade
unions, a subject more than adequately covered in a
book published in the late 19805, the author of which
said:
Many of our trade unions are made up of union
officials who are little more than glorified public
servants. They sit in their offices waiting for the bosses'
cheques to arrive for the union dues that have been
automatically deducted from employees' wages, and
for the industrial commission to tell them what wages
their members will be allowed to receive.
This has changed the whole spirit of the union
movement and explains why surveys show that up to
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80 per cent of workers have no confidence in trade
unions. Declining support and the rising costs of
political campaigning mean that trade unions can no
longer meet the cost of funding Labor's election
campaign .. ,

That is what the opposition is on about. Members
opposite are not concerned about protecting the
rights of workers and freedom of association. They
are on about protecting the money they need to run
their election campaigns, which comes automatically
from the pay envelopes of public servants. Do you
know who wrote those words?
Mr Brown interjected.
Mr COOPER - I am glad the Minister for Public
Transport asked me. The author is none other than
Clyde Cameron - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COOPER - Now you may say, 'Who's
Clyde Cameron?" But Clyde Cameron is a
well-known member of the Australian Labor Party
who worked under Gough Whitlam, well known for
his opening line, ''Men and women of Australia".
Gough Whitlam led this country into the first stage
of bankruptcy, but at least Clyde Cameron has now
seen the error of his ways. He can now see clearly
that his once beloved trade union movement is
decaying.
It is no longer part of the real world. All that is left

for it is to take part in protected enterprise
agreements and to sit back and wait for the money
to roll in. Trade unions no longer have to defend
their own bailiwicks and sell their services to their
members. Instead they merely sit back and wait for
the union dues to roll in, a good part of which is
used to fund ALP election campaigns. That is why
members opposite are so vitriolic.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr COOPER - The union movement has its
own gravy train. Despite the unions' rhetoric, they
are simply not telling the truth. Instead of rambling
on, the honourable member for Morwell should
have been prepared to stand up and acknowledge
the truth of what has been said by Clyde Cameron.
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the right thing to do. Perhaps those members, both
here and in the other place, will yet stand up and
acknowledge the rightness of the government's
actions - but in the end the deep divisions within
the Labor Party will probably silence them.
Members of the socialist left may not be prepared to
support the Bill - Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, although the honourable

member's discussion of the factions within the Labor
Party is interesting, if inaccurate, I am having
trouble relating his remarks to a Bill on the
deduction of union fees. I ask you to ask the
honourable member to come back to the Bill.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) - Mr Deputy
Speaker, I am making a very valid point about why
the opposition will not support the Bill. I believe it is
an argument I should be allowed to continue to
develop because it will be of interest not only to the
House but to a number of members of the
opposition.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I do not
uphold the point of order. However, I remind the
honourable member for Mornington that he should
relate his remarks to the Bill.
Mr COOPER - In relating my comments to the
Bill I direct the attention of the House to the fact that
the opposition is divided, and those divisions
should be exposed. The many Victorians who will
read this debate in the well-thumbed copies of
Hansard will no doubt ask themselves, 'Why is it
that members of the Labor Party oppose a Bill that
upholds the principles espoused in the United
Nations declaration on human rights?" Although
those on the left of the Labor Party are willing to
support well-entrenched interests, many of those on
the right wing of the party support the Bill. I shall
quote from an article published in the Sun in July
1985, which reports comments made by the then
Minister for Health, the Honourable David White:
Some ALP left wingers are morons, according to the
health Minister, Mr White.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COOPER - The article continues:

Of course there are deep divisions within the
Victorian Labor Party - and those divisions have
been evident for a long time. Some members of the
opposition support the Bill because they know it is

Mr White, one of the brightest stars of the Victorian
Cabinet, gave a revealing speech to the Socialist Forum
discussion group in which he listed examples of
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incompetence in the Public Service and the
shortcomings of some of his Parliamentary colleagues ...
"Parliament was seen by many sections of the left as a
bourgeois institution and that was reinforced by the
morons they selected and preselected for Parliament.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - Mr Deputy Speaker,
although you disallowed my previous point of order
you advised the honourable member for
Momington to relate his comments to the Bill. I am
having extreme difficulty in relating his comments
to the Bill. I ask you to request the honourable
member to speak to the Bill or sit down.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I do not
uphold the point of order, but the honourable
member for Momington should relate his comments
to the BilL
Mr COOPER (Mornington) - I assure the
honourable member for Preston that, given the
faction to which he belongs, Mr White's comments
were not directed at him! I cannot say the same
about a number of other people who sit behind
him - they do not look very happy just at the
moment. My comments have been very germane to
the Bill. The deep divisions within the Labor Party
are reflected by the fact that the Labor Party has
learnt nothing since 1985.
This Bill simply puts members of the Australian
Labor Party to a very simple test: do they stand up
for freedom of association and believe in the rights
of individuals to say, ''Yes, I do want to be a member
of a union or association," or ''Yes, I do want to pay
union dues," or ''No, I do not". That is really what
they now have to stand up and deliver to this
House. If they do not answer that kind of question in
unequivocal terms they will be convicted by their
silence.
Earlier we may have had a little giggle before the
breakfast break when the honourable member for
Springvale spoke so well- I think it was the best
speech I have ever heard him make - and we may
have had a laugh since, but this Bill is a very serious
Bill which gets to the heart of what the 3 October
election was all about: people making choices at the
ballot box.
The freedom of choice that was expressed on
3 October should be extended to people's rights to
say whether they want to be members of trade
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unions or whether they want to pay union dues. The
government asks the Labor Party how it can
possibly attack the Bill which talks about freedom of
association? Members of the opposition are
interpreting the Bill incorrectly as an attack on the
union movement. I believe I speak for the vast
majority of members on this side of the House when
I say that we are not attacking the union movement
and never will attack it. However, the government
will attack irresponsible trade unionists who attempt
to batter down the rights of people they purport to
represent by saying they will or they will not join
unions or pay union fees.
The government wishes to see building sites free of
signs that say "No ticket, no start". The government
wants to see unions in this country strong; but it
wants to see them strong and comprised of free
people who have made free decisions. When union
members can make free decisions about whether
they wish to be part of those organisations and are
prepared to pay their dues, unions will be stronger.
At the moment we get the same old class rhetoric
that I just heard from an honourable member who
called out, ''What about the bosses?" That hangover
from the 1950s is being applied to a Bill that simply
upholds principles that are regarded as normal
elsewhere in the world.
I say to the sensible members of the opposition - I
know they are a majority - that they should be
prepared to stand up and not be frightened by the
yellers and the thugs who threaten their preselection
chances and say that they will suffer all kinds of dire
consequences if they do not button up and tread the
party line on this Bill. I say to those members: stand
up and be counted for the sake of the rights of the
individual and for the sake of the freedoms that
people in this nation have fought and died for over
many decades.
Australia is one of the great free countries in the
world and should be allowed to continue to be so.
The Bill is an important step in maintaining the
freedom of individuals. It should be supported by
all honourable members in this House.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - This Bill has been
declared an urgent Bill. It worries me that one of
these days we may have a Bill that is not declared an
urgent Bill and we will all wonder what is in it! The
Bills we know about are bad enough, but we should
be wary of those we do not know about.
Although the debate on this Bill has been good, with
contributions from members on both sides of the
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House, it is sad that the debate so far has not
provided an opportunity for some of the old hacks
on the other side to sit down and keep quiet and
given some of the new members a chance to
participate. Those members who have not yet made
their first speeches should contribute. It is a bit sad
that they have been upstaged by the middle benches
of the government.
We had a fairly theatrical performance from the
honourable member for Mornington, but that is not
unusual - he is fairly theatrical; it is part of his
style. I can assure the House that my contribution
will not be theatrical. It may not even be a good
contribution because I do not feel all that good at the
moment. That No. 14 dredger I spoke about this
morning has not moved; it is still rolling across my
ribs!
I know a fair bit about the Latrobe Valley unions. I
must admit that now and again I sneak a look at the
Herald-Sun and it is sad to see that that newspaper
appears to be promoting a state of confrontation.
When we have a new government with laudable
aims of getting the State going there should be a real
attempt to get rid of confrontation and to achieve
cooperation and harmony. That will not happen if
both sides try to take on each other and make a fight
out of it; if that happens, we will all lose.
As a member of this House representing the people
of Victoria I urge all honourable members to attempt
to reach the middle ground through cooperation and
harmony; they should get this State moving together
before real confrontation takes over.
It is sad that this Bill is not what it says it is. It is like

most Bills: the critical aspect is people's perception
of what it will achieve. If the Bill is perceived by a
Significant group of people to be as the honourable
member for Momington portrayed - that is, about
taking on the trade union movement - it does not
matter whether that is so or not because it is the
perception that counts. It is like the perception
people have of the Latrobe Valley being a smoggy
place when really it is not.
Scientific evidence shows that the air is far cleaner in
the Latrobe Valley than in Melbourne. That is why
we live longer down there. The perception of the Bill
is the important thing. It is unfortunate that it has
come into the House at a time when there is tension
in the community. Members of the National Party
and, I hope, some of the country Liberal members
would remember something about cooperation. The
great cooperative movements in this State began in
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country Victoria. By and large most of those
cooperatives have ceased to operate for all sorts of
reasons but perhaps the most fundamental reason
has been because of economic pressures. The basis of
country Victoria is gradually falling apart as we lose
tha t cooperation.
I am not ashamed to be a member of a trade union.
Over the past 100 years the Labor Party has been
based on the trade union movement. I am not
ashamed to admit that trade unions contribute to
our election campaigns. The members of trade
unions are people working together with a common
aim and under a common leadership. After
experiencing the past few sitting days backbenchers
in this place should form a union because they are
getting the hell knocked out of them and nothing
seems to be happening! I suppose like all trade
unions it would only be as good as its leadership. If
leaders are playing up about conditions and
working hours we should change our leadership.
The public sector has been singled out, and I
suppose that is pleasing because the Bill would not
have been introduced if we were not to have a
public sector. I am pleased the Bill confirms that we
still have a public sector. It is a shame the relevant
Minister is not in the Chamber at the moment. I
suppose he is busy on Ministerial duties. Ministers
are busy people. Not only do they have to put up
with the goings on in this place but they must also
run departments and be bright eyed and bushy
tailed at all times.
The State Electricity Commission of Victoria is part
of the public sector. It gives me faith that the SEC
will continue to be in the public sector and that some
of our concerns about other Bills before the House
have not been well founded. I am always pleased to
admit when I am wrong - in the one or two times
that has happened!
Government members said the Bill concerned
freedom of association. It was almost as if they were
saying that public sector employees were forced to
sign the pieces of paper that allow fees to be
deducted from their salaries. There is no
compulsion. In fact the public sector knows nothing
about compulsory unionism. It does not even exist
in the SECV. Another big organisation that has
strong union membership is APM at Marysville.
APM is a forward-thinking employer. It encourages
its union to work with it in making the company
strong and to have a strong political voice. It has
payroll deductions and it has 100 per cent unionism.
The employer deducts fees from the payroll and also
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provides facilities to assist the union leadership to
get on with its job. It works in cooperation with its
union and, in turn, the union works in the interests
of the survival of the company.
This debate has revealed some rhetoric; but it has
also revealed some philosophy. Philosophy is a
fairly lengthy subject and 1 do not intend to go into
all its aspects. However, I shall respond to some of
the comments made by previous speakers about
unions. The Labor Party is comprised of many
different unions. It would be terrible if government
members were clones of, say, the Premier.
All parties are made up of individuals with a range
of views. It is the coming together of those views
that makes a political party. Equally, all unions are
made up of individuals, and it is the coming
together of the views of those people that makes a
union.
Unions perceive this Bill as an attack on them, and it
matters little whether they are right or wrong. What
is important is that we do not end up with a major
confrontation between the government and the
unions. I am pleased that the Premier is in the
Chamber, and I urge him once again to look for
common ground with the unions so that next week's
headlines in the newspaper I am forbidden to
mention will be "State of cooperation" instead of
"State of confrontation".
Mr Leigh - Why don't you answer the
honourable member for Mornington?
Mr Richardson - Prompt!
Mr HAMILTON - I am glad someone is
interjecting because it gives me something to say.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Would the
honourable member for Morwelllike a copy of the
Bill?
Mr HAMILTON - I have found my copy; it was
hidden under my prompt sheet, which has nothing
written on it!
The Bill has some good features. I certainly support
the concept that the Bill allows the Minister, who in
this case is the Premier - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - I will ignore unruly
interjections. Clause 4(1) states:
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A public sector employer may, with the approval in
writing of the Minister, deduct from an employee's pay
an amount in respect of fees payable by the employee
to a trade union or other association of employees of
which the employee is a member.

1 certainly have no problem supporting that
provision. It is the first step towards cooperation
and assistance and it is an excellent provision.
As I said, in this case the Minister is the Premier, and
honourable members know that he is fairly wily. 1
imagine the payroll deductions will be carried out
under some commercial arrangement. Clause 4(1) is
a good provision, and it relies upon there being
goodwill between the trade union and the Minister.
If goodwill does not exist between those two parties,
heaven help us because we will be in for a fair bit of
trouble. Clause 4(2) states:
A public sector employer must not make a payment on
behalf of an employee to a trade union or other
association of employees of which the employee is a
member except in accordance with the approval in
writing of the Minister.

Once again, 1 do not have a major problem with that.
All it means is that a subagent cannot act on behalf
of an agent without the approval of the agent. The
clause assumes once again that the Minister will be a
person of goodwill and good intent. As we are
coming up to the season of goodwill, 1 do not expect
clause 4(2) to create any problems. Clause 4(3) states:
Any agreement made before the commencement of this
section authorising, or purporting to authorise, a public
sector employer to make deductions of a kind referred
to in sub-section (1) from payments to employees or to
supply names or other information about employees to
trade unions or any other associations of employees
ceases, on that commencement, to have any further
effect.

That is the provision to which people on this side of
the House take exception. Over the past few days
honourable members have heard a lot about
contracts. 1 am aware that some contracts are in
place, and from what 1 understand the clause will
dishonour those contracts retrospectively. I
foreshadow that during the Committee stage I will
propose to omit subclause (3) from the Bill. I am sure
that with consultation honourable members will
come up with a provision that is not seen as a threat.
This debate is mostly about filling in time until
something else happens, but if an opportunity
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arises, I ask the Premier to give some of the new
members of his party - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - I am happy to keep talking
for a couple more minutes if the Premier can
organise one of his new members to speak.
I make this further recommendation to the House:
we should fill the jugs on the table with good,
wholesome milk if we are to carry on sitting into the
early hours.
I am a great believer in consultation, and if
subclause (3) is omitted from the Bill I am sure some
consensus can be reached. I sincerely thank the
Chair for the latitude I have been given during my
contribution to the debate.
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) - I was shocked to find
that a member on this side of the House not only
had belonged to a trade union but had been a union
organiser. Fortunately his activities involved
nothing more than the spaying of cats and dogs!
The purpose of the Bill is to provide a mechanism
for the deduction of union fees by employers from
payments to employees in the public sector. The
public sector is a huge organisation whose officers
provide support services to Ministers, government
departments and instrumentalities. I am surprised
that honourable members opposite are opposed to a
Bill that attempts to simplify the mechanisms for the
deduction of union fees from wages and salaries.

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The level of
conversation in the Chamber is far too high.
Mr ROWE - At present fees are deducted from
the pay packets of public sector workers on an ad
hoc basis. The Bill is designed to standardise the
procedures so that deductions are made only with
the approval of the Minister - in this case, the
Premier. At present union fees are deducted at the
discretion of an employee who decides to join a
union.
I confess that I have been a member of a trade union
that is affiliated with the Victorian Trades Hall
Council- the Victoria Police Association. Although
membership was compulsory, the union was not
militant and looked after the interests of its members
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without infringing their liberties - which many
trade unions seem to do freely and openly.
One of the most important provisions in the Bill is
clause 4(3), which states:
Any agreement made before the commencement of this
section authorising, or purporting to authorise, a public
sector employer to make deductions of a kind referred
to in sub-section (1) from payments to employees or to
supply names or other information about employees to
trade unions or any other associations of employees
ceases, on that commencement, to have any further
effect.

The opposition has taken a hypocritical attitude to
the Bill. Only a few months ago the then government
decided to sell off the State Insurance Office. One of
the conditions of the sale was that the names,
addresses and employment details of public sector
employees would be given to private sector
organisations, who hoped to sell them life insurance.
The public sector was soon up in arms!
Now the Labor Party opposes the government's
attempt to protect the very same people the previous
government was prepared to sell out. The Bill
contains a clause that prevents public sector
employees from being exploited by unscrupulous
union officials, who are much worse than life
insurance salesmen - An honourable member interjected.
Mr ROWE - They are even worse than car
salesmen! The government is committed to freedom
of association; it is committed to giving workers the
choice of joining trade unions or associations of
employees. No member of a union can approach a
person who has just joined the Public Service and
slip under his nose a letter saying that that person
will not be able to start work unless he or she joins
the union and authorises the deduction of union
dues from his or her salary. The government will
protect the rights of individuals and will not allow
them to be explOited by unscrupulous trade unions.
The government will give public sector employees
the opportunity to work in clean, safe environments
without having to worry about the threat of union
intimidation and without having to worry about
midnight telephone calls that carry the warning,
''Don't turn up for work on Monday morning unless
you have joined the union".
Mr Leighton interjected.
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Mr ROWE - Need you ask? No-one who has
worked in the building industry will be surprised by
what I have said. I cite the case of the Mongelli
building group, which was working on housing
estates throughout eastern Melbourne and
happened to move onto an Urban Land Authority
site that was unionised. Within 48 hours a union
representative was on the site telling the employees
of the group that they would have to join a
particular union or the site would be closed down.
That's what you blokes are all about: intimidation
and blackmail!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROWE - The Bill will protect the rights of all
public sector employees in Victoria. They will be
able to work without being intimidated and without
being forced to contribute to Labor Party coffers.
Unions will no longer be able to automatically
deduct union dues from the wages and salaries of
employees and pass on the money to fund the
campaigns of honourable members opposite - and
that is the only reason why members of the
opposition are opposing the Bill.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROWE - Some members of the opposition
are young enough to be saved. I notice that the
honourable member for Springvale has been making
a determined effort to get a place on the
government's interchange bench. If he keeps it up
members on this side of the House may be able to
arrange a reasonable transfer fee. We may be able to
bring him up to a level where he can equal the
performance of the more than 60 members on this
side of the House.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROWE - I am glad you asked me that. You
know what happened on 3 October 1992, when the
people of Victoria passed judgment on members of
the opposition who had held this State to ransom for
10 years. We are about repairing--

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! It has been a
long day and a long night, and it looks like being
another long day. I encourage honourable members
to use a bit of restraint in their dealings with each
other and to conduct themselves appropriately. The
level of interjection is far too high. As I said before, I
am happy to allow some interjection if it facilitates
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good debate, but when it gets to the level it reached
a moment ago it is unacceptable. I ask honourable
members to conduct themselves in a better manner.
Mr ROWE - As I was saying, the government
wishes to protect people and undo the damage
honourable members opposite did to the State in the
past 10 years. The former Premier has been absent
from the Chamber from not too late last evening. I
wonder where she is.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr ROWE - Home in bed! The Premier has been
here all night supporting his troops and the people
of Victoria, as well as consulting with trade
unionists. The Premier is constantly consulting with
members of the trade union movement, giving the
lie to what is said by the Age newspaper.
On the subject of untruths published by the Age,

honourable members may recall an article about
residents in a particular street in Cranbourne who
were purportedly interviewed by a female reporter.
I went there immediately following the reporter's
visit and found that the report in the paper was an
out-and-out lie. That article did not damage me, but
it did plenty of damage to my opponent and nearly
caused a family to break-up. The article said that a
wife had told the reporter that the family had
always voted for the Labor Party and would never
vote for the Liberals while the Premier was Leader.
Her husband was ropeable when he read the paper
because they had always voted Liberal and thought
that Mr Kennett was the best thing since sliced bread.
It seems that we have shocked our friends on the

opposite side of the House: there would have been
much more discussion on the Bills that have been
passed over the past few weeks had they not spent
so much time talking about time. It seems that all
honourable members on the other side of the House
had on their minds over the past few weeks was
time. Unfortunately for them, the time has just run
out. The registration time for the Labor Party State
conference was 9 o'clock, and they have missed the
boat. Unfortunately they will have to catch up with
their factions later in the week.
Getting back to the Bill, it is difficult as a new
member in this House to compete with the more
experienced and older performers of the House.
Mr Leighton - You said you were getting back
to the Bill!
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Mr ROWE - I am getting back to the Bill. The
contribution of the honourable member for
Springvale was outstanding. He did his chances of a
transfer to this side of the House a lot of good.

government in the form of illegal contracts made
with unions to collect union fees from the pay of
public servants. We do not want public servants to
be without unions, because unions have a place.

Returning to the hypocrisy demonstrated by the
opposition and the fact that they were prepared to
sell names and addresses and confidential
information, which one would imagine - -

An Honourable Member - You're generous,
aren't you?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! Is this on the
Bill?
Mr ROWE - I t is, Mr Deputy Speaker. What I
was saying relates to clause 4(3) of the Bill and the
question of protecting confidentiality. I suggest that
many of the contracts entered into by the opposition
when it was in government were illegal and were
definitely in breach of the Westminster convention
in that they were entered into in great haste during a
time when the election campaign was well and truly
in progress.
I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that under the
Westminster convention those contracts should
never have been entered into. The former
government did not enter into those contracts after
consultation with the current government, so the
current government has the right to repudiate them.
At the time the election was called the present
Premier issued a fair and reasonable warning to all
persons concerned that if they were to enter into
contracts that did not conform with the policies of
the incoming government the contracts would not
necessarily be honoured by the government. That is
why the government has found it necessary to
introduce the Bill.
The former government rushed into a financial
arrangement that bound the incoming government
to give two years notice of cancellation of
contributions or arrangements entered into
illegitimately by the former government. I think
members of the former government took that action
to protect their next two years of contributions and
allow them to run a Federal election campaign.
I believe the actions of the opposition were designed
to ensure sufficient funds were available for a
Federal election campaign because members of the
opposition knew they would lose the State election.
In fact, they were burying a number of land mines,
both financial and industrial, for the government to
trip over. This Bill is a minesweeper, which will
sweep away the mines set by the previous

Mr ROWE - Certainly. The government wants
to see unions look after the interests of their
members. We on the government side of the House
understand the concept of private enterprise and the
fact that if one wants to get anywhere one has to get
out and work for it. In a face-to-face relationship
with their members perhaps the unions will be able
to build a better rapport with their memberships
and to better understand the needs of the workers,
rather than just sitting back and taking the cheques
as they roll in each fortnight with 10 per cent or
whatever it is sliding off to the Labor Party coffers to
fight a Federal election campaign.
The Federal government will need every dollar it
has in the forthcoming Federal election because
unemployment is up to 13.8 per cent in this State.
The unions that are receiving fees from the wages of
employees are not representing the unemployed or
the 20 per cent plus real unemployed in this State.
Not once have I heard members opposite speak
about the re-employment of the unemployed. Not
once have I heard Mr Halfpenny say anything about
re-employing the 13.8 per cent unemployed. We will
take away the barriers that are preventing people
from being employed. We will encourage good,
honest union representation.
I reiterate that the Bill is designed to protect the
rights of members of the public sector, to allow them
to enter into work contracts with the government
without fear or favour and without compulsory
unionism. liNo ticket, no start" is abhorrent to this
side of the House. It is blackmail of both employers
and employees through this State and this country.
The Bill is the first step towards the freedom of the
workers of Victoria and it will release them from the
shackles of compulsory unionism. I thank the
honourable member for Springvale for supporting
the Bill and other members opposite who have
contributed to the debate.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) -As a
new member I am not surprised to have to come
into this House and try to talk some sense into the
government and to inform it of how out of touch it
is. If no other Bill that has gone through Parliament
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this session has shown it, this Bill is a typical
example of the extent to which the government is
out of touch with community standards.
Payroll deductions for union fees and other
purposes have been the normal practice in the public
sector not only in Victoria but across Australia and
just about anywhere in the world. It is not only
normal practice in the public sector but also in the
private sector. Government members might be
surprised about that, but most of them are ignorant
about how unions operate. The private sector has a
policy that 99 per cent of its employees have payroll
deductions. That is because most responsible
employers believe in the principle of employers and
employees understanding each other and having a
cooperative approach, and payroll deductions for
union fees assist in that process.
I shall give some examples in the finance sector with
which I have been involved as a union organiser for
the past five years. It is with great pride that I have
been a member of the Finance Sector Union and the
Federated Clerks Union. The Finance Sector Union,
covering banking and insurance, has every single
employee on payroll deductions. That is not because
all banks and insurance companies in Australia are
so silly or necessarily so supportive of the trade
union movement that they want every employee to
be a union member, but they believe in the principle
because it is so easy to deduct union fees.
It is simple with modern technology. If people think
it is difficult they obviously would not understand

why opposition members and the trade union
movement are cynical about the Bill before the
House. Discouraging legitimate trade union
involvement only limits freedom of association.
The honourable member for Mornington spoke
about freedom of association. What sort of freedom
of association is there if one discourages
involvement with an organisation? That is what the
government is trying to do. It is simple to be a union
member and to have the fees deducted from one's
pay after signing a union membership application
form that is lodged with the payroll department of
an employer. It is just a simple process to add that to
the computer as other tax deductions are added.
I do not assume the government is saying it will
disallow, discourage or leave it up to the Minister to
decide whether deductions for social club fees or
transport fares are made. Many government
departments encourage their staff to take full-year
fares with the Public Transport Corporation or have
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their health insurance deducted. The whole process
is already there. I did not hear anyone say that
suddenly those deductions will also be stopped.
They are voluntary deductions. I did not hear
anyone say the Minister will decide what deductions
are available. If you are discouraging legitimate
trade union involvement - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member does not seem to understand that he must
address the Chair.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - Thank you,
Mr Speaker. In effect, by simply discouraging
legitimate trade union involvement the government
is telling the trade union movement that it has to be
better organised. Clyde Cameron said the trade
unions were not out there selling the message hard
enough. He was not criticising trade unions, he was
saying we must be more prepared for the sorts of
attacks the government is embarking on.
The opposition believes in legitimate trade union
activity and in cooperative approaches with
management. It believes employers and employees
should work together to reach appropriate solutions
for issues they have to address in the workplace. If
this State is to progress, we must ensure that we do
not adopt an ideological pOSition that, in effect, leads
to industrial turmoil and warfare. The Bill is
designed to discourage union membership.
Over the past five years I have been involved in the
finance sector as a union organiser, and most of the
time I spent dealing with industrial problems did
not involve fighting for improvements in working
conditions but redressing mistakes employers made.
Because of the complexity of awards, employers,
middle managers and payroll officers make
mistakes. The union movement has always tried to
settle those issues appropriately by working with
the employers.
The National Mutual and Colonial Mutual
companies are the second and third largest
insurance companies in Australia - Mr COOPER (Morning ton) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the fact
that the Bill relates to the public sector and the
honourable member for Dandenong has been
talking about many things that do not relate to the
public sector. He is now starting to ramble through
the history of National Mutual. I suggest that the
honourable member be asked to address the Bill,
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which deals with public sector union fees and
nothing else.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, with due respect to previous
speakers, the honourable member for Dandenong is
one of the few honourable members who has
addressed his comments to the Bill. He has been
constructing a careful and deliberate argument to
show how payroll deductions work in the private
sector. He is relating that to the benefits that can
accrue to the public sector. There is clearly no point
of order because the honourable member is
addressing the Bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. The debate on this Bill has ranged
widely, but I advise the honourable member for
Dandenong that if he goes much further I shall call
him back to order.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I am
trying to show how out of touch the Bill is with the
standard in the community. Members of the
government referred to a tax on the trade union
movement. I am not sure how many members of the
House are members of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association, which is a representative
organisation. I am sure those who have joined the
association did not do so simply because one gets
free trips. Trade union members join trade unions
because they want to pursue improvements in
working conditions when the circumstances are
appropriate.
During my career as a union official I have not
known any worker, irrespective of whether he or she
is a member of a union, who has agreed to give back
conditions that have been won for him or her by the
trade union movement. The movement would not
exist if workers did not see it as being relevant.
Allowing the relevant Minister to decide whether
people have access to payroll deductions signals
unionists that they will have to fight every issue.
Deducting union fees from a payroll is a simpler and
fairer way for trade union members to exercise their
rights and for trade unions to collect the fees for the
benefits they provide. As the government knows, it
is a lot harder to get a person to sign a cheque for
$150 or $200 for yearly membership than it is to get
him to sign an authorisation to have weekly
amounts deducted from his payroll.
The trade union movement has the largest
individual membership of any group in Australia.
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Irrespective of the fact that only 41 per cent of the
work force are members of trade unions, the
movement is the single largest representative group
in the country. The government must remember
that. We are talking about the most Significant
grouping in the State, and that must be taken into
account sensitively and responsibly. The
government must work with the unions to address
important issues the State must face, particularly in
the public sector. The last thing that is needed in the
public sector is industrial warfare.
The government will simply not tackle the issues
that need to be addressed if it adopts a
confrontationist approach. There is no argument
about that. It is disappointing that this government,
which has the largest majority a conservative
government has ever had, has within only five
weeks of being in office presided over the State's
largest demonstration. That is a solid indication of
how annoyed people are about this loopy,
ideological approach.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Dandenong is now straying from the
Bill, and I ask him to relate his remarks to it.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - I am trying to
address what appear to be simple moves to
discourage union membership and threaten the
existence of the trade union movement. As the
largest representative of Australian workers, the
trade union movement will have no hesitation in
defending itself. The last thing this State needs is to
force the union movement into that position.
The trade union movement has been at the forefront
of social change in this country. In the early years it
supported not only industrial issues but also
environmental issues. The Bill denies trade unions
access to the names of public servants. I am sure all
honourable members have come across life
insurance salesmen, and as all life insurance
salesmen know a name is crucial to one's ability to
make a sale. Of course, salespeople have better
access to information than trade unionists have.
They have names, addresses, salaries and telephone
numbers. Trade unions have only the name of a
person working in a particular government
department.
A union may wish to communicate with a person by
letter or telephone. Employees may have all sorts of
questions to ask about the benefits of joining trade
unions; and trade unions should be allowed to give
workers all the information they need to make up
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their minds. Once that decision is made the
government should not stand in the way of a worker
exercising his or her choice.
The trade union movement has won many
important battles. I assume honourable members
opposite know about the trade union movement's
fight for equal pay. Women were not awarded equal
pay because benevolent employers woke up one
morning and decided that it was time women were
given equal pay for equal work! Trade unions had to
go on strike and march in the streets before that
battle was won. Important social change would not
have occurred without an effective union movement.
Trade unions have worked with employers to
establish appropriate working conditions and to
improve the standard of living of their members.
Honourable members opposite should not think that
I am critical of all employers. Anyone who has
worked in the trade union movement knows that
most employers are good and decent people who are
finding it difficult to survive. Unions and employers
sometimes have their battles, but the facts speak for
themselves: Victoria has the lowest level of
industrial disputation of any State in Australia.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Bill has
only four clauses. The honourable member for
Dandenong is straying from the content of what is a
narrow Bill.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - Mr Deputy Speaker,
I am trying to show that the government's attempt
to discourage union membership by putting at risk
the deduction by employers of union fees threatens
to undermine the responsible attitude shown by the
trade union movement over the past decade.
I have not heard the Premier or any other member of
the government say that he or she does not believe
in trade unionism. If members opposite believe in
trade unionism, and if they believe in freedom of
choice and freedom of association, they should not
agree to the government's putting obstacles in the
way of workers freely choosing to join trade unions.
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government 'We told you SOli in the not-too-distant
future.
Private sector employers will continue to use the
mechanism that allows them to deduct union fees
from the wages and salaries of employees. Why
should the Victorian government be out of step with
the private sector? The Bill is neither responsible nor
appropriate, and I hope the government will come
to its senses.
Members of the opposition will do everything they
can to ensure that workers rights are protected,
particularly their freedom to choose to become
members of trade unions - and we will do that
until the day we die. We believe in the trade union
movement, which has always been at the forefront
of social change, notwithstanding the barriers it has
had to overcome.
It is a shame that the government's attitudes are
100 years out of date. Already articles are appearing
in the Herald-Sun about the government's failure to
consult and its adoption of a rigid ideological line
regardless of the consequences. The government's
majority does not give it the right to do whatever it
wants. I ask honourable members opposite to
seriously consider the issues I have raised.

Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - I was fascinated by the
contribution made by the honourable member for
Dandenong, particularly when he asked why the
government is doing this, that and the other thing. I
shall tell him why: the government is doing all those
things because it is leading the way to recovery. The
government will lead Australia to economic
recovery by restoring Victoria's fortunes, which
have been ripped, torn and destroyed over the past
10 years by the most incompetent and appalling
government imaginable.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN - Having said that, let me say this: I
am not opposed to unions.

Honourable members interjecting.
I am pleased the government has given the House
the opportunity for a lengthy debate on the Bill - it
comes as a surprise after the events of the past three
weeks. I hope the government listens to the
warnings coming from this side of the House. If the
government is intent on taking away the rights of
workers it runs the risk of industrial warfare - and
members of the opposition will not enjoy telling the

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I warn the
honourable members for Richmond and Preston. If
they continue their barrage of interjections I will be
forced to take action against them.
Mr FINN - I am not opposed to trade unions. If
a trade union were established for members of
Parliament I would be tempted to join. Being forced
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to spend the evening in the general vicinity of the
honourable member for Springvale is above and
beyond the call of duty. I am sure such a union
would have fair bit to say about that!

Mr FINN - And the bullygirls, as the
honourable member for Mordialloc says. That is an
example of the sort of bad unionism that I am
talking about.

I cannot understand why the opposition is opposed
to the Bill, which is simple and straightforward. The
Bill is about freedom and about choice. Those
concepts are foreign to members of the opposition.
They do not know what freedom and choice
mean - and even if they did, they would not care.
Under an agreement endorsed by the previous
government the name and address of each public
servant has been handed over to the State Public
Services Federation of Victoria.

Another example concerns a woman who ran a
union that represented workers at the former
Caloola centre in Sunbury. She sat in her office in
Melbourne while her members at Caloola were
being pushed around and were being slandered by
the former government and the media. That union
boss, who is a member of the Labor Party, did not go
to Caloola to defend her members; she was far too
interested in looking after her mates in the Labor
Party.

One of the people in charge of the union is a bloke
called Bill Deller, an extraordinary chap who, not so
long ago, was quoted in the Herald-Sun as saying
that it was time to declare class warfare in this State.
If I were a public servant working in a hospital or in
an office in Collins Street, he is the last person to
whom I would want to hand over my name, address
and telephone number. The Bill is designed to rectify
such a situation.

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member is
straying from the Bill; but most importantly, his tie
is distracting other honourable members.

As I said, the government is not opposed to unions. I
am concerned about the number of unions that seem
to take for granted that they can take over people's
lives and tell them what to do and where to work.
This Bill addresses that concern.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (MrWeideman)Order! Interjections are disorderly. I ask honourable
members to reduce the level of noise in the Chamber.

The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! This is a
narrow Bill. Honourable members have had the
indulgence of the Chair in participating in a
wide-ranging debate. The honourable member may
proceed, but I ask him to come to the point and to
get back to the structure of the Bill. His preference in
ties is a matter for him, but it is a bright, sunny
morning.
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - The union involved at
Caloola was a public sector union. Workers at
Caloola had their names taken forcibly and handed
over to the union, and the union refused to do the
job. Money was taken from people but the union did
not do the job. You can ask them about that!
Mr Leighton interjected.

Mr FINN - As the honourable member for
Portland said earlier, the opposition is concerned
about the bullyboys of the trade union movement.
The system that operated under the former
government and still operates has strong
institutionalised support from those people.
A constituent from my electorate told me she did not
go on strike on Tuesday last because she believed it
was a political strike and she was not prepared to
take part in that sort of action. She is now ostracised
at her workplace by members of a union. I know she
is an outstanding worker but she is being forced out
of her workplace by the bullyboys of the trade union
movement.
Mr Leigh interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Preston has been warned
once; let us not take it any further than that.
Mr FINN - Given that the Bill is about freedom
and choice, one must ask why the opposition is so
passionate about it. Why are members of the
opposition so strongly opposed to it? It can be
summed up in four words: puppet on a string! That
is what the opposition is, and what it was when it
was in government! It was and still is run from the
Trades Hall.
When Mr Halfpenny, Mr Curran and the other
clowns tell members of the opposition to jump, they
ask, ''How high?" When the opposition was in
government Mr Halfpenny sat at the Cabinet table
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and dictated government decisions. Before its last
Budget the fonner government sent the Treasurer
overseas and Mr Halfpenny drew up that Budget.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) -On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I understand the Bill to be
about union fees, not about Mr Halfpenny and the
Labor Party.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I explained to
the House ear:ier that although the Bill is narrow the
House has had the indulgence of the Chair in a
wide-ranging debate. However, I ask the honourable
member for Tullamarine to come back to the specific
clauses of the Bill.
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - The Bill provides a
mechanism fer the deduction of union dues by
employers from payments to employees in the
public sector. One must ask who is telling the
opposition why the Bill should be opposed. It is
people who a~e currently receiving money under the
existing legislation for doing nothing. It is about
time they got off their tails, did a bit of work and
received their money for effort - a word they will
not understard until the Bill is passed!
It is sad that nembers of the opposition are here

opposing the Bill as a result of what they are being
told by public sector union bosses while their Leader
is at a Labor Party conference by herself as a result
of the bullying tactics of the bullyboys. Why have so
many of those people moved from the trade union
movement to Parliament and what influence do they
bring to bear in this place? The Honourable David
White, the former Minister for Manufacturing and
Industry Development in another place, described
them extremely well when he said members of the
left wing were morons!
In another place a former leader in the trade union
movement - in the past the words "fat" and '1 azy"
have been used to describe some union leaders the Honourable Bill Landeryou, a member for
Doutta Galla Province, is telling members of the
Labor Party r.ot to go to the conference to support
their Leader but to stay in that Chamber and defend
their mates in the public sector unions. It is a
disgrace that those honourable members are not
supporting their leader at her last State conference as
Leader of the Labor Party. They are here defending
their mates in the public sector unions instead.

Honourablt members interjecting.
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The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I suggest the
honourable member changes his line of attack.
Mr FINN - The Bill will have a considerable
impact on the rights of public servants because they
will now have the right to choose whether their
names, addresses and telephone numbers will be
handed over to union bosses. That is long overdue.
That is something I support 130 per cent. It will be
passed through this place with the overwhelming
support of members of Parliament.
It is rather strange that although so many opposition

members, especially those from the left-wing faction,
are in the Chamber the industrial relations
spokesman, the honourable member for
Broadmeadows, who lives in Ivanhoe and is a
self-appointed Queen's Counsel, the one who is
looking for a judgeship, is not here. I believe in this
area of public sector unions the honourable member
for Broadmeadows has much to contribute. When he
was Minister for Transport he had resounding
success with many of the public sector unions,
especially the tramways union! As the honourable
member for South Barwon said, they liked him so
much they formed a queue right down Bourke Street
and up Elizabeth Street! They loved him so much
they would not leave him alone. It is a pity he is not
here today to tell us all about that.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, you have allowed considerable
latitude to the honourable member for Tullamarine.
He is a young member but that does not excuse his
disobeying your ruling. I know it is early on a
Saturday morning but we do not have to reduce the
procedures of this House to a farce. You have
already ruled twice that he must come back to the
Bill. I ask you to direct him to deal with the Bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! This is a
narrow Bill and I have already directed the
honourable member for Tullamarine to address his
remarks to the Bill. He has been allowed latitude,
and I ask him to be more specific.
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) -It is extraordinary that
after spending the past three weeks jumping up and
down, screaming and hopping on one leg,
opposition members are now telling us how
draconian we are by taking away the rights of free
speech. In fact, by opposing the Bill, it is the
opposition members who are doing just that. They
are opposing the freedom they have been screaming
blue murder about for the past three weeks. It makes
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no sense. Sadly, the opposition frequently makes no
sense.
I represent an electorate that has a predominantly
blue-collar population and many of my constituents
are union members. I come to Parliament today with
strongly held views because many of my
constituents have said to me, "For God's sake, go in
there and see if you can sort them out. These union
people have been getting away with far too much
for too long". I include the public sector unions in
that. The fact that they are able to stick their hands
out and demand the names, addresses and
telephone numbers of all public servants in this State
is over the top. It should not be allowed. I believe it
is almost criminal.
The Bill will stop that forever. I will be able to go
back to my constituents in Tullamarine and say to
them, ''Leading up to the election you told me that
you wanted a job done. Well, I went into Spring
Street and with my colleagues in the government we
went to work and we have carried your thoughts
through. We heard you," as we should in a true
democracy. They will turn to me and say, "Good".
The Bill is important for the future of this State and
for the people of this State. On 3 October the
government was given an overwhelming mandate.
The people of Victoria knew what the previous
government had done over 10 years and they said,
"No more". They turned to the coalition and said,
"Victoria is in such a mess only the coalition can fix
it". The Bill is a giant step towards that goal.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I oppose the Bill and hope
to bring some sanity back to the debate. It is a
serious matter despite the frivolities that are taking
place in this House. The Bill affects our society and
must be taken seriously. As a previous secondary
school teacher I found it convenient to have my
union deductions taken from my pay, along with
other regular deductions, because it helped in my
budgeting.
The Bill contradicts every modem method of
efficiency and effectiveness. It reintroduces an
antiquated system of having union officials or shop
stewards collect fees from the factory floor. The time
of public servants is then taken up with their talking
to the union organisers or shop stewards during
working hours. I used to carry out those functions
before we had automatic payroll deductions.
The government is taking a retrograde step. The
Premier and members of the government talk about
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getting the State moving, but the Bill prohibits
contact between union leaders and organisers and
their members.
I am shocked and concerned by the Bill. As I have
said, the collection of union fees is important, and
payroll deductions have been negotiated with
government and private enterprise over a long time.
These days it is not usual to handle cash,
particularly small amounts, because it is inefficient
to do so. Unless one has a safe, money cannot be left
in the workplace. The Bill is a retrograde step that
encourages inefficiency in the workplace.
It is important that the Public Service is treated with

decorum. A public servant would be embarrassed if
he were asked for his union fee and did not have the
cash on hand to make the payment. I suspect that
site and enterprise agreements made in the future
will include automatic payroll deductions.
It is important that the union movement is efficient

and accountable. When fees are deducted from the
payroll it is easy to account for all members; it is a
safe and efficient network. The Bill is ideologically
driven; its purpose is to undermine the union
movement. The same provisions will not apply to
professional associations for doctors, lawyers or
.accountants. One cannot even become a doctor
without gaining the permiSSion of the profession.
We are talking about freedom of choice. There is no
freedom of choice in the medical profession because
the doctors are the judges and the jury.
What is good for the goose is good for the gander.
This Bill is aimed at a certain part of the work force. I
cannot understand why a professional organisation
should decide whether someone can practise in its
field. If someone has the necessary qualifications, he
should be able to practise. Why does this Bill not
apply to professional associations? Why is the
government being selective?
I joined the union when I was a very young person
so that I had someone to explain my rights to me. If I
had not had the union to protect me and explain my
rights, my experiences in the workshop would have
been very different.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Keilor will have to come back to the Bill.
I have allowed him a lot of latitude, but I now draw
him back to the Bill.
Mr SEITZ - Members of the government made
great play of unions being supplied with the names
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and addresses of public sector employees. If one is
collecting union fees, of course one needs to know
who is a member of the union. If the employer paid
the union fees by cheque, the union would not know
who had paid and who had not. There is nothing
sinister about it. It is simply a matter of keeping
proper records.
Some expense is involved with the system of payroll
deductions but the purpose of the Bill is not to
reduce that cost to government. The Bill is
ideologically driven; it will increase the cost of
collecting union fees and, therefore, yearly
subscriptions will increase. Collecting money from
employees in the workplace on a weekly or monthly
basis is not efficient. The union movement is part
and parcel of our State and it must be involved in
getting Victoria moving. Without the cooperation of
the union movement the State will not progress as
the government wishes.
If the government were serious, it would negotiate
an agreement where it was paid a fee for carrying

out the service of deducting union fees from the
payroll in a similar way that banks charge a service
fee for collecting car registration fees. However, this
Bill is simply an ideological way of weakening the
unions.
I assure the government that this simple step will
not weaken the unions. As previous speakers have
said, it will serve only to strengthen the union
movement. 3ecause union leaders will have to visit
workshops and offices more frequently to collect
union fees, they will see their members more
frequently. The Bill will not assist the government in
its aim of reducing union membership.
It is unfortu'late that we are debating the Bill at this

time and that the Parliamentary support staff are
being abusej in this way. I believe the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly has been taken to hospital.

Honourab:e members interjecting.
Mr SEITZ - Union fees are used by unions to
provide senices to their members. It is obvious
what the gO',ernment has in store for the working
people of ths State. It is determined to take away
the rights of trade unions to protect and provide
services to their members. The government has
already challenged the position of unions, which the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has pointed out on
numerous occasions. Public sector unions have
given this State good service. They have helped to
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keep the State moving and have played their part in
implementing many important reforms.
Many members of the community depend on
payroll deductions to organise their finances.
Telephone bills, council rates and other bills can be
paid through payroll deductions. By trying to
punish unions the government is affecting the ability
of ordinary people to arrange their finances. The use
of plastic cards even in supermarkets means that
many people do not carry around as much cash as
they used to. It is hard to imagine how unions will
cope if union members use their credit cards to pay
their union dues. That would be a massive
inconvenience to workers and to unions. Payroll
deductions are efficient -and the government is
continually espousing the need for efficiency to get
the State going. The Bill may cause union fees to rise
because of the costs involved in collecting them in
inefficient ways.
The Bill is part of an ideological campaign to crush
the union movement and to weaken the rights of
ordinary working people - especially people who
are not articulate and who are unable to look after
themselves when dealing with their bosses. They
have a right to a fair standard of living - and they
should have the right to have their union fees
deducted from their pay.
It is not as though the union movement is asking for

something new. I do not understand why the
government is in such a hurry. It should consult
with the union movement and encourage
cooperation to ensure that our economy develops.
Unions depend on the interest they receive on the
union fees paid into bank accounts. Forcing unions
to try to find other ways of collecting union fees is
inefficient. The Bill is not in the best interests of
either the working people or the State and it is
designed to serve the ideological motives of the
government. If this is any guide, what will happen
to people who stand in the way of this ideologically
driven government?
I ask government backbenchers to think again. They
should look carefully at what they are being asked to
support. The decision to allow union fees to be
deducted from wages and salaries was not taken
lightly. Apart from anything else, it took a long time
to set up a computer system to enable union fees
and other payments to be deducted. What would
happen if pay offices decided not to deduct health
insurance and other payments? That would have the
same effect as this measure.
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During my time as a member of the technical
teachers union I did not feel that I was being stood
over and intimidated simply because my union dues
were automatically deducted from my pay. I saw it
as a service, something that I did not have to worry
about when I was making out the weekly budget.
Because the deductions were taken out I could easily
work out what cash I needed for the grocery bills
and other family expenditure.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr E. R. Smith) Order! There is no point of order.

The Bill does a disservice to a great many Victorian
workers, particularly those in the public sector. They
are the people who keep the State going. They are
part and parcel of the machinery of government and
they deserve to be treated better than they are being
treated by the government. They should be treated
with dignity instead of having their morale
undermined.

Government members made much play of people
being intimidated and harassed by unions, but life
would be much more unpleasant for people if their
union fees were not deducted in a planned way.
There is a need for a strong public sector union to
look after people who are less articulate and need
protection. Even if the government's intention is to
provide a fair day's pay for a fair day's work, there
will always be people who will try to abuse the
system.

If the government wants efficiency and effectiveness

in the public sector, if it wants to get the State
moving and if it wants to create secure jobs, it
should think again. The government might think the
Bill will bring about only a small change, but it will
create big problems for many members of our
society and their families. Payroll deductions mean
that families do not have to worry as much when
they are drawing up their weekly budgets. I always
knew that I did not have to worry about quarterly
union payments, but now that system will change.
The Bill is a retrograde step. We are able to make
automatic weekly or fortnightly payments for many
things - credit cooperative loans, electricity and
gas, car payments and house payments. All those
can be electronically transferred so people do not
have to worry about carrying large amounts of cash
or writing out dozens of cheques. In my case I
simply sign a bank authority and those sorts of
payments are automatically deducted. I am sure
honourable members on the other side of the House
do exactly the same thing. The days when people
carried cash have gone. People must use credit
cards, which is not very convenient on the job.

Mr SEITZ - I was talking about how society has
changed. In the past 10 years my lifestyle has
changed with the introduction of electronic funds
transfer and the direct depositing of my pay into the
bank. I believe great difficulties will be created if the
government removes automatic payroll deductions.

If the public sector unions are seen to be attacked by

not being allowed to collect fees, shopkeepers and
others will be encouraged to further exploit people
who are not articulate and who are not capable of
defending themselves and representing their needs
on the issue of union fees.
In some places people pay union fees to obtain jobs,
but those unions are not official unions. This
measure will help that sort of situation develop in
Australia. In Russia if one wishes to obtain a job
through the backyard operators, one must pay a fee.
We do not want that happening in Australia.
Australia has an orderly system of collecting union
fees.

Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, this is the second time the
honourable member has gone back to the credit
cards and cash issue. I suggest that it is getting
awfully close to repetition.

The Bill is ideologically driven and has nothing to do
with being an extra expense for the government. I
would understand if the government had discussed
the issue and taken it up with the unions. If the issue
had been debated, I would say it was fair and not
ideologically driven but was part of the drive of the
government in achieving its aims. But that has not
happened. The government has got it wrong by
attacking the public sector unions and their
memberships - those people are needed to get
Victoria moving again, to restore confidence and to
obtain jobs for young people, as is being espoused
by the Premier. This Bill will not create confidence.

Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - On the point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, this time I was talking about the
lifestyles of honourable members in this place, and
the fact that they no longer carry cash.

Many newly arrived migrants are frightened that
they will be explOited. If they are not in a union they
will not be able to speak up and somebody might
say, ''Pay me $10 and you can have that job". Those
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sorts of things have happened in the past but do not
happen in Australia now.
If this sort of measure is introduced into the public
sector it will soon spread to the private sector and
allow some employers to operate in an
unscrupulous fashion. That is what happened in the
late 1950s and early 1960s.1n those days migrants
did not know whether they were being approached
by official unions, but they paid so that they could
keep their jobs. I can cite many examples of that sort
of thing happening. With many new arrivals to this
country that trend will begin again.
If the public sector unions are strong they will be

able to articulate people's concerns. My fear is that
new arrivals from Asia and Eastern Europe will be
most vulnerable because of the confusion that will
arise. The government's action will be
misinterpreted and stand-over merchants will have
open slather to collect protection money.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The
dispassionate observer in the Public Gallery would
be hard-pressed to understand from the speech of
the honourable member for Keilor that this Bill has
two purposes. Subject to certain conditions, the Bill
actually authorises the deduction of union dues. The
honourable member either has not had time to study
the Bill or does not appreciate that he has been
railing against something that is not in the Bill. The
Bill does not prohibit but facilitates the deduction of
union dues.
The Bill cancels certain agreements that provide for
the deduction of union dues and for the supply of
employees' names to unions. I will return later to
that matter, which really stands and falls on the
constitutional conventions under which this
Parliament and other Westminster-type Parliaments
operate.
There was a point of substance in the honourable
member's address in that there is an intrinsic
connection between compulsory unionism and the
deduction of union dues. I can illustrate that from
personal experience. Some years ago I worked for an
organisation of wool brokers. At the time the main
union covering the employees of wool broking
companies was the Federated Storeman and Packers
Union of Australia, the Victorian and later Federal
secretary of which was none other than the
Honourable Mr Landeryou, a member for Doutta
Galla Province in the other place.
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I distinctly remember a discussion in which
Mr Landeryou, ahead of his time, discovered
computers and suggested to the employer that
everybody in the industry was about to become a
union member. He said there were two ways it
could be done. He said it could be done with blood
in the streets, with much inconvenience and pain on
both sides through industrial action and a prolonged
battle, which he confidently asserted his union
would win. Alternatively, he said it could be done
by means of a negotiated settlement prOViding for
the payroll deduction of union fees and an
agreement that everyone would be coerced to join
the union. In the final analysis, for a very long time
compulsory unionism became the norm,
underpinned by the deduction of union dues.
Mr Roper - Would you prefer the blood in the
streets stuff?
Mr STOCKDALE - No, I just prefer freedom of
choice. That illustrates one of the central dynamics
of Australian unionism and one of the central
dynamicS of the Australian industrial relations
system: the coercive basis of Australian trade
unionism.
At the main gates of building sites in this city there are not many left - one would see signs
saying, ''No ticket, no start". Few people reflect on
who actually puts those signs there. They are not put
there by union officials, they are put there by the
employers, the main contractors on the sites, not
because they are committed to the idea that all site
workers should be members of the union but
because they have been coerced by union officials to
force workers to join the union regardless of
whether they seek to be union members.
If one thinks it is not about coercion, just try

working on a building site in the central business
district without a union ticket in one's pocket. The
whole site would stop work and there would be a
clamour for lost-time payments. The worker
concerned would not be permitted back onto the site
until he joined the union. In some cases he may not
even be allowed onto the site in the first place.
The central element of the Australian union
movement is the coercive force underpinned by the
deduction of union dues. In many cases employers
are forced to join with union officials in coercing
workers. Over the years we have heard noble
claptrap about compulsory unionism, deduction of
union dues and arguments about equity - that it is
only fair that those who receive the benefits of
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membership should contribute to the unions and
fund the effort. That is absolute garbage. It is a
matter of hard, cold reality that the basis of
compulsory unionism supported by deduction of
union dues is the elimination of competition to
protect the union and its members against anybody
seeking employment on any terms other than those
secured by the union and applicable to its members.
That is not only the practical base of Australian
unionism and the insistence on compulsory
unionism but it is the legal base. Unions in Australia
have a right to obtain award conditions that apply to
non-members of the union because the High Court
has held that the union and its members have an
interest in preventing competition between the
unionised and non-unionised work force. Australian
industrial law allows unions to determine by force
of law the working conditions of non-union
members. That is what the Bill is about. It is about
the fundamental changes taking place in Australian
industrial relations.
The Bill deals with two manifestations of that
culture: firstly, deduction of union dues; and
secondly, the provision of names and addresses of
employees to unions. It deals with the two elements
in the public sector because that is the area the
government primarily runs. However, a range of
wide issues form the context in which the Bill should
be viewed. Compulsory unionism was the practice
in many areas of public employment, especially
under the Labor government - that is, workers
could not get jobs with government agencies,
especially in blue-collar areas, unless they joined
unions that claimed coverage for the relevant
occupations. The government forced that on its own
employees.
Not only that, the previous government actually
insisted that private sector contractors could work
for the government only if they guaranteed, by
contract, that they would coerce all their workers to
join the union. That is certainly compulsory
unionism and its practice varies in strength across
the public sector and across occupations.
In many manifestations - particularly in

white-collar areas - it is no more than
encouragement by the employing agency and the
government for workers to join unions. In other
cases there have been instances of outright
preferment of union members over other workers.
The second cultural manifestation with which the
Bill deals directly concerns the practice under the
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previous Labor government whereby, regardless of
their wishes, the names and addresses of
government employees were provided to union
officials so that unions could coerce them to join
unions.
There is a third element: the Labor government's
having contractors impose compulsory unionism.
Despite the arguments advanced by opposition
members, virtually every one of them knows that in
reality· there is no distinction between preference for
employment and compulsory unionism. The
modem concept of preference clauses in awards,
which developed over recent years, amounts to
overt compulsion on the work force. Preference
clauses operate that way not only in logic but, from
a reading of them, I gather they also operate that
way in practice.
Indeed, so cumbersome are the preference
provisions in reality and so cumbersome have they
become as a matter of deliberate policy that in many
industries employers have chosen to avoid the
modem form of preference clause by entering into
collateral agreements for compulsory unionism.
Employers did not want to go through all the
administrative inconvenience and prejudice to their
'businesses of observing such clauses as the airlines
clause, because in reality those clauses are
unworkable and have been developed according to
the strictures of the High Court's decision on
compulsory unionism. They are used to bludgeon
employers into making agreements for compulsory
unionism.
The final issue is the deduction of union fees. This is
a widespread practice in the public sector and is a
large part of the reason why union membership is
declining right across the private sector, especially in
service industries, but has actually been increasing
in the public sector. The practice of compulsory
unionism, in particular the overt suasion by
governments of workers, regardless of their wishes,
to join unions, was underpinned by the deduction of
union dues and accounts for the fact that the public
sector has moved against the widespread trend
throughout the rest of the economy.
So, on the ground of policy, the Bill is entirely
warranted. However the Bill deals with a far more
sinister element, which must be acknowledged. It
was reflected in the speeches of honourable
members opposite. The reality is that subclause 4(3)
of the Bill sets aside agreements, the making of
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which was a scandalous abuse of the power of the
outgoing Labor government.
In the few months before the election, indeed in
some cases only weeks and in one case the day
before the election, Labor Ministers required
agencies to enter into agreements to supply the
names of union members and to deduct union dues.
Those agreements were scandalous enough in that
they represented a major new initiative in the
caretaker period of the previous Labor government,
but even more scandalous was the attempt to bind
the incoming government to the policy of the
outgoing government.
There can be no possible justification for agreements
of that kind, which contain clauses specifying that
they could be terminated only on two years notice.
Yet the outgoing Labor government entered into
numerous agreements across the Victorian public
sector requiring two years notice of cancellation of
the agreements.
The naivety of the previous government is
demonstrated by the Bill. No government would
allow itself to have that flagrant breach of the
Westminster tradition result in the imposition of
such onerous burdens. The Bill will set aside those
agreements and put the dealings between the
government and unions and the government and
workers on a proper, business-like footing. It will
not allow the outgoing government to impose its
will by agreements of that kind. No-one other than
the Australian union movement is guaranteed
customers. Honourable members cannot set up
businesses and have a law or a contract to force
people to be their customers.
Or Coghill - What about the Law Institute of
Victoria?
Mr STOCKDALE - No-one has guaranteed
customers; no-one has a monopoly position
underpinned by a law that requires all the people in
the relevant market to be customers of one particular
supplier, yet that is the distinguishing feature of the
deduction of union dues as a device to underpin
compulsory unionism. Unions are freed from being
accountable to the workers who are their members.
That sort of arrangement results in coercive powers
being put in the hands of union officials. It destroys
the accountability of the union movement to the
workers who are its members.
The Bill is a substantial step in changing that culture
of Australian industrial relations and creating a
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situation not only where workers have freedom of
choice but also where the organised union
movement becomes accountable to its members
instead of having coercive powers over them. It is a
substantial and real step in the process of giving
genuine freedom of choice and making unions
accountable to their members rather than the other
way around.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - I note that frivolity is
the order of the day from members of the
government, but this Bill is a serious matter because
it is driven by an ideological agenda. The
government has come into Parliament with a clear
majority. The people of Victoria gave it that clear
majority, but they did not give the government the
right to drive an ideological agenda that is largely
discredited internationally.
All those who take care to follow the events of the
past decade or so would understand that we are
entering the post-ideological era. The post-war years
have taught us one thing: ideologically driven
agendas, regardless of whether they are driven from
the left or the right, will collapse eventually. What is
surprising is that this piece of legislation has been
introduced during the first weeks of the 52nd
Parliament. It is not an essential Bill that will make a
difference to the economy of the State. However,
when connected with the other legislation that has
been passed during the three-week session, the Bill
brings about a result that suits well the ideological
position I have described.
Members of the government can talk about freedom
of association and the freedom of individuals to
choose, but in its desire to limit the effect of trade
unionism in this country, the government may bring
about a result over the next few years that is
opposite to its wishes.
Those who followed the decade in England known
as the Margaret Thatcher years will know that it is
not that long ago that Mrs Thatcher's chief economic
adviser concluded in his analysis of the decade over
which he prevailed that its economic agenda was
ideologically driven. The ideological driving of that
agenda produced fundamentally negative results:
the division of a country that was once united; the
creation of a permanent underclass; and the creation
of two societies - those with jobs and those without
jobs.
In talking about the 10 years of the Thatcher
government the chief economic adviser spoke about
the role ideology played in driving not only the
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economic agenda but also the social agenda. This
government - the government that mirrors so well
the agenda adopted by the Thatcher government in
the 1980s - has failed to learn the lesson that should
have been learnt by all of us: ideology bites both
ways.
It was very disappointing to witness the honourable

member for Tullamarine displaying such vitriol in
one of his first addresses to the House. The Premier
suggests by interjection that it was a magnificent
contribution. It would have been considerably
better, however, if the honourable member had
avoided the personalised and negative attacks in
which all of us engage occasionally.
I have listened to the whole debate and I have not
heard one convincing argument about why the Bill
is necessary. The House has spent more time
debating this non-essential Bill than it has spent on
almost every other piece of legislation that has been
introduced into this Chamber over the past 24 hours.
That should tell honourable members something
about the way business in this House is being
conducted. It is not essential for the government to
proceed with this Bill.
If consultation had taken place it would be obvious

to all that private sector employers encourage union
fees to be deducted from payrolls. One of the
fundamental reasons for that is because it is the most
efficient way to manage the workplace. Employers
know very well that the alternative is to have union
organisers visiting the workplace to collect fees,
thereby unnecessarily disrupting the workplace.
This Bill will do little to encourage and promote
efficiency in the very sector the government has
been promoting since the 52nd Parliament
commenced.
Having forced all members to face extraordinarily
long sitting hours, members of the government are
now making a mockery of this place. This Bill is not
essential, but it will continue to be debated for a
considerable time. Legislation that will have a large
impact on the economy of the State was debated for
only 1 hour. In the case of the Employee Relations
Bill, the House was given only 1 hour to debate
80 amendments.
Contradictions exist on both sides of politics. If the
government hopes to gain the acceptance and
support of the community over the next four years,
it must be consistent. But that will not be achieved if
the government continues to pursue its narrow
ideological agenda. It has admitted that it has not
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consulted the unions about the Bill. No private
sector employers - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Because of the level of
audible conversation in the Chamber I am finding it
difficult to hear the honourable member for
Richmond.
Mr DOLUS - Not only has the government not
consulted the unions, it has not consulted the private
sector - the very sector which the government
claims to be encouraging and which it views as the
engine room of the economy. Instead the
government is determined to pursue a narrow
ideological line, not only with this Bill but with all
the other Bills that have been debated this session.
If the government is serious about its aims, it will

withdraw the Bill. That will not affect the
government's legislative program.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr DOLUS - We have spent almost 6 hours
debating this Bill, even though as a rule only 1 hour
has been allotted for debate on most of the Bills dealt
with this session. If that is not disgraceful, I do not
know what is!
The government has simply used this place to rush
through important Bills and has refused to give
honourable members the opportunity to properly
consider legislation that will have far-reaching
consequences. The government has behaved
arrogantly, and if it is serious about wanting to
govern on behalf of all Victorians, it had better begin
to take Parliament seriously.
The government, and in particular the Premier, have
made a mockery of the processes of the House. All
the Bills we have dealt with, including this Bill - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The Deputy Premier may believe
it is good legislation, but I suggest that he has either
not read it or does not understand it.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - For the Deputy Premier's benefit,
I shall reiterate some of the points I have made. If he
had taken the time - -
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Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - You will not be able to read it in
Hansard, because Hansard is not available. You might
as well listen.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - For the benefit of the Deputy
Premier, I suggest that he visit private sector
workplaces, where he will be told by most
employers that they wish to continue the practice of
deducting union fees from employees' wages
because it is an efficient way of organising their
workplaces. The Bill will give the Minister - in this
case, the Premier - incredible powers.
Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It gives him the power to allow or
to disallow. Every time a Minister is given such a
power it inevitably follows that he or she has the
right to decide which particular organisations,
associations or trade unions will be allowed - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The Deputy Premier calls it even
handed! There will come a time when the
government - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is too much
audible conversation. I am surprised that
honourable members who have been up for so long
are able to make so much noise!
Mr DOLUS - Given that Hansard is not
available, it is understandable, Mr Deputy Speaker,
that members of the government have decided to
visit the Chamber to hear what we have to say. As I
said to the Deputy Premier, the Bill gives incredible
powers to the Minister - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It gives incredible powers to any
Minister of the Crown, or the Premier - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It gives incredible powers to the
Minister who will be in charge of the Employee
Relations Act, the Minister for Industry and
Employment, who is looking forward to seeing

Friday. 13 November 1992

helicopters pass over his electorate! I am sure he will
be happy to oblige the Minister!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Even the lateness of the
hour does not excuse the House degenerating to this
extent. The House will come to order - and the
three gentlemen at the table will behave themselves.
Mr DOLUS - The Premier asks which Minister.
I am talking about the Deputy Leader of the Liberal
Party, the Minister for Industry and Employment,
who has introduced a Bill to prevent freedom of
association. Will he allow those who wish to have
their union fees deducted from their wages to do so?
The Bill is part of an ideologically driven agenda
that the government is pushing through this place.
Even at 11.30 a.m. on a Saturday, after debating the
Bill for 7 hours - Mr Weideman interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It might be Friday for you, but it
is Saturday for the rest of us. That is a good
indication - Mt Weideman interjected.

Mr DOLUS - That is a very good indication of
the toll the sitting is taking on honourable members.
But I assure the honourable member for Frankston
that today is Saturday. Do wake up!
The government needs to wake up to what it is
dOing, not only with this Bill but with all the other
Bills honourable members have not been given
sufficient time to debate. I know a number of other
honourable members want to contribute to the
debate on this Bill, so I shall conclude - Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mr DOLUS - I am grateful for the
encouragement I have received from Ministers and
members of the government backbench - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - I shall have to talk about the Irish
and the Greeks some other time. I know it is not
relevant to the debate-Mr McNamara interjected.
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Mr DOLUS - I know I should not respond
across the table to interjections, but I cannot resist
replying to the Deputy Premier, who keeps on
talking about the Irish. For his benefit I inform him
that the first Irishman was a Greek. We can have a
debate another time about the first Irishman - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The O'Dollises, that well-known
Irish family, came across from Greece--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOLLIS - I thank the Deputy Premier for
giving me the chance to put on the record that the
first Irishman was a Greek!
Mr Hamilton - Is that the truth, or did you read
it in the Herald-Sun?

Mr Gude interjected.
Mr DOLUS - If the Deputy Leader of the
Liberal Party says that is not true, who am I to argue
with him? In conclusion, if the government wants
free information, we can provide more than it
wants - the government can definitely have more!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Richmond without assistance and, dare
I say it, encouragement.
Mr DOLUS - The provocation coming across
the table is difficult to resist. In conclusion, I hope
the members of the government are not motivated
by feelings of revenge and of trying to settle a
number of scores that they have been looking
forward to settling for the past 10 years.
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Mr DOLUS - I thought the Premier wanted me
to continue. On three occasions I have tried to
conclude but I received encouragement to continue.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr DOLUS -Of course I have to repeat myself
because it is difficult for you to understand.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member must speak on the Bill.
Mr DOLLIS - It is important for the government
to reconsider some of the positions it is taking. I
hope with Christmas on the way the government
will allow the people of Victoria to begin to think
that this is a State where unity is possible. I hope the
government does not promote divisive policies that
will turn what is still very much a united society into
a divided one.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill be unti112.35 p.m. this day.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the question of time,
Mr Speaker, I have had discussions with the
Minister on this Bill and he knows that the
opposition proposes to move a couple of
amendments. The question is whether there will be
time following the second-reading debate for those
amendments to be moved. The amendments remove
the particular responsibility given to the Minister
and the second and third parts of the major clause.
The opposition takes the view on this Bill that there
should be an opportunity for honourable members
to speak in the debate and for the Committee stage
to proceed.
Motion agreed to.

I suggest to the government that it is important that
it does not drive government business forward on
the basis of fundamental ideological pOSitions. Those
who follow events will understand that we are in the
post-ideological era where the old ideological ways
have been challenged and defeated, and I refer to the
British example. That example is there for the
Deputy Premier, and I know he is waiting in great
anticipation to hear what I have to say.
Mr Kennett interjected.

Or COG HILL (Werribee) - Mr Speaker, - Mr KENNETI (Premier) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the last member to speak was Mr Dollis,
the honourable member for Richmond.
The SPEAKER -Order! You are correct. Put it
down to tiredness! I call the Attorney-General.
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - There is no
doubt that unions have contributed to the wellbeing
of workers. All honourable members recognise that
in many respects unions have done a good job.
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However, there is recognition on the part of some
honourable members who have spoken in the debate
that the trade union movement does not always
operate in the best interests of all workers.
Honourable members must recognise that some
trade unions work more effectively on behalf of their
members than others.
I will give an illustration of a trade union of which I
was member and which, in my opinion, did not
operate in the best interests of all of its members. For
more than 20 years I belonged to the union that was
known as the Victorian Public Service Association
(VPSA). I joined the union because I felt there was a
place for trade unions to represent workers in
particular industries or organisations.
During the 20 or so years I belonged to that union [
was tempted to resign. From time to time the union
took various types of industrial action that appeared
to me not to be in the best interests of the public
sector or in the best interests of its members. I did,
however, stick with the union for more than 20 years.
In another respect that illustrates a problem with
unions, particularly large unions, which can tend to
ignore the interests of some members and pay
considerable attention to the interests of other
members. When I was a member of the VPSA it
tended to concentrate on what might be described as
its lower paid members. I have nothing against a
union doing that, but the VPSA also had a strong
professional membership whose interests appeared
to be largely overlooked. That was a weakness in the
union's representation of its members and it did not
add to the strength of the union itself. In overlooking
its professional members the union neglected a
strength it had among a certain section of the work
force.

I did not sever my relationship with the union.
When I was elected to this place the union appeared
to drop me off its membership list without any
attempt to contact me. Although the union no doubt
had my address and telephone number, I did not
hear from it until just before the recent election,
when I received a membership card. The card
indicated that although the union had not been
taking fees from me for about five years it wanted
me back again. Unfortunately, I felt too much time
had gone by and that I could not accept the union's
kind offer!
In speaking about the failure of unions to pick up
the interests of all their members I raise an
important issue for women. The union movement
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has let down women over a long period, and there
are now some signs that it is beginning to recognise
that. In the past, pay and conditions cases for
women have been overlooked in favour of cases
brought on by larger, male-dominated work areas.
We are some years on from the equal pay case, yet
women in the work force are still paid only 28 per
cent of the rates paid to males because pay cases
involving women's occupations have not been
pursued with the same enthusiasm as cases
involving male-dominated occupations.
Women are largely segregated in fairly low-paid
areas of the work force, and the union movement
has paid little attention to that situation. It is not a
question of skill; women can be skilled in many jobs.
However, their specific skills have been overlooked
while recognition of the traditional skills of men has
been achieved both by reaching agreements with
employers and by taking cases to the industrial
relations system.
As I said, the union movement is beginning to
recognise that women have not had a fair deal from
the union movement. Women are filling more
positions in the unions and unions are campaigning
to attract more women members. Some of those
campaigns have been innovative. Unions have
advertised widely in women's magazines explaining
to women the advantages of belonging to the union
movement. It is important for unions to pick up the
concerns of women and ensure that they get a fair
deal in the work force.
On that subject, I have taken an interest in the high
profile women who are now in organisational
positions, some in senior positions in the trade union
movement. It seems that those women have been
imported into the unions whereas men seem to be
able to work their way up from the shop
floor - sometimes into Parliament! It seems women
do not have the same opportunity. In fact, women in
high profile jobs in the union movement have come
from a professional background; many of them have
university qualifications and are often in no way
representative of the women from the shop floor
they are being put forward to represent.

Trade unions should take up that matter. It is
important that women from the shop floor have an
equal degree of participation in the union
movement. I hope the combination of the coalition's
Employee Relations Bill and this Bill will provide a
more flexible system which will be more userfriendly to women.
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I recently attended a national conference in Canberra
of Ministers responsible for women's affairs and I
was interested to meet Kathryn O'Reagan, an
associate Minister for women's affairs in New
Zealand. I discussed with her what was happening
in New Zealand under its industrial relations system
and how women were getting on in that system. I
had previously discussed this with other people,
including management consultants from New
Zealand, but it was interesting to discuss it with a
representative of the government.
All of the people with whom I have discussed the
issue have told me that women are doing well in
New Zealand under the new, more flexible
arrangements. The reason is because it is breaking
the work force down into smaller units. When all the
negotiations took place with larger units in the work
force women were overlooked. Once the work force
is broken down into various areas individual groups
can negotiate directly with employers and women
are able to put forward their concerns and have
them listened to. I look forward to that taking place
in Victoria.
The Bill picks up the pOSition of employees. Every
employee in Victoria will be given a choice of joining
a union or some other employee association. The Bill
also allows the Minister to authorise or to refuse to
authorise the deduction of union fees from an
employee's wages. That will apply across the public
sector. It brings to an end the automatic supply of
names of public sector employees to trade unions.
Some opposition members seem to have a
misconception about the meaning of the Bill. They
have the idea that deduction of union fees will no
longer occur. The Bill authorises the deduction of
those union fees. I heard one opposition member say
that each government Minister will receive a list of
people in his department who are members of the
union and that the Minister will then take some sort
of terrible action against them. That is a
misunderstanding because the Bill refers only to one
Minister, the Minister responsible for administering
this Bill, so there is no question that individual
Ministers will play a part in black-listing union
members.
In one respect the intention of the Bill is to replace

the various agreements entered into by the former
government before the election. Like other
agreements, they were improperly entered into by
the previous government during the caretaker
period prior to the election. It was a blatant
disregard of the principles of the Westminster
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system that should apply to the time when the
incumbent government is in merely a caretaker role.
The Bill is part of a number of important changes to
the way the work force operates in Victoria. It is a
move away from mega-unions. The trade union
movement has recently been in merging mode, the
aim being to merge unions into mega-unions. I am
not in favour of that because it is not in the interests
of groups that have previously been overlooked by
the unions. A move towards mega-unions will make
that more likely.
A number of government speakers mentioned the
move away from the closed shop - the no ticket, no
start situation. It is also a move away from forced
donations to a specific political party, the Australian
Labor Party, which is the only political party that
obtains any advantage from union fees. All
government members are in favour of freedom of
association, but I am not sure of the opposition's
pOSition on that. I should have thought everyone in
a democratic society would agree with that
principle, but it appears that it is not a proposition
acceptable to opposition members.
The closed-shop requirement imposes considerable
burdens on people who have religious and political
beliefs. The religiOUS beliefs of some people make it
difficult for them to join a union or to comply with
all the requirements of a union. They may be able to
join a union but they may not be able to make a
donation for a specific purpose because their
religion requires that donations must have a
charitable purpose and must always go through
their church organisations. Those people face
difficulties in obtaining employment. They must
either give away their religiOUS principles or, in
some cases, their political principles.
I know of one person who had at one time been
persecuted by a communist government. Because of
his occupation, he was forced to join a union which
he believed was dominated by people of a
communist persuasion. He did not mind paying that
portion of his fees that went to the union, but he was
disturbed that another portion of his fees was used
to assist with political activities. He was also very
upset to find that he was required to march in
political demonstrations as opposed to simply
taking part in strikes relating to safety issues.
It is important that people be allowed to comply

with the requirements of their consciences while still
being able to obtain employment in particular fields.
Because of the preponderance of closed shops in the
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building and metal industries, it is very difficult for
some people to find employment in those fields. The
conscientious objector provisions do not cover that
situation because one has to have religious beliefs
that prevent one from belonging to a union rather
than simply being unable to comply with certain
provisions of a union. The more the situation is freed
up the better it is for people with strong religious or
political beliefs.
There is no doubt that the Bill permits deductions of
union fees on an appropriate basis. In addition, it
will protect employees from harassment and
discrimination and it will also preserve their privacy
because their names and addresses will no longer be
supplied to a union.
The Bill allows proper representation for minority
groups. As I said earlier, it is important that
minority groups be able to negotiate with their
employers separately, and this legislation means
that if an employee or a minority group is not
getting proper representation from a union, that
employee or group can cease paying union dues and
can join another association that will provide more
effective representation. If the employee or group do
not join another association, when an agreement
comes up for negotiation they will be able to employ
an expert to conduct negotiations on their behalf.
The money reqUired will r ~ available as a result of
the savings through not paying union dues.
The legislation will be most valuable for those
employees who have not been adequately protected
in the past by their unions. It will be particularly
helpful for women. It will be interesting to see
whether competition in this area provides the
services to women that have been lacking in the
past. If the New Zealand expel lence is anything to
go by, that will be the case.
This Bill and the Employee Relations Bill are part of
a big step in the right direction. If the unions treat
these Bills sensibly and pick up the spirit which is
intended, they will assist them to meet the needs of
their members in the work force and will lead to
economic recovery and more jobs for all Victorians.
Or COGHILL (Werribee) - I have pleasure in
joining this debate. Before I begin my remarks,
however, I express my best wishes to the Clerk, who
was unfortunately taken ill because of the extreme
workload he has been under. I understand he is not
seriously ill and that he is simply totally exhausted
by the pressures forced on him by the government's
legislative program. I am sure all honourable
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members join me in wishing him a rest and a speedy
recovery to full strength.
I am pleased to be following the contribution by the
Attorney-General, which seemed to widen the scope
of the debate. I was intrigued to hear her comments
about women's participation in the work force and
in union management, which had implicit in them
equality of outcomes. The government has been
severely critical of that in other contexts and it is
interesting to hear that the Attorney-General seems
to be advocating equality of outcomes on behalf of
the government. The implications of that on the
work force and for union management are
intriguing. I shall be most interested to see whether
the Attorney-General applies that within the work
force for which she is responsible.
The Attorney-General sought some explanation of
the opposition's approach to freedom of association.
I assure her that the opposition is very much
committed to freedom of association in practice as
well as in theory. The practice found its expression
earlier in the debate on the Employee Relations Bill
when the Attorney-General voted for provisions to
restrict the freedom of aSSOCiation, particularly with
regard to picket lines. I have great difficulty in
reconciling the comments of the Attorney-General
and the way she has voted today.
The legislation is of enormous interest to me.
Because it has been introduced at the end of the
session, it struck me that the Bill is something of an
afterthought. We are used to the Premier doing
things at short notice, even impulsively on occasion,
and this legislation certainly fits into that scenario.
I have come across a reference which shows the
source of the Premier's inspiration. When one reads
the legislation carefully one sees that, as much as
anything else, it is concerned with protecting the
privacy of individual employees in the public sector.
It could well be that the Premier's interest arose
from a recent report stating that procedures in
government bodies should be considerably
tightened to prevent leaks. The report in the Age of
5 October - that was probably the day on which the
Premier was sworn in - refers to a discussion paper
from the Victorian Law Reform Commission, the
very body the Attorney-General has sought to
abolish through legislation this House has
considered and which, no doubt, is by now awaiting
proclamation.
It could be that the Premier's concern rose from the
work of the Law Reform Commission and his desire
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to protect the privacy of individuals. Privacy is
emerging as an important issue. It has certainly been
more important in New South Wales than it has
been in the Victorian jurisdiction. I am sure the
A ttorney-General and the Premier are aware of the
recent report by the Independent Commission
against Corruption in New South Wales, which has
reported on the illegal release from government and
other sources of personal data on employees and
other people, including clients of government
departments. Perhaps that is related to the Premier's
new-found concern about privacy.
The Attorney-General said the Bill applies not only
to trade unions but also to employees who are
members of other associations. I wonder whether
the Attorney-General and the government have the
same attitude to the Law Institute of Victoria and the
Bar Council as they have to trade unions. I ask her to
take this opportunity to say whether the government
intends to apply the same restrictions on
membership to both those organisations.
I direct to the attention of the House section 38 of the
Interpretation of Legislation Act, which deals with
the definition of Minister as it applies to all Acts and
subordinate instruments. In deciding which Minister
will be responsible for the legislation section 38
provides that the Minister can be either a single
Minister or a Minister to whose portfolio such
legislation applies. If the Premier is listening to the
debate I hope he will tell the House whether all of
the powers under the Bill will be concentrated in the
hands of one Minister or whether he will delegate
those powers to Ministers whose employees will be
affected by its provisiOns.
I foreshadow the amendments that the opposition
desires to move in Committee, which I believe will
enhance the Bill. If the government accepts the
amendments it may discover that the opposition is
willing to support the Bill during the third-reading
stage. I should have thought that that would be
attractive, and I hope the Premier will give the
amendments serious consideration.
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political hands. As I said, I should have thought the
Premier would find that attractive.
I endorse the suggestions made by some honourable
members on this side of the House that bank
transfers may be an equally satisfactory way for the
payment of union dues by or on behalf of individual
employees. Occasions may arise when bank
transfers are more satisfactory than payroll
deductions, which is the conventional manner in
which union dues are paid by employees.
The opposition opposes the Bill in its present form.
If the amendments I have foreshadowed are
accepted, the opposition may have a different view
when the third-reading stage is reached.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - Honourable members
opposite seem confused about the purpose of the
Bill, which is about freedom of choice. Socialist
parties throughout the world are keen to quote the
United Nations declaration on human rights, which
talks about freedom of association and a person's
right to choose to belong to particular organisations.
In their place unions do very good work for their
members, but they should not be allowed to run the
government. For 10 years John Halfpenny sat at the
Cabinet table with Labor government Ministers, and
as a result Victoria was governed by agreement with
the Victorian Trades Hall Council. The Trades Hall
Council building has been renovated and millions of
dollars of taxpayers' money has been wasted.
Obviously members of the opposition would like to
see that cosy arrangement continue.
Socialists are supposed to espouse the rights of
individuals. We continually hear members of the
opposition speak about social justice, but the Labor
Party stole the concept from the Liberal Party.
Sir Robert Menzies, a former Liberal Prime Minister,
was the first politician in Australia to coin the
phrase, which he included in books he wrote in 1944
and speeches he gave in 1949.
Mr Leighton interjected.

The amendments we would propose to move in the
Committee stage are, firstly, in relation to clause 4,
lines 5 and 6, omit the words "with the approval in
writing of the Minister"; and secondly, clause 4, lines
10 to 22, omit proposed subclauses (2) and (3). The
amendments remove the danger of political
interference in the exercising of the powers
contained in the Bill. The authority for making such
decisions would rest with departmental heads,
where it should belong, rather than being left in

Mr LEIGH - The honourable member for
Preston laughs. If he bothers to do some reading he
will find out that that is true. Social justice does not
have the same meaning as individual rights - and
the Bill is about the rights of individuals.
I see the discredited former Premier is not in the
House to contribute to the debate. I believe she is
home in bed with her husband Ron. But the then
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Premier has not been prepared to come into this
place-Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr LEIGH - I am sure colleagues of hers such as
the honourable member for Footscray - Mr Mildenhall interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cooper) - Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc, on the Bill.
Mr LEIGH - I shall be delighted to speak on the
Bill, just as you did during your speech, Mr Acting
Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I suggest to
the honourable member for Mordialloc that he stop
the backchat and speak on the Bill.
Mr LEIGH - I was not backchatting, Mr Acting
Speaker. The aim of the Bill is to give workers
freedom of choice. In the lead-up to the election the
Labor Party did deals behind the scenes to help its
mates secure a life beyond politics, preparing them
for the time when the Labor Party would be in
opposition and of no relevance to the community.
The former government made large payouts to some
of its mates.
The Labor government decided some years
previously to allow the teacher unions and others to
collect the union fees of their members through
payroll deductions. As a result the then Ministry of
Education, for example, informed on any employee
who did not belong to a union. The government's
commissars were allowed to spy on employees to
find out who was a member of a union and who was
not. Employees were not given the right to choose
whether they wanted to belong to a union. I do not
mind whether people join trade unions or not, but
they have the right to choose and they have the right
to freedom of association.
In the lead-up to the election the Labor government
also entered into cosy arrangements with other trade
unions - I am sure the honourable member for
Springvale was given a government car to negotiate
deals on the government's behalf.

These deals were made by a political party that over
the past few weeks has pontificated in this House
about the Westminster system. If members of the
opposition understood that system they would
realise that once an election is called the government
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of the day should act as a caretaker and not make
major decisions.
Mr Brown interjected.
Mr LEIGH - It was doing more than putting on
staff, it was entering into contracts to ensure that the
State would make it simple for its mates to collect
union dues. It could be said that the taxpayer footed
a considerable amount of the bill for the setting up
of the computer system, although as time has gone
on no doubt the taxpayer has received back as
revenue a modest portion of the money spent.
Honourable members have spoken about the rights
of individuals to belong to unions. The honourable
member for Springvale made a gallant attempt to
pretend to be a member of the opposition. In fact, I
hope honourable members read his speech because,
despite some confusion in some places, he mounted
an argument in favour of the legislation.
When we vote on this Bill I hope the honourable
member for Springvale will seek either to vote on
conscience or at least leave the Chamber. He will
have a real problem voting against the legislation
after mounting such an argument. He said that if it
came into force unions would have to go out and sell
themselves to their members. Unions would not
want to do that, would they? Everyone else in
society has to sell their products, but not trade
unions. They are protected by their friends in
Parliament, many of whom belong to the trade
union movement and received their political
training, poor as it may be, in that movement. Those
members have come into Parliament to protect their
mates.
Despite all its talk over the past three weeks about
the Westminster system the former government
entered into what could be best described as illegal
arrangements with various trade unions. Once an
election was called the former government had no
right to make those decisions. The same thing
happened in other areas. The Minister for Public
Transport spoke about the staff he found in his
office. The former Minister for Police and
Emergency Services tried to hire a new
commissioner of police.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, stories about staff in a Minister's
office may be very interesting but they do not relate
to the Bill, which is about the payment of union fees
through payroll deduction. I ask you to bring the
honourable member back to the point of the Bill. If
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he will not come back to the Bill, you should sit him
down.
The ACfING SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
honourable member for Mordialloc to come back a
little closer to the Bill.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I should be delighted
to do so, Mr Acting Speaker. The former
government had no right to enter into those
arrangements; it was trying to protect its mates. I am
delighted to see the former Premier has returned to
the Chamber looking so fresh!
The government is doing the only responsible thing
it can do; it is making sure that those deals are
brought to an end as quickly as possible. I think it is
generally accepted that the coalition government
thinks very highly of most trade union members. In
fact, most honourable members would not be here if
a vast section of the trade union movement had not
voted for the coalition. Their concern is about some
of the union bosses who are members of the
opposition.
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, I am sure you are aware of the
requirement that members must attend the sittings
of the House and that, if members do not attend, the
House has the opportunity of ensuring that they do
so.
I do not know whether any measures have been
taken to ensure that the Leader of the OppOSition
attends the sittings of the House. She has been
absent from the House for almost 14 hours. If such
action were being taken in respect of the attendance
of the Leader of the Opposition, I advise you,
Mr Acting Speaker, that those involved need
proceed no further because she has now arrived
back in the Chamber.
Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - On
the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, some time
ago, in conference with the Premier, I told him that
one thing I would have to do on Saturday morning
was meet my daughter who was returning from
Europe after an absence of 18 months. The Premier
said to me, 'Well, you are in opposition and there
are some family things that have to be done". I left
the Chamber just before midnight and met my
daughter, which I believed was an important thing
to do.
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It is unfortunate that the House is not conforming

with its normal sitting patterns. The onlY' reason the
House is sitting on a weekend is that - Mr Kennett interjected.
Ms KIRNER - No. The only reason is that the
government is not prepared to follow the normal
patterns of debate. Several times I moved motions to
have this important industry legislation deferred for
two weeks.
The ACfING SPEAKER - Order! I have heard
the Leader of the Opposition on the point of order.
There is no point of order. The sitting of the House
commenced yesterday at 2 p.m. I understand the
Leader of the Opposition remained in attendance for
most of the day. This is a continuing sitting and,
therefore, there is no point of order.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I was interested to
hear the explanation of the Leader of the Opposition.
Many other honourable members had other things
to do, but remained at Parliament House. That
shows the difference between what government
members think is important and what the Leader of
the Opposition thinks is important.
'It is apparent that the Leader of the Opposition was
not around when this Bill was introduced. I suspect

that if she had been she would have carpeted the
honourable member for Springvale for supporting
the government. The honourable member for
Springvale gave a brilliant speech in support of the
government's position.
The honourable member for Dandenong carried on
as if he knew a great deal about payroll deductions. I
understand that prior to entering Parliament he was
employed only as a union official and that, apart
from being a part-time employee at McDonald's, he
has not worked in private enterprise at all. Yet he
had the gall to talk about the private sector
arrangements in the legislation. When talking about
a member in another place, the Treasurer wondered
about thuggery some years ago in the Federated
Clerks Union of Australia. I hope the honourable
member for Dandenong did not pressure business
people to give the names of their employees to the
trade union movement.
One of the things the trade union movement has
come to accept, particularly since 3 October, is that it
does not run society. The honourable member for
Keilor tried to make comparisons between former
communist countries and Australia. Those countries
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are trying to adopt our system of government,
including allowing people freedom of association
and freedom of choice; yet the honourable member
for Keilor advocated that people not have the right
to choose.

debate. Reference was made to the lack of a
definition of "trade union" in the Bill. The definition
set out in section 4 of the Commonwealth Industrial
Relations Act 1988 is the obvious reference that
applies for the purposes of this Bill.

The opposition is confused. I can understand that
because it lost the election on 3 October. The
honourable member for Werribee acted as if he were
a statesman when he attempted to set out who was
right and who was wrong. I am disappointed that
the honourable member was so strident in his views
and so opposed to allowing people to decide for
themselves what they want to do. What is the
problem with allowing an individual to decide
whether his name should be given to the trade union
movement? If the government cannot get out of
contractual arrangements legally it should ask its
employees whether they want their names,
addresses and telephone numbers handed to the
trade union movement.

Although the Bill remains silent on the definition of
"trade union" it is clearly covered by that Act, which
states that a trade union means, firstly, an
organisation of employees; secondly, an association
of employees that is registered or recognised as a
trade union however described under the law of a
State or Territory; and thirdly, an association of
employees, a principle purpose of which is the
protection and promotion of employees interests in
matters concerning their employment.

Some months ago, when trying to sell the State
Insurance Office, the former Treasurer, the
honourable member for Northcote, tried to sell the
names and addresses of all public servants. It did
not get off the ground because the Labor movement
revolted. If the Labor Party believes the names and
addresses of public servants should not be given to
private companies why should those same names
and addresses be given to the trade union
movement? The mly reason is self interest. After all,
who decides who should be nominated to
Parliament to represent the Labor Party? Is it the
trade union bosses, including John Halfpenny and
Wally Curran, the close friend of the former Premier
and the honourable member for Springvale?
The Bill will help public servants to maintain their
rights. They can belong to unions if they wish, and I
am happy about that. Members of my staff belong to
a trade union and that is their right. I have no right
to say that they must belong to a trade union. The
Labor Party is in opposition, and will remain in
opposition for some years to come because of its
conservative attitude. The Labor Party does not
want change, it wants to protect its mates.
The honourable member for Footscray, who is no
longer a friend of the former Premier, would know
deep in his heart that the Bill proposes that all
people should have the freedom of choice, and for
those reasons, I support the Bill.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I thank all
honourable members who have contributed to the

The Leader of the Opposition and other honourable
members should gain comfort from the fact that the
definition of "trade union" is covered in the
Commonwealth Act.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr KENNEIT - As you know from discussions
we had earlier, it is quite clear that that applies in
the State arena. A query was raised about the
Minister responsible for the operation of the Act. It is
with pleasure that I inform the House that I have
responsibility for matters relating to the public
sector or Public Service, and therefore the Act will
come under my jurisdiction. That may change from
time to time, but I do not envisage it changing for
the next 10 to 15 years.
It was said that the Minister's approval for payroll

deductions for trade union dues would not be
forthcoming unless the employee had requested or
authorised that deduction. In other words, it is all
right if the employee agrees to the deduction and if
I, as the responsible Minister, agree to the deduction.
However, it must be understood that it cannot be
done without the approval of the employee, and
employees within the public sector should gain
comfort from that fact.
The opposition suspects that the legislation could be
used selectively to approve the deduction of union
fees for one employee while withholding approval
for the deduction of union fees for another,
notwithstanding that they may belong to the same
union and work with the same employer. I want to
dispel that fear. The legislation will not discriminate
in that way. If authority to deduct union fees is
granted it will apply to all members of the union
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who wish to be members of that union and who
work with a particular employer.
I understand members of the opposition being
concerned about the legislation. The honourable
member for Springvale did not totally disagree with
the concept of the Bill; he disagreed with some
aspects of it but he did not totally write it off. There
is a fundamental difference, and the government is
proud that the passage of the Employee Relations
Bill and this Bill will place Victoria at the forefront of
industrial change that will enable individuals,
regardless of age, to be free to determine their own
work styles.
If an employer group, a political party or a union
performs in such a way as to encourage people to
become members, individuals will have the right to
choose whether to jOin such organisations. Never
again in Victoria will anyone be compelled to join a
political party, an employer group or a union. That
has not been the case in this country for much longer
than my lifetime. The passing of this Bill and the
Employee Relations Bill are giant steps forward in
returning to individuals the opportunity of taking
control of their own lives. That should not be taken
lightly.

No other State allows people to work within the
public sector or Public Service without being a
member of the relevant unions. No other
government at State or Commonwealth level makes
it an offence to intimidate an individual who
chooses not to join a union. In Victoria such
intimidation will be outside the law and the law will
be used to protect the individual rather than the
organisa tion.

It is an awful concept that a person working in the
Public Service or public sector - a citizen paid for
by the rest of us - can have his or her name and
address handed over to another body. That insidious
practice occurred during the past 10 years. It
intimidates individuals, it threatens them and it
gives tremendous power and authority to those who
obtain the lists. That practice will finish on the day
this Bill is proclaimed, which will be within the next
10 days. It is a major reinforcement of individual
rights in Victoria. I do not know whether that
practice occurs in other States - it may in States
dominated by Labor governments - but I hope the
lead Victoria is showing will have an effect on the
rest of the country.
The honourable member for Preston asked about the
transitional phase. Nothing will be done until the
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legislation receives Royal assent. The Bill Simply
gives the Minister responsible - Mr Leighton interjected.
Mr KENNElT -It gives the Minister the
authority. The government will work to a set of
arrangements; it will work with employee and
employer organisations on a project-type basis.
Never again will there be the universal passing on to
union organisations of employees' names, addresses
or telephone numbers.

I thank honourable members who have contributed
to the debate. I say to the Victorian people that the
Bill signals a fresh start for the State. It reinforces
once again the independence of individuals and
gives people the opportunity to take control of their
own lives. That has to be good for this State.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time allotted for
debate on the second reading of this Bill has expired.
The question is:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 60
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiII,Mrs

Madellan,Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES

McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr

Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr
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Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr (Teller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiII, Mrs (Teller)
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr (Teller)

Motion agreed to.

Noes, 27
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
The CHAIRMAN - Order! The time allotted for
debate on this Bill has expired.
Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Reported to House without amendment.

Third reading

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis, Mr (Teller)
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr (Teller)
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:

Motion agreed to.

That this Bill be now read a third time.

Read third time.

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr

Marple, Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson, Mrs

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - By leave, I move:
Library Committee
That Mr Speaker, Mr Baker, Mr Batchelor, Mrs Peulich
and Mr Treasure be members of the Library
Committee; and that the committee have leave to sit on
days on which the House does not meet.
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Printing Committee
That(a) Mr Speaker, Mr Andrianopoulos, Or Coghill,
Mr Maughan, Mr Richardson, Mr Wells and Mrs
Wilson be members of the Printing Committee;
(b) the committee have power to send for persons,

papers and records and to sit on days which the
House does not meet;
(c)

Economic Development Committee
(c) Mr Ashley, Mr Batchelor, Mr Kennan, Mr Leighton
and Mr Treasure be members of the Economic
Development Committee.

Environment and Natural Resources Committee
(d) Mrs Marple, Mr Pandazopoulos and Mr Perrin be
members of the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee.

Law Reform Committee

three to be the quorum; and

(d) the committee have power to confer with the
Printing Committee of the Legislative Council and
to jointly report thereon to the House.

(e) Mr Cole, Mr Dean, Mr Loney, Mr Ryan, Or Vaughan
and Mr Wells be members of the Law Reform
Committee.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee

Privileges Committee
(f)

That a Select Committee be appointed to inquire into
and report upon complaints of breach of privilege
referred to it by the House; such committee to consist of
Mr Cooper, Mr Micallef, Mr Perton, Mr Ryan,
Mr Sheehan, Mr E. R. Smith, Mr Thomson,
Mr Thwaites and Mr Weideman; and that the
committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records; to sit on days on which the House does not
meet and to move from place to place; four to be the
quorum.

Standing Orders Committee
That a Select Committee be appointed to consider and
report upon the Standing Orders of the House, such
committee to consist of Mr Speaker, Or Coghill,
Mr Cunningham, Mr Jasper, Mr Leigh, Mr Richardson
and Mr Seitz; and that the committee have leave to sit
on days on which the House does not meet; five to be
the quorum.

Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - By leave, I move:
That, contingent on the coming into operation of the
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Act 1992-

Community Development Committee
(a) Mrs Elliott, Mrs Garbutt, Mr Leigh, Mr Maughan,
Mr Micallef and Mrs Peulich be members of the
Community Development Committee.

Crime Prevention Committee
(b) Mr Doyle, Mr Kilgour, Mr Lupton, Mr Rowe,
Mr Sandon, Mr Sercombe and Mrs Wilson be
members of the Crime Prevention Committee.
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Mr Baker, Mr Hyams, Mr A. F. Plowman, Mr E. R.
Smith, Mr Thomson and Mr Weideman be
members of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee.

Public Bodies Review Committee
(g) Mr Andrianopoulos, Mr Cooper, Mr Dollis and
Mr Haermeyer be members of the Public Bodies
Review Committee.

Road Safety Committee
(h) Mr Cunningham, Mr McLellan, Mr Mildenhall and
Mr Richardson be members of the Road Safety
Committee.

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
(i)

Or Coghill, Mr Jasper, Mr Perton, Mr Thompson,
Mr Roper and Mr Thwaites be members of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee.

Motion agreed to.

TABLING OF REPORT
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - Mr Speaker, on a point of
order, you will be aware that one of the important
tasks for departments is to report to Parliament
under the Annual Reporting Act. The Act provides
that as soon as possible after the end of each
financial year every Minister shall, in respect of each
administration for which he is responsible, cause to
be prepared in accordance with section 10 a report of
the operation of the department during that
financial year. The section sets out how the reporting
is then to occur.
Mr Speaker, I direct to your attention a report
purported to be tabled in Parliament under the
Annual Reporting Act from the Department of
Agriculture. The report contains a letter from
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Mr Robin Lawson, the acting secretary of the
department, written to a person who was purported
to be the Minister for Agriculture, but who was not
the Minister at the time but the honourable member
for Wimmera. I should like to know whether that
report was tabled in accordance with the legislation.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order. I instruct the Clerks to write to the
department to establish the steps necessary to deal
with the matter.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - Mr Speaker,
on a point of order, I pass you a running sheet which
I understand is the usual running sheet for the
Orders of the Day for the consideration of Council
amendments by this House. I raise the point of order
in respect of a number of matters. Mr Speaker, you
will see that on the running sheet - Mr KENNETI (Premier) - Mr Speaker, on
another point of order, can honourable members
have a copy of that sheet? If the honourable member
for Broadmeadows intends referring to it all
members should have a copy of it.
The SPEAKER - Order! On the point of order
raised by the Premier, if the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition wishes to raise a point of order on what
is written on a piece of paper that paper should be in
the hands of honourable members. I will resume the
chair in 5 minutes to allow time for that paper to be
distributed.
Sitting suspended 12.57 p.m. until 1.7 p.m.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On the point
of order, Mr Speaker, when the House considered
the Legislative Council amendments to the
Employee Relations Bill there was debate on
whether the amendments should be considered by
the House one at a time or together. The Employee
Relations Bill imposes a new range of criminal and
civil liabilities on individuals.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the OppOSition should get to his point of order and
not canvass other Bills that have been dealt with by
the House.
Mr KENNAN - The matter is relevant to the
point of order because the running list that is
provided supports the case that the Minister ought
to have been called and then called to explain the
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amendments. From my recollection of the debate the
Minister, firstly, was not called and, secondly, was
not called to explain the amendments - and he did
not do so.
It is understood that this is the last sitting day of the

House for this calendar year and pOSSibly for some
months. Because the Employee Relations Bill
imposes new criminal and civil penalties it will be
the subject of litigation in one form or another. If we
are to perform our functions as Parliamentarians
and as a Parliament it is important that the full
proceedings of the debate be available for scrutiny.
It is unfortunate that the House is not functioning
properly as a House of Parliament because copies of
the Daily Hansard for Thursday and Friday are not
available. That is not a reflection on either the
Hansard staff or you, Mr Speaker. I also understand
that the tapes of proceedings are not readily
available.
I request that the sitting of the House be suspended
so that honourable members can listen to the tapes
covering this procedure so that any further points of
order can be raised in the House and recorded in
Hansard before the session ends. The House has tha t
responsibility to the public because certain measures
that appear to have been passed may not have been
validly passed by Parliament.
If Hansard is not made available - and this is the

nub of the point of order - before Parliament rises
today, there will not be an opportunity until
February or March to put matters relating to the
issue before Parliament. In the normal course, were
it not for the extraordinary fact of the operation of
Hansard being brought to its knees by the
government - The SPEAKER - Order! On the point of order.
Mr KENNAN - Normally the opportunity exists
for honourable members to make points of order
and to raise matters while they are still current. I
seek the opportunity for this House to be in the same
position as any functioning House of Parliament
normally is - that is, having access to Hansard
contemporaneously with the House sitting. I do not
seek complete contemporaneity; I seek an extract of
Hansard relating to the matter.
Further, in respect of my remarks on the Bill and the
amendments that will be proposed, I am prepared to
put them separately if the Premier wishes. I
foreshadow that I shall take a point of order in
respect of further amendments. The point of order
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may involve some repetition, and that is why I
sought to put the matter now. If it suits the
convenience of the House that I put the matter
separately, I am happy to do so. I need to elaborate
on the issue. The Premier has now indicated that he
would prefer me to deal with the matter separately,
and I am happy to do that.
It is qui te wrong for members of Parliament not to

have Hansard or the tapes of the debate available for
scrutiny. It is an erosion of our fundamental political
rights and it can be corrected.
Mr Kennett - That was dealt with yesterday!
Mr KENN AN - It can be corrected by you,
Mr Speaker, giving permission for us to listen to the
tapes and, if necessary, having the relevant parts of
the tapes transcribed so that further matters may be
raised before the current session ends.
The importance of this goes to the fact that the
Employee Relations Bill has apparently been passed
not in accordance with the proper procedures of the
House. Members of the public are entitled to know
whether that is so.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposi tion has based his point of order on
Hansard being available and on a document that is a
running sheet of this Parliament. The document he
produces has no force or effect, as he should well
know; it is for the guidance of honourable members
and the Chair. Whether such guidance is by way of
plural or singular documents does not matter. Many
such documents are produced. They are provided
for the guidance of honourable members and the
Chair and alterations to them are made accordingly.

When a Bill is returned from the Legislative Council
with amendments such amendments shall be read
twice and agreed to, or agreed to with amendments, or
disagreed to, or the further consideration thereof be put
off for three to six months, or the Bill ordered to be laid
aside.

I am entitled to put the point of order to you for
your consideration. I put it to you that there is
considerable doubt as to whether on the occasion
being discussed the provisions of Standing Order
No. 160 were complied with. The running sheet to
which you have referred is in fact the running sheet
that is followed by the Chair in the application of
Standing Order No. 160. My point is that there is
doubt in my mind and in the minds of others as to
whether the provisions of Standing Order No. 160
were complied with. I seek access to the Hansard
record to confirm whether it complies with the
Standing Order.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled on
that matter. The availability of Hansard does not
affect the running of the House.
As to the doubt in the mind of the honourable
member for Werribee, the Chair has no such doubt. I
do not uphold the point of order.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION
(WORKCOVER) BILL
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.

Council's amendments:
1.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Werribee will have to make it
abundantly clear that he is not speaking on the point
of order on which I have already ruled.
Or COG HILL - I am, indeed, Mr Speaker. I
direct your attention to Standing Order No. 160,
which provides:

Clause 2, after line 9, insert "() Sub-section (2) of section 63 is deemed to have
come into operation on 29 October 1992.

The availability of Hansard is beyond my control, but
the availability of Hansard does not affect the
workings of this House. There is no point of order.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) - On a further point of
order, Mr Speaker - -

1053

()

Sub-section (1) of section 36 comes into
operation on a day to be proclaimed.".

2.

Clause 10, page 48, line 11, after "99" insert "120, 218
or Division 6A of Part IV".

3.

Clause 10, page 48, after line 32, insert"(3) The County Court must not hear proceedings
to which this section applies unless the parties
have attended a conference with a conciliator.
(4) The Minister(a) may appoint persons to act as conciliators
for the purposes of sub-section (3); and
(b) may give directions about the procedures

for conferences under that sub-section.".
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Clause 10, page 49, after line 23 insert "42B. Transitional: final conclusion of proceedings
(1) This section applies to proceedings in the
Accident Compensation Tribunal that had
been determined by the Tribunal before the
commencement of section 10 of the Accident
Compensation (WorkCover) Act 1992 but
that were not finally concluded before that
commencement.
(2) A person who (a) is a judge of the County Court; and
(b) was a member of the Accident
Compensation Tribunal immediately
before the commencement of section 10 of
the Accident Compensation (WorkCover)
Act1992continues to be a member of, and constitutes,
the Accident Compensation Tribunal which
continues in existence for the purposes of
determining any matter arising after that
commencement in any proceedings to which
this section applies.
(3) For the purposes of this section, the Tribunal
may exercise such powers and perform such
functions as it could have exercised or
performed in relation to the proceedings
immediately before the commencement of
section 10 of the Accident Compensation
(WorkCover) Act 1992 and, for the purpose of
finally concluding the proceedings, this Act
applies as if it had not been amended by that
section.".

5.
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Clause 46, after line 16 insert -

'(1) In section 135(I)(b) of the Principal Act, after
"83(2)" insert "as in force immediately before the
commencement of section 46 of the Accident
Compensation (WorkCover) Act 1992.".'
6.

Clause 46, lines 19 and 20, omit "recover pecuniary
loss in accordance with sub-section (1)," and insert
"to which sub-section (1) applies,".

7.

Clause 46, line 21, after "I35A" insert It, and any other
relevant provisions,".

8.

Clause 46, page 109, line 2, after "section" insert "or
section 135(1)".

9.

Clause 46, page 109, lines 3 to 5, omit proposed
sub-section (2) and insert "(2) A worker may recover damages in respect of
an injury arising out of, or in the course of, or
due to the nature of, employment -

(a) if employment of that nature was a
Significant contributing factor, and the
injury is a serious injury and arose on or
after 1 December 1992; or
(b) if the injury is a serious injury and arose
before that date but the incapacity arising
from the injury did not become known
until that date or a later date.".
10. Clause 46, page 113, after line 21 insert "(18) If judgment is obtained, or a compromise or
settlement made in proceedings in respect of
an injury, the Authority or self-insurer is not
liable (a) where pecuniary loss damages are awarded,
to make payments under section 93A, 938
or 93C in respect of the injury; or
(b) where pain and suffering damages are
awarded, to make payments under section 98
or 98A in respect of the injury.".
11. Clause 46, page 113, line 22, omit "(18)" and insert
"(19)".

12. Clause 46, page 114, lines 6 to 12, omit proposed
sub-section (1) and insert"(1) This section applies to (a) proceedings to which section 135(1) as in
force immediately before the
commencement of section 46 of the
Accident Compensation (WorkCover)
Act 1992 applies that had been
commenced before, but the hearing of
which had not begun before, that
commencement; and
(b) proceedings (other than proceedings to
which section 135(1) as in force after the
commencement of the Accident
Compensation (WorkCover) Act 1992
applies) commenced on or after 1
December 1992 to recover damages in
respect of an injury arising before that
date.
(2) A worker who is, or the dependants of a
worker, who are, or may be, entitled to
compensation in respect of any injury arising
before 1 December 1992 shall not, in
proceedings in respect of the injury, recover
any damages except in accordance with this
section or section 135(1) or section 135A.".
13. Clause 46, page 114, line 13, omit "(2)" and insert
"(3)".
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14. Clause 46, page 114, line 13, omit ", or the

dependants of a worker,".
15. Clause 46, page 114, line 16, omit "under" and insert

"in accordance with".
16. Clause 46, page 114, lines 24 to 31, omit proposed
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That the words "taken into consideration forthwith" be
omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the
words "that further consideration be put off for three
months".

Honourable members interjecting.

sub-section (3).
17. Clause 46, page 114, line 37, after "1992" insert "or

the commencement of the proceedings, whichever
is the later".
lB. Clause 46, page lIS, after line 4, insert -

"(5) The Minister (a) may appoint persons to act as conciliators
for the purposes of sub-section (4); and
(b) may give directions about the procedures

for conferences under that sub-section.".
19. Clause 46, page lIS, line 5, omit "(5)" and insert "(6)

The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition is entitled to move his amendment. I
will hear him in silence.
Mr KENNAN - I seek that further consideration
of the Council's amendments be put off for three
months so that a further amendment may be
prepared to give effect to the undertaking given
yesterday by the Minister in charge of the Bill in the
Legislative Council, the Minister responsible for
WorkCare, to remove the discriminatory clauses
relating to illegal immigrants, and to allow for
proper Parliamentary scrutiny of the amendments.

In proceedings to which this section applies,".

20. Clause 46, page lIS, line 18, omit "(6)" and insert
"(7)".

21. Clause 46, page lIS, line 26, omit "135(7)." and insert
"13SA(7)."
22. Clause 63, line 12, before '1t" insert "(1)".
23. Clause 63, page 127, line 7, omit "46(2)" and insert
"46(3)".
24. Clause 63, page 127, line 13, omit "46(2)" and insert
"46(3)".
25. Clause 63, page 127, after line 13, insert -

'(2) In section B5 of the Constitution Act 1975, after
sub-section (B) insert "(9) Section 63 of the Accident Compensation
(WorkCover) Act 1992 alters or varies this
section to the extent necessary to limit the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court as
specified in that section and has effect as a
direct amendment of this section.".'.
26. Clause 64, page 129, line 11, omit "12BK" and insert
"1 29K".

Mr PESCOTI (Minister for Industry Services)I move:
That the amendments be printed and taken into
consideration forthwith.

Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - I wish to
move an amendment to the question before the
Chair. I move:

The sad facts in respect of the proposed legislation
are these: the Bill is an important piece of legislation;
it has been described by members of the government
as a profoundly important piece of legislation.
Indeed, the government places great store on the
passage of the legislation.
The Bill was introduced into the Legislative
Assembly and debate on it was guillotined, with
only a short time allowed. Some 152 amendments
were rammed through the House without debate on
a clause-by-clause basis. Such a procedure may raise
questions in itself, but it is extraordinary that a Bill
of some 134 pages with amendments to countless
sections of the Accident Compensation Act should
have been transmitted in such a way to the
Legislative Council.
The Bill sacks judges and retrospectively deals with
the rights of injured workers, yet it has been
subjected to the extreme measure, as referred to in
May, of the guillotine of this House.
It was then taken over to the Legislative Council
where at some stage yesterday -again I say how
extremely difficult it is to proceed properly because
Hansard is unavailable - more than 20 further
amendments were moved by the government at
short notice. Those amendments are now before the
House. The opposition moved some
100 amendments, some of which related to the
provisions in the Bill dealing with illegal immigrants.

The Bill is harsh in a number of ways. It sacks
judges, which is a first in Victoria and pOSSibly in
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Australia, and it removes retrospectively the rights
of injured people. It has proceeded without public
scrutiny, and that speaks volumes for the fact that
Parliament has been brought to its knees by the
action of the government guillotining in excess of
20 Bills. More Bills have been guillotined in the past
three weeks than were guillotined in the last four
years of the former government.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to come to his point.
Mr KENNAN - Even though the Bill was not
subject to any real scrutiny in this place, the
government used the guillotine motion to put
through 152 amendments. The Bill then went to the
Upper House where at short notice - I understand
it was yesterday afternoon, that is, Friday - the
government moved a further 20 amendments and
the opposition moved 120 amendments. The debate
in the Upper House continued all night.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - Mr Speaker, on
a point of order, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is canvassing in considerable detail the
substance of the debate in the Legislative Council
relating to this matter. Standing Order No. 95 states:
No member shall allude to any debate in the other
House of Parliament or to any measure pending
therein, except that whenever a Member of this House
believes himself to have been seriously misrepresented
by statements made in the same Session in the other
House of Parliament, he may, having established to the
satisfaction of Mr Speaker that he had been seriously
misrepresented, seek leave of the House to make a
personal statement in refutation or by way of
explanation. This statement may not be debated.

I submit that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
dearly breaching the opening injunction of that
Standing Order.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, the Treasurer has read Standing Order
No. 95, but the interpretation of the House in
relation to that Standing Order is that it refers to
extensive quoting from debates in another place. It
does not mean that an honourable member cannot
refer to amendments in another place. The practical
reality is that if the Minister were not able to refer to
amendments or to undertakings that had been made
by a Minister in another place he would not have an
opportunity to do or say anything. When a Minister
is dealing with a Bill he or she frequently refer to
undertakings that have been made in another place.

Friday, 13 November 1992

It is not possible for the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to refer specifically to debates in another
place because, as he has already pointed out to the
House, the details of those debates are not available
because of the huge pressure that has been placed on
Hansard.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has made it
dear that undertakings have been given in another
place, and until those undertakings are adequately
dealt with these proceedings should not go forward
this afternoon.
Or COGHILL (Werribee) -On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, if the point of order raised by the
Treasurer were to be upheld it would make arrant
nonsense of the proceedings of the House.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
on the point of order to make a ruling. I do not
uphold the point of order made by the Treasurer,
but I inform the Deputy Leader of the OppOSition
that when he refers to the proceedings in the Upper
House to support his argument he cannot refer to
the full debate.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - I am
concerned that the Bill has provisions within it
which relate to-Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - Mr Speaker, on
a point of order, I submit that the amendment
foreshadowed by the Leader of the Opposition
infringes Standing Order No. 95 because to make his
case it is essential for the honourable member to
recite a direct extract from the debate apparently
conducted in the Legislative Council. The
amendment foreshadowed by the Deputy Leader of
the OppOSition is out of order and I urge you,
Mr Speaker, to rule it out of order.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, I again put it to you that such an
interpretation of Standing Order No. 95 would make
arrant nonsense of the manner in which this House
must deal with any amendments to Bills made by
the Council. In dealing with Council amendments
the House is dealing with matters moved and
resolved in that place. Words that have been
recorded in Hansard as having been uttered in the
Legislative Council are then transmitted to the
Legislative Assembly. If one were to establish a
precedent allowing only narrow reference or
allusion to proceedings in the other place, as is
proposed by the Treasurer, it would be impossible
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for the House at any stage to properly consider
Council amendments to Bills.
The SPEAKER -Order! I rule that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition can refer to the content of
his foreshadowed amendment, but he cannot
canvass debate that took place in the Upper House. I
ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to assist
the Chair by staying within those confines.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - The purpose
of the amendment and the reason I want to move it
is twofold: firstly, the definition of "worker" in the
Bill excludes an illegal entrant within the meaning of
the Commonwealth Migration Act 1958 or a person
who currently holds a valid visa or a valid entry
permit that is subject to a condition that the person
not engage in work.
I understand that to mean that an employer may
have paid the appropriate levy for a worker who is
an illegal immigrant but that that person is
discriminated against even though the premium has
been paid and all the other conditions are met. The
Minister in charge of the Bill in another place gave
an undertaking - Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, you have ruled that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is not to canvass debates in
another place. You have not ruled that the further
amendment he is suggesting is intrinsically out of
order because it canvasses and summarises a debate
in another place.
Mr Speaker, you must uphold my objection to such
an amendment because it would infringe Standing
Orders in that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
immediately before I rose on a point of order, in
referring to his further proposed amendment went
to the debate in another place, as he must do in
canvassing what he alleges to have been the subject
of debate in the Legislative Council. The purpose of
the Standing Order is to establish a standard of
regularity in this House about dealing with Bills
dealt with in the other House.
This House has to consider and limit its
considerations to the outcome of the debate in the
Legislative Council. It is not within the province of
the Legislative Assembly to canvass the
proceedings, as distinct from the outcome, in the
Legislative Council, otherwise the division of
functions between the two Houses would be
meaningless.
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I put it to you that the purpose of the Standing
Order would be infringed, and not just technically;
the very basis of the reason for the existence of the
Standing Order would be challenged by the
procedure proposed by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) - On the point of
order, the Treasurer raised two points. If my hearing
and recollection is to be relied on, Mc Speaker, you
ruled on the point of order raised by the Treasurer.
Therefore the matter is not an issue in the way he
seeks to contest that it is.
I remind you, Mr Speaker, that when the House is
dealing with amendments to a Bill there is a card on
which the Minister in charge of the Bill records
undertakings, amendments and like matters, which,
as I understand it, are part of the record that is
transmitted to the other place and from the other
place.
Mr Speaker, you have already ruled on the point of
order and, in any event, it is entirely competent for
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to include in
an amendment words such as he has used, because
those words are clearly relevant to the principal
matter of the original motion.
Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - I support the
Treasurer on his point of order. The further
amendment proposed by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition would include the words "the Upper
House" and refer to the debate. They were the
words given to the table officers. The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition should have moved that the
debate be adjourned forthwith for three months and
left it at that, but he proposed to add a tail referring
to the Upper House and the debate in the Upper
House; therefore, the Treasurer is correct in raising
the point of order.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
proposing to include in the amendment he has
foreshadowed references to debate and
undertakings in the Upper House. Such an
amendment is out of order.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - I shall move a
further amendment - The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to resume his seat.
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Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services) Imove-Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, 1 had the call and you asked me
to resume my seat.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition did have the call and 1 now call him.
Mr KENNAN - I have moved that further
consideration of these amendments be put off for
three months.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is in effect proposing to delete the word
"forthwith" and insert "three months"?
Mr KENNAN - Yes. This Bill, which sacks
judges and affects workers' rights - Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the amendment moved by the Deputy
Leader of the OppOSition concerns the narrow issue
of time - whether the amendments should be
considered forthwith or in three months. It is not
appropriate for the honourable member to canvass
other issues. Mr Speaker, you must ensure that he
keeps to the narrow issue of time.
The SPEAKER - Orul:r! I was about to bring the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition back to the motion,
which is on the question of time.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - The
amendment should be carried because this Bill was
rushed into Parliament in an unsatisfactory state. It
was introduced into this Chamber and reqUired 152
amendments. It is an importc It and extensive
Bill-Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, 1 refer you to Standing Order No.
160 and put to you that the procedure required by
that Standing Order is not being followed. It
separates the contribution into two parts and states:
When a Bill is returned from the Legislative Council
with amendments such amendments shall be read
twice and agreed to, or agreed to with amendments, or
disagreed to, or the further consideration thereof be put
off for three or six months, or the Bill ordered to be laid
aside.
My recollection is that the amendments have not
been read twice, but that is the procedure that brings
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the amendments before the House. Until that takes
place and is completed the step being contemplated
by the Leader of the Opposition is not open to him.
The House is not in a position to deliberate on
whether it agrees with the amendments, disagrees
with them or further postpones consideration of
them until they have been read twice.
1 submit to you, Mr Speaker, that the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition has to wait until the amendments
are read twice before he can move a procedural
motion.

The SPEAKER - Order! The practice has been
that, the message having been read, the question is
that the amendments should be taken into
consideration forthwith or whenever. When that
question is settled the practice has been that the
question is put and the amendments are read a
second time. 1 do not uphold the point of order.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - The reason it
is appropriate to consider these amendments in
three months time rather than today is because the
Bill is of fundamental importance - something all
members agree on. It sacks judges and it varies, to
put it in a neutral way, the entitlements to injured
workers.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member must stick to the question of time and not
canvass the finer details of the Bill, as he is doing at
present.
Mr KENNAN - The fundamental importance of
the Bill and the magnitude of the issues it raises are
directly relevant to the question of time. To claim
that a Bill simply confinns what all honourable
members know would not be persuasive when
arguing for more time. But the sweeping nature of
the Bill and the extent to which it affects the
individual rights of workers is obviously relevant to
the question and deserves weighty consideration.
Because the Bill was rushed through this place the
House was not given the chance to adequately
debate it. Some 152 amendments were dealt with at
short notice; only 2 or 3 hours were
allotted - An honourable member interjected.
Mr KENNAN - That is not irrelevant. The
House must consider the time that has been given to
the consideration of the Bill in order to make a
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decision on the time to be given to the consideration
of the amendments.
Mr PES COlT (Minister for Industry Services) On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Deputy Leader

of the Opposition is referring to amendments that
were made in the other place, not amendments that
were dealt with in this place. The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition should have had sufficient time to
read the amendments between the conclusion of the
debate on the Bill in this place and the conclusion of
the debate in the other place. The amendments were
not printed in braille! The amendments before the
Chair were made by the other place.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition must confine his remarks to the
amendments as they relate to the question of time. I
will allow him to proceed, but I warn him that he is
running out of rope.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) -As to the 25 or
so amendments before the Chair, which have been
made to the Bill that has been - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENN AN - I am referring to the
amendments that will shortly be considered by the
Chamber or, depending on the success of the
amendment I have moved, in three months - The SPEAKER -Order! I suggest to the
honourable member for Broadmeadows that it is
about time he tested his amendment.
Mr KENNAN - These amendments were made
at short notice yesterday. They have been wheeled in
today, and the opposition has not seen them and has
not had the chance - The SPEAKER - Order! It is no good the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition raising his voice to the
Chair. I have already made my ruling. I will not be
bullied.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct to your attention a
distinction between two issues. The first is the issue
of the time allotted to the proceedings of the House.
The second concerns whether the Legislative
Council should or should not have agreed to the
amendments. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
is arguing the latter point, and that is not open to
him under Standing Orders.
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His canvassing of the procedures of the Legislative
Council is clearly in breach of Standing Orders. His
line of argument is absolutely fatal to the distinction
between the two Houses and threatens the very
existence of the bicameral nature of this Parliament.
He cannot be allowed to mount an attack on that
basis.
Mr RaPER (Coburg) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, I put it to you that in moving an
amendment such as that moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, which is in order, an
honourable member is bound to explain to the
House, certainly not in copious detail, but
adequately, why he or she believes the amendments
should be considered not immediately but after
some time has elapsed. The question of time has
been canvassed often in this place during the past
three weeks. It is quite appropriate for an
honourable member to explain to you and to other
honourable members the matters underlying the
need for additional time.
In this instance the case being put by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is that the Significant
amendments made by the other place need the
attention of this House and that it is not possible to
adequately consider those amendments or the
reasons for them unless more time is available.
Under Standing Orders the amendments not only
can be agreed to or disagreed with but may be
amended and returned to the other place for its
considera tion.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is putting to
you, Mr Speaker, that it is not appropriate for the
House to be forced to consider in only a brief time
amendments made by the other place only a short
while ago. The consideration of the amendments
needs more time, and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has suggested that three months would
be adequate.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) -On the point of order, Mr Speaker,
the relevant words are "forthwith" and "three
months". In other words, the question is whether the
amendments are to be dealt with forthwith or in
three months time. Questions about particular
amendments, where they were made and what
transpired have nothing to do with the question
before the Chair.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been
trying to push and shove and to overturn the
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business of the House - although more quietly than
he usually does. I understand how tired he must feel!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is trying to
delay and frustrate the conduct of business.
Although the forms of the House allow him to do so,
he should not be allowed to go beyond the confines
of the amendment he has moved.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUDE - The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition moved the amendment; no-one on this
side of the House moved it for him! No-one on this
side of the House supports him, and he knows that!
The amendments have been canvassed extensively
in the other place. The question before the Chair is
whether the amendments be dealt with forthwith or
in three months time. I suggest the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition be brought back to the amendment
he has moved and that it be dealt with expeditiously
by the House.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) -On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, I put it to you that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has made clear his
arguments on why the House needs three months to
consider the amendments rather than considering
them today.
It would be nonsensical if the Deputy Leader of the

Opposition could advance arguments only on the
difference in meaning between "forthwith" and "for
three months". He has advanced to the House, for
the consideration of all honourable members who
will be expected to vote on the matter, the reasons
why there should be an adjournment of the House's
consideration of the amendments for three months. I
suggest, Mr Speaker, that in putting his case the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition appeared to be less
tired, confused and misguided than the Leader of
the House.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. I advise the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, however, that if, in conjunction with
canvassing his amendments, he canvasses issues
that are before the Upper House, I will no longer
hear him. He knows he has a difficult task. I have a
difficult task. The confines of the debate are narrow
and he should be debating the question of time.
Within those two extremely narrow limits I will hear
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - As the
Minister for Industry and Employment said, the
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issues in relation to time are the differences between
"now" and "three months". It is proposed that we
now consider more than 20 amendments, about
which the House has no prior notice and which the
government did not circulate to honourable
members.
This extremely important Bill touches on a wide
range of issues and the amendments were
transmitted from the other place only in the last
hour or two. We are now being asked to consider
them forthwith -not tomorrow, next week or in a
fortnight's time -without canvassing the debates of
the other place or referring to the outcomes of the
amendments from the other place. What the
government is putting to the House, and why my
point on the question of time is so important - Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I put it to you that the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has got his amendment wrong. We
are now debating whether we should consider the
amendments forthwith. Honourable members in this
House have not seen the amendments; they will not
know how many there are until a motion to deal
with them forthwith is introduced.
This House does not know anything about the
amendments. When the amendments are received
we can proceed under Standing Order No. 160.
When that happens, the amendments can either be
agreed to, agreed to with further amendments,
disagreed with, or their further consideration can be
put off for three to six months.
Because the House has not received the
amendments, it is inappropriate and out of order for
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to say there are
20 amendments, let alone canvass what they might
contain.
The motion that the amendments will be dealt with
forthwith will allow them to be presented to the
House, which then has a number of options. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has got it wrong
again. My point of order is that the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition is out of order for even
mentioning the amendments let alone announcing
how many there are because the House is now
debating only whether to introduce them forthwith
or in three months time.
Once the amendments are introduced we can deal
with them according to Standing Order No. 160.
Clearly the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is out
of order and it is about time we moved on.
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Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
The SPEAKER - Order! This is a difficult point
of order on which to rule. The question before the
Chair is whether the amendments should be
considered forthwith or in terms of the amendment
moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I
believe the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is in
order so long as he keeps within the narrow confines
of time. I believe, however, he is starting to become
repetitive and I suggest that he rounds off his
argument.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - Although it
may not be alluded to in the debate, one of the
considerations that must be understood on the
question of time is the government's reasons for
proposing the amendments. One of the relevant
considerations in deciding whether the House
should consider the amendments forthwith or in
three months is that when the Employee Relations
Bill was dealt with the government did not explain
the amendments.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is straying from the point on time and is
canvassing wider issues. I point out to the House
and to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that the
purpose of this motion is to get the amendments into
the House in the first place. In my view the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is frustrating and delaying
that point. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
must not canvass wider issues, but must confine
himself to the narrow debate.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I go further than your ruling and
draw attention to Standing Order No. 160. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has proposed that
further consideration of the amendments be delayed
for three months. Indeed, he expressly adopted the
words that appear at the end of Standing Order
No. 160. However, Standing Order No. 160 does not
say that consideration thereof be put off for three or
six months; it says that the further consideration
thereof be put off for three or six months.
I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that there is no basis
upon which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
can move his amendment to the motion now
because the Standing Order presupposes that before
a motion to postpone matters for further
consideration for three to six months can be
introduced the amendments must be before the
House. That is why I put it to you, Sir, that the
Standing Order requires that the amendments be
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read twice in order to be introduced into the House.
The House then decides whether it deals with them
by way of agreeing, disagreeing, amending or
holding them over for three or six months.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will have the
opportunity of moving his motion in accordance
with the Standing Order, but he cannot do so in a
way that precludes the introduction of the
amendments into the House. There is nothing novel
about that; that is the standard practice with any
matter that comes before the House - there is a first
and second reading and then the House deliberates
on what course of action will be adopted.
I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that not only is the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition's amendment to
the motion premature under the strict wording of
the Standing Order, but intrinsically the nature of
the conduct of the business of the House demands
that the amendments be brought before the House
by being read twice. That is plainly consistent with
the procedures of Standing Order No. 160 and with
the way the House deals with everything that comes
before it.
If the motion to deal with these amendments

forthwith were to be defeated the House would have
to determine at what time it would deal with them.
However, until the House decides whether or not to
deal with them forthwith, thus bringing them before
the House, the amendment is out of order and any
attempt to rely upon the concluding words of
Standing Order No. 160 is out of order because it is
attempting to move for consideration, not further
considera tion.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, honourable members who have been in
this place for any length of time will be aware that
when amendments come from the Upper House the
normal practice is that they are taken into
consideration on the next day, whereas the motion
in this instance is that they be dealt with forthwith,
which is the unusual event.
Indeed, members who have had the responsibility in
the past will be aware that it is frequently a matter
between the parties. Obviously that has not
happened on this occasion because various members
have different views about the matter. It is normal
practice for this House to delay consideration of the
matter until some time has passed.
Mr Gude interjected.
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Mr ROPER - It is easy to understand why the
Leader of the House is becoming agitated. On the
majority of occasions when a similar motion has
been moved the word "forthwith" has not been
included.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:

Kilgour,Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
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Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
We\1s,Mr

That the question be now put.

Noes, 27
Or Coghill-On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier has moved
that the question be now put. There have been some
13 speakers - Or Coghill - No, only one.
The SPEAKER - Some 13 speakers have spoken
on points of order, and I believe it is time the House
resolved the question. The question is:
That the question be now put.

Or Coghill-On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - -

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill,Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dol1is,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)

Marple,Ms
Mica\1ef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper,Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan, Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:

The SPEAKER - Order! There can be no debate
on the question.

That the words proposed to be omitted stand part of
the motion.

House divided on Mr Kennett's motion:

Ayes, 60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr

Mac1e\1an, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs (Teller)
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F. (Teller)
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith,MrI.W.
Spry, Mr
Stegga\1, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr

House divided on omission (Members in favour
vote No):

Ayes, 60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr (Teller)
Dean, Mr (Teller)
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
El1iott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr

Mac1e\1an, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr l.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
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Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr ].F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Dr
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan, Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr (Teller)
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Dr
Wilson,Mrs

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.

Ayes, 60
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett,Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr (Teller)
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr I.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan,Mr

Mr PESCOTI (Minister for Industry Services) I move:
That the amendments be read a second time.

Motion agreed to.

Mr PESCOTI (Minister for Industry Services)I move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - Pursuant to Standing Order No.
105(b) I declare that this motion is an urgent motion,
and I move:
That this motion be considered an urgent motion.

Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being put.
House divided on motion:
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Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton,Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr lW.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr (Teller)
Vaughan,Dr
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.

Mr PESCOTI (Minister for Industry Services) I move:
That the time allotted for the consideration of the
motion be untiI3.30 p.m. this day.
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Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - The
opposition will not be seeking to divide on this
motion if the Minister will assure the House that he
will explain the amendments to it.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - There have been a couple
of occasions this week when a significant number of
amendments have been before the Chamber. Indeed,
on the last occasion 100 amendments were before a
Committee of the House, but they were not
explained. It is important that amendments are
explained so that members understand them, and
also to enable the courts to consider what the
Minister has said about them. I hope the Minister
will be prepared to agree to explaining the
amendments so that the House can make a sensible
decision about them.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 60
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Mr
Doyle, Mr (Teller)
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Luplon, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr l.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr

Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr

Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Mrs
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kennan,Mr
Kirner,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr (Teller)
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Pandazopoulos, Mr
Roper, Mr
Sandon, Mr (Teller)
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - On the question that the
amendments be agreed to, Mr Speaker, I had hoped
that the Minister for Industry Services would
explain the amendments to the House; we are
waiting for him to do so. I do not intend to speak for
very long on the matter, because I am anxious to
have the Minister explain the amendments so that
the House knows what it is voting on.
The SPEAKER - Order! Is leave granted to the
Minister?
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - Leave is granted.
Mr PESCOIT (Minister for Industry Services)(By
leave) - I point out, Mr Speaker, that honourable
members opposite have absolutely no idea how this
House works - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PESCOIT - The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition asked me to explain the amendments in
the bullying tones to which you, Mr Speaker, have
been subjected in recent times and for which he is
becoming famous. Obviously honourable members
opposite thought it would be fun to have a Minister
stand up and try to explain the amendments at an
inappropriate time. I wonder how many honourable
members opposite understand the procedures to be
followed during debates of - Mr Kennan interjected.
Mr PESCOIT - Don't worry, I'll tell you. In
bullying tones the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
suggests that it is time I explained the amendments.
Do members opposite understand that the
honourable member for Coburg has lost his right to
speak during this stage?
Mr Roper interjected.
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Mr PESCOTT - You have given me leave.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister will
continue without interruption and without
disorderly interjections.
Mr PESCOTT - While honourable members in
this place have been trying to fill in time, a number
of amendments have been proposed in the other
place that were not covered by amendments made
in this House a day or so ago. If the opposition
would like me to go through the amendments one
by one, I shall be happy to do so.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PESCOTT - Sit tight and enjoy it! The first
amendment directly amends the Constitution Act. It
is a legal requirement that the amendment apply
from the date of its introduction into the Legislative
Assembly.
I can see that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
does not know what he is going to talk about, so he
will try to nitpick his way through this process.
I am pleased to have the opportunity of explaining
that the first amendment we put forward is an
amendment to section 120 and deals with the fact
that objections raised by employers - Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I have in front of me a
document that I thought we were all working from
which is headed, "Accident Compensation
(WorkCover) Bill (Amendments made by the Legislative
Council)". Amendment No. 1 deals with clause 2. So
that we are not at cross-purposes, can the Minister
say whether he was speaking to his amendment No.
1, because he seemed to be referring to another
amendment? Is the document the Minister is
working from the document that was circulated?
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services) On the point of order, Mr Speaker, of course we are

dealing with the amendments that were circulated
and we are dealing with clause 2. I was referring to
the first amendment, which deals with clause 2. I am
referring to amendment No. 1, not clause 1.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Dollis interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! The honourable member for Richmond will
remain silent.
Mr PESCOTT - I am now happy to refer to
amendment No. 2, which deals with clause 10 and
states:
2.

Clause 10, page 48, line 11, after "99" insert "120, 218
or Division 6A of Part IV".

Funnily enough that is what is known as a technical
amendment to ensure consistency after the changes
that have been made in other places giving the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal jurisdiction over
levy disputes.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I seek clarification about
whether members of the House are able to question
the Minister on individual clauses?
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services)On the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I am
endeavouring to show what an absolute nonsense
this is. Members of the opposition complained that
they had not had an opportunity to speak to the Bill.
Instead of doing that they are going through a
nitpicking exercise of questions and answers on
technical aspects of the Bill.
To clarify the situation for the new member for
Albert Park, I say this is not an opportunity to go
through the Bill clause by clause in a question and
answer sense as I have been asked to do by the
opposition. The opposition asked me to talk about
this at the wrong time: during the debate. I am now
talking about it at the right time and I look forward,
after I have spoken for as long as I like, to members
on the other side making contributions in a way that
will be constructive to the handling of the Bill.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! Has the
Minister completed his remarks on the point of
order?
Mr PESCOTT - Yes.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! There is no
point of order.
Mr PESCOTT - The third amendment,
otherwise known as amendment No. 3, deals with
clause 10 and states:
3.

Clause 10, page 48, after line 32, insert -
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PESCOTT - What a shambles members on
the other side of the Chamber are! They are now
being told that they can read. I want to make sure
that the document from which I am reading is the
document the opposition is referring to. Members of
the opposition cannot be sure so I want to make sure
they get every minor detail absolutely right.
Amendment No. 3 - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the opposition insisted
that the Minister address the House. He is now
exercising his right to do that. The Minister has the
right to speak only once. The honourab~e member
for Richmond is substituting interrogation by
interjection for his right to speak on the motion. I put
it to you, Mr Acting Speaker, that he is totally out of
order and that the proceedings will rapidly become
unworkable and will degenerate into a rabble unless
you restrain the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
the honourable member for Richmond and anyone
else who proceeds in the same way in an attempt to
conduct some sort of interrogation by interjection.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On the point
of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister was given
leave to explain the amendments. What is bemusing
the opposition is that the Minister is reading ~em
out. The opposition wants to have them explamed,
not just read out.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The debate
will not degenerate because I will not permit it to.
The Minister is explaining the amendments as he
was asked to do by the opposition. The opposition
has been vigorous in its contribution to the debate
and various members of the opposition have been
addressed by the Chair.
I ask all honourable members on the opposition side
of the House to retain some respect for the
procedures and standards of the House or the
predictions of the Treasurer may well take a step
forward to fruition. However, I assure the Treasurer
that the degeneration of the House that he has
predicted will not occur.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - On a further point
of order, Mr Acting Speaker, given that the
amendments may in future need to be interpreted
by the courts we really need an explanation of the
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clauses in detail, especially clauses that deal with the
impact of the Bill, such as clause 3; otherwise the
whole exercise is an absolute farce.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! There is no
point of order.
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services) Mr Acting Speaker, there is no question that the
process that was requested by the opposition is
nothing but a farce because, as I explained to the
opposition when I began to speak, I have an
opportunity to speak only once and it would have
been much better if we had followed the normal
procedures for this kind of debate.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PESCOTT - No, they are amendments
which have come from the Council, and in normal
circumstances the opposition would have a full
complement of speakers on the amendments and at
the end of that process the Minister would sum up.
It is exactly like a second-reading debate. Given that
the opposition believed it would be fun to go

through each amendment bit by bit - Mr Mac1ellan - That was when they thought
you didn't have any information. Now you have the
information it is boring.
Mr PESCOTT - I see.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
Minister for Planning to comply with the requests I
have made of other members of the House.
Mr PESCOTT - I am in a pOSition to say that
amendment No. 3 was made at the request of the
Chief Judge of the County Court. I am in a position
to go further than that, however, given that I a~ .
speaking by leave, it would be more construc~ve If
members of the opposition were to ask me which
amendments they want me to comment on. If that
procedure is not followed, I shall take up the entire
time available going through the amendments
making sure members of the opposition know what
they are. I should think that would be completely
counterproductive to the opposition.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister has indicated that
amendment No. 3 was made at the request of the
Chief Judge of the County Court. The opposition
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wants to know why that amendment was suggested.
I want to know the reason for it.
The ACfING SPEAKER - Order! There is no
point of order.
Mr PESCOIT (Minister for Industry Services) The point I was making has been amply
demonstrated by the honourable member for
Melbourne. If he wants to know particular things
about particular amendments, he should be aware
that the House is not in a position to hear me and
then to allow members of the opposition to ask
questions because I am then unable to reply. The
opposition would be far better to allow the debate to
be conducted in the usual way.
Mr Cole - We need time to do that. Why don't
you just give us your reasons?
Mr PESCOIT - Mr Acting Speaker, given that
the opposition has invited me to speak, I shall
continue to go through the amendments. I regret
that there will probably not be time available at the
end of that for honourable members to ask
questions. This is not like a normal Committee
debate.
Mc Baker interjected.

Mr PESCOIT - The honourable member for
Sunshine looks surprised. Does he not understand
that when amendments come from the Legislative
Council they are not considered one by one but are
considered as a block?
Mr Cole - We just want to know the reasons.
Mr PESCOIT - You are about to hear the
reasons. Given that I am speaking by leave, I want to
know whether the opposition would like me to sit
down so that members of the opposition can put
their questions and so that I will then have an
opportunity of replying.
Mr Kennan - By mutual leave.
Mr PESCOIT - Will you, Mr Acting Speaker,
ask the opposition how it would like to use up its
time.
The ACfING SPEAKER - Order! I shall deal
with that as a point of order raised by the Minister in
mid-speech. The matter he has raised has already
been brought to the attention of the Chair. As I
understand it, the position is as follows: the Minister
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is speaking by leave. Since he is first to speak he has
unlimited time and can use the entire period prior to
the expiration of the time allotted for debate on this
matter. The Minister has indicated a willingness to
accommodate the opposition on the matter of time.
It seems to the Chair that the traditions of the House
are served if that matter is resolved.
The Minister has invited the opposition to indicate
how much time it wants to debate the matter. The
time allowed under the resolution of the House
expires shortly before 3.30 p.m. If the Minister
ceased to speak at 3.00 p.m. he would have spoken
for 23 minutes, and the opposition would then have
30 minutes in which to make its points. I invite a
response from the opposition on the precise point of
how much time it wants for its members to speak.
Given that the Minister has indicated a willingness
to accommodate the opposition, this matter should
be resolved.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister's suggestion
is reasonable. We may be at cross-purposes because
I thought the Minister was suggesting that members
of the opposition pick out particular points on which
we would like the Minister to comment. The
Minister's offer that members of the opposition run
through the amendments without necessarily
expressing a final view and asking him to comment
on particular points is reasonable.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the way to
handle this matter is to imitate the Committee
debate in a sense. Various members of the
opposition who have different views can raise those
views so that the Minister can respond to them later.
Mr STOCK DALE (Treasurer) - On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition's proposition has the inevitable
consequence of virtual farce. He has proposed that
various members will speak, and they are entitled to
speak only once. They will pose questions to the
Minister, and presumably the Minister will have to
seek leave to respond. Any member of the
opposition may then deny leave.
Mr Dollis - We won't do that.
Mr STOCKDALE - We don't know that until
we try it. It is simply not the process contemplated.
It is a matter for the Minister for Industry Services if
he is happy to proceed in that way, but I put it that
the Chair must consider the implications for the
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processes of this House. This is a completely
unworkable procedure in the normal course of
dealing with amendments made in the Upper House.
You, Mr Acting Speaker, must consider whether this
procedure is compatible with the normal processes
of the House and whether it is possible to deal with
it in any other way rather than individual members
raising matters to which the Minister must then seek
leave to respond. Any agreed procedure should not
depart from the normal forms of the House.
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services) On the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, what the

Treasurer has said - The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! Is the
Minister still speaking by leave?
Mr PESCOTT - No, I am speaking on the point
of order. This whole process has degenerated into a
farce because the opposition has tried to reorganise
the way in which the debate should operate. The
House is in this mess because earlier today members
of the opposition were asking me to comment on
amendments in a way that was totally
inappropriate. Now that we have reached the stage
where I am answering specific questions on the
amendments they do not like the fact that I am
answering because there is no opportunity for them
to speak.
The point made by the Treasurer is correct. As the
government is attempting to clarify the issues, and
since I am speaking by leave, perhaps I should
precis what I intend to say instead of giving an
exhaustive account of each amendment. That will
give the opposition something on which to base its
questions.
I wish to continue the statement I am making by
leave. My comments will be much briefer than they
would have been and honourable members opposite
will have the opportunity of raising matters, to
which I can reply.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! Earlier the
opposition granted leave to the Minister to speak; so
it is on the opposition's initiative that the Minister
has followed this course of action. The rights of the
minority have not been threatened in any way; in
fact, the House is responding to the wishes of the
minority. It seems to me that with less than
30 minutes remaining, and to preserve the rights of
the minority, the Minister should complete his
statement by leave, after which the Chair can call an
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opposition member to enable the minority view to
be expressed.
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services) I shall not clarify each clause referred to by
amendments Nos 1 to 26 but shall continue by
referring to amendment No. 3, which relates to
clause 10. Before the point of order was raised I said
the amendment was framed at the request of the
Chief Judge of the County Court. It provides for the
compulsory conciliation of matters commenced
before the Accident Compensation Tribunal but not
determined by 1 December 1992. For this purpose
conciliators are to be appointed by the Minister, who
may give directions about the procedures for
conferences.
Amendment No. 4 relating to clause 10 inserts
details of the transitional arrangements to enable
proceedings to be brought to a conclusion. It enables
a former member of the Accident Compensation
Tribunal who becomes a County Court judge to
finalise certain tribunal matters that were
incomplete as at 1 December 1992.
Amendments Nos 5 to 9 relating to clause 46
maintain certain common law provisions for persons
injured in transport accidents. Amendment No. 5 is
technical and retains the definition of "journey
accident" for accidents occurring before 1 December
1992. I am sure honourable members opposite will
agree that that is a good amendment. Amendment
No. 6 is also technical and clarifies that the new
common law right will apply after 1 December 1992.
Amendments Nos 7 and 8 correct cross-references
and can be regarded as technical amendments.
Amendment No. 9 provides that a person may
recover damages under the new arrangement if the
injury is a serious injury and occurs on or after
1 December 1992, or if it occurs before 1 December
1992 and does not become known until on or after
that date.
Amendment No. 10 makes it clear that there are no
further liabilities to pay comparable compensation
after damages are obtained. In other words,
payments are no longer required to be made under
common law proceedings. Amendment No. 11
corrects a cross-reference.
Amendments Nos 12 to 20 refer to common law
writs currently in the system in respect of
common law conferences. As honourable members
know there will be a changeover period between the
current system and the new system. In that context

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (WORK COVER) BILL
Friday. 13 November 1992

ASSEMBLY

how the change will occur requires some
clarifica tion.
Amendment No. 12 specifies proceedings to be
identified in the run off. Amendment No. 13 corrects
a cross-reference. Amendment No. 14 is technical in
that it omits the reference to dependants.
Compensation will not be payable to them because
they do not come under common law, but they may
sue through the Wrongs Act. As the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition should know, because he is
trained in the law and is a self-appointed QC,
dependants should not be covered by common law
under the Act.
Amendment No. 15 is a technical amendment and
improves the grammar in the clause - and I am
sure that is of interest to opposition members.
Amendment No. 16 is technical and merely puts the
provision in another place in the Bill. Amendment
No. 17 is also technical. It allows the consolidation of
claims for injuries after 1 December 1992, which will
occur within three months of proceedings where the
parties commence proceedings after 1 December
1992.
Amendment No. 18 empowers the Minister to
appoint conciliators for compulsory conferences,
during the period to which I referred earlier, where
there is a transitional period between the old system
and the new system. Amendment No. 19 is a
technical amendment. It clarifies the proceedings
which must go to compulsory conferences.
Amendments Nos 20 and 21 correct cross-references.
When they read the amendments I am sure
honourable members opposite will see that I need
not be taking up the time of the House by going
through each one. Members opposite should have
chosen to use the time to seek explanations for the
problems they have with the Bill. Instead, the
opposition has decided that I should explain each
amendment, which shows that it completely
misunderstands the procedures of the House.
Amendments Nos 22 to 25 are all technical; and
amendment No. 25 directly amends the Constitution
Act 1975. The opposition has done the government a
real favour: the government was not sure whether it
would have an opportunity to inform the House of
the purpose of the amendment to the Constitution
Act. The amendment says that the requirements in
section 85 of the Constitution Act will have been
complied with even if they may otherwise not have
been. In other words, and to clarify the point - I am
sure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who is a
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self-appointed QC, understands section 85 of the
Constitution Act - the amendment to the
Constitution Act is a technical adjustment, which is
to be inserted out of an abundance of caution
following House amendments to the Bill, which may
have altered its impact upon the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court.
The amendment is made openly, and I specifically
alert the House to it. The words inserted in section
85 of the Constitution Act will be repealed in the
next sessional period and the appropriate provision
relocated in the Accident Compensation Act. As
honourable members opposite will understand if
they examine section 85 of the Act, if leave had not
been given to allow me to make a statement as to
when this issue would be dealt with, the
government would have had to deal with it in
another way in the next sessional period.
Section 85 provides for three possible ways of
informing the House about this matter: firstly,
through a second-reading speech; secondly, after 24
hours notice - of course, the government did not
have 24 hours in which to give notice; and thirdly,
by leave. I thank the opposition for giving me the
opportunity by granting me leave to make this point
and have it recorded in Hansard so that there is no
further doubt about it.
Amendment No. 26 corrects some cross-references. I
hope my explaining the amendments has been
helpful to the oppOSition. But I should have thought
it was not in the best interests of the opposition to
allow me to spend three-quarters of the time allotted
to this stage responding to its request.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows) - I thank the
Minister for Industry Services for his explanation. It
may be proper to proceed with these things in a
quasi-Committee style, as he suggested. That would
be useful and would overcome a lot of problems
when amendments are dealt with in total. When that
occurs it is not possible to get a statement from the
government on what the amendments mean. When
amendments are moved with short notice and dealt
with forthwith it is impossible to know what the
government intends by them.
The opposition thanks the Minister for his comments
in so far as they have clarified matters. The
opposition believes the amendments are transitional
arrangements and do not go far enough in
addressing the issues that it has raised. It appears
that none of the amendments moved by the
opposition in another place has resulted in
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amendments that appear in this House. The
opposition is concerned about the position of illegal
immigrants, which is not dealt with in the
amendments, and it is also concerned about the
retrospectivity provisions.
Amendment No. 9 makes a minor adjustment by
moving a date. That amendment appears to place a
limitation on common law action because, as the
Minister has explained, the actions referred to in
clause 46 on page 109 of the Bill are in some ways
inhibited by a contributory factor, which we referred
to when the Bill was previously before the House.
We have also discussed serious injury in relation to
common law claims; and the question of
retrospectivity remains. The rest of the provisions
appear to be transitional.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - The Minister
made condescending remarks about the opposition's
attitude, which I find extraordinary. We have been
given only 1 hour to consider the amendments.
Mr Kennett - You had 20 hours in the other
place.
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significant contributing factor to the injury. That
provision has not been included in previous
legislation. The government has also not referred to
such an obligation in any of its press releases. It will
mean that workers who have already lodged
common-law claims may be excluded from having
those claims heard by virtue of the requirement that
employment must be a significant contributing
factor to the injury.
The test of causation under negligence, which is a
test the courts are familiar with, is not based on the
notion of "significant contributing factor". Hearings
will be held up by legal arguments - An honourable member interjected.
Mr THWAITES - The notion of "significant
contributing factor" does not form part of the law of
negligence. The Bill will allow yet another
opportunity for a bunch of lawyers to reinterpret the
common law. We would be better off asking the
courts to apply the laws they have been used to
applying for centuries - An honourable member interjected.

Mr THWAITES - The Premier is obviously
aware that this House has a duty to consider the
amendments, and it is extremely difficult to consider
them in 1 hour.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! Will the
honourable member for Keilor please stop wrecking
the sound system by fiddling with his drawer!

Mr THWAITES - I could give you more
examples, but the opposition has been given so little
time it will not be able to deal with the rest of the
amendments.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES - We would be quite happy to
come back next week, but you want to go home! As I
understand the effect of clause 10, if a judgment is
obtained under common law, no matter what the
amount, the injured worker will lose his or her right
to make any further claim for weekly payments or
payments under the table of maims.

Mr THW AITES - I ask the Minister to explain
amendment No. 3, particularly the paragraph that
refers to the appointment of conciliators prior to any
County Court hearing. I note that the conciliators are
to be appointed by the Minister and that the
Minister may give directions about the procedures
for conferences held under that subclause. I am
concerned about the intervention of the Minister in a
legal process. I ask the Minister to assure the House
that directions will not be given as to the types of
settlements to be made and that he will not interfere
in the pre-trial process.

I seek further clarification, because I can imagine a
situation arising where as a result of contributory
negligence the payment a worker receives is reduced
below the level he or she would have received under
the no-fault system.

I also seek advise on amendment No. 9 made by the
Legislative Council, one of a number of amendments
that the government claims will improve the
situation of workers - but I believe the amendment
makes the situation worse. It adds to the
common-law process the further obstacle that before
a worker can be awarded common-law damages he
or she must prove that employment has been a

Despite the government's claims, once again the
amendment will reduce the damages payable to
injured workers. Workers will be put in the situation
where, if there is an element of contributory
negligence, they will receive less than they would
have received under the no-fault system. That is an
issue of concern to many workers - as are the
retrospective elements of the Bill, which will affect
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claims which have already been lodged and which
contain a contributory negligence component.
Amendment No. 12 applies to the issue of
retrospectivity. So far as I can see the amendment
does not change the fundamental situation, which is
that all workers have only until 1 December to lodge
their claims. That amounts to only two weeks, which
will make it very difficult for many injured workers,
who may lose their ability to make claims.
It would be better if the legislation applied to all

injured workers from a specified date rather than
retrospectively. It is not good enough for the
government to give workers only two weeks to put
in their claims.
Retrospectivity is an abhorrent concept at law, and it
should be abhorrent to Parliament. Many workers
will have already lodged claims, based on advice
they have received, which contain components of
contributory negligence. As a result workers will be
forced to withdraw the claims if they believe they
may be awarded less than they would have received
under the table of maims.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - The amendments
are transitional and do not deal with the substance
of the changes made to WorkCare. Although the
information given to the House was useful, it did
not go far enough in meeting the opposition's
concerns.

When the government made changes to the
WorkCare legislation in 1985 and 1989, all the issues
were clearly spelt out during the relevant
Committee stages. I remember sitting next to the
then Treasurer, the Honourable Rob Jolly, listening
to him speak for several hours. He clearly spelt out
the ramifications of every clause, after which all
honourable members understood their meaning.
Definitions of "serious injury" and "total incapacity"
also need to be clarified. They may have been spelt
out in the Upper House, but this is the House where
the government is formed and this is the House
where such issues should be explained. In particular,
the government should explain how the benefits of
long-term beneficiaries will be affected and the
extent to which the issues I have referred to are
related.
The opposition is not happy with the new
arrangements in relation to journey accidents, which
will leave many workers unprotected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time allotted for
this measure has now expired. As the required
statement of intention has been made pursuant to
section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975 in
relation to this Bill, and as the second and third
readings of the Bill were passed by an absolute
majority, I am of the opinion that these amendments
require to be passed by an absolute majority.
Motion agreed to.

As to the issue of County Court hearings and the
appointment of conciliators, the opposition believes
the County Court will be not nearly as effective as
the Accident Compensation Tribunal. Even though
the amendments clarify transitional arrangements,
many problems still need to resolved. The
amendments do not adequately clarify either the
conditions under which injured workers become
eligible for benefits or the consequences of the
change from a no-fault scheme to a fault scheme.

Amendments agreed to by absolute majority.

VICTORIA PARK LAND BILL
Order of the Day read for second reading.
Mr KENNAN (Broadmeadows)(By leave) - The
opposition supports the Bill and will not speak to it.

Second reading
The amendments do not adequately explain the
meaning of the words "significant contributing
factor" and how claims already lodged will be
affected by the amendment. The opposition would
have liked the criteria to have been spelt out during
the Committee stage, but obviously that is not
possible. The opposition would like to know more
about the government's concept of a notional wage
and how it will work. All those issues are important
because they will affect the money received by
recipients of WorkCover.

Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has said,
the opposition supports the Bill. Honourable
members will recall that the Collingwood Land
(Victoria Park) Bill was passed by Parliament earlier
this year. The intention behind that Bill was to give
legislative effect to certain agreements and
understandings reached in 1990 between the
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Collingwood Football Club and the Collingwood
City Council concerning the ownership and
possession of the Victoria Park football ground.
Honourable members will also recall that the
necessity for passing the Collingwood Land
(Victoria Park) Bill lay in the fact that a change in the
complexion of the council had resulted in an
unwillingness on its part to carry through the
agreements concerned.
One of the main intended effects of the Bill was to
limit the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court to
adjudicate upon the contractual dispute between the
club and the council in order to give legal certainty
to the entire situation. However, on 2 November,
Mr Justice Harper of the Supreme Court found the
Collingwood Land (Victoria Park) Act was not, in
the absence of an express limiting provision and
statement as envisioned by section 85 of the
Constitution Act, intended in any way to limit the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. It follows from
that that the Act was quite ineffective in achieving
its intended purpose of effectuating the original
agreement between the club and the council free of
the threat of litigation.

have the force of law. This is not to be subject to any
form of judicial review. The Bill also provides that
an agent appointed for the purposes of clause 9 is
not personally liable for actions in accordance with
the terms of his appointment, and the jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court is accordingly limited to that
extent.
I commend the Bill to the House.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have had the
opportunity of examining the Bill, and it is my
opinion that it is a private Bill.
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I move:
That this Bill be treated as a public Bill and that fees be
dispensed with.

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! As the required
statement of intention has been made pursuant to
section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975, I am of
the opinion that the second reading of this Bill
requires to be passed by an absolute majority

Mindful of the commitments made on behalf of
Victoria by the previous government and of the
variety of plans and transactions which have been
based upon an assumption as to the validity of the
original Act, the government has now determined to
re-enact the legislation.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Section 16 of the Bill expressly states that it is
intended to limit the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court. The Bill is accompanied by the making of the
requisite statement pursuant to section 85 of the
Constitution Act.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Apart from section 16, the provisions of this Bill in
all relevant respects faithfully reflect the provisions
of the ineffective Collingwood Land (Victoria Park)
Act, except where technical amendments have been
necessitated by the passage of time. The Bill also
repeals the superfluous previous legislation.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:

Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

Third reading

Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT

That the House, at its rising, adjourn until a day and
hour to be fixed by Mr Speaker, which time of meeting
shall be notified in writing to each member of the
House.

SECTION 85 STATEMENT

Christmas felicitations
The reason the Bill limits the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court is to remove any possibility that the
agreements previously reached between the council
and the club might be upset by a judicial decision. In
the Act proposed by this Bill, the Parliament of
Victoria will have made a policy decision that the
agreements concerned are in the public interest to

Mr KENNETI (Premier) - We have arrived at
that time that comes only once a year. It is the time
when we conclude the session prior to Christmas
and salute and thank those who have served
Parliament so well. The best way I can recognise
their contributions to our workload is to keep my
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remarks as brief as possible given the hours that
many of them have worked.

community is great indeed. I wish my colleagues
and their families well.

I thank the Clerks, the Hansard staff, the door staff,
the Library staff and the dining staff for the
incredible work they have done this year and, more
particularly, during the past three weeks. It has been
trying for them and they have served our
requirements ably. The fact that my remarks are
brief is no indication of the deep respect and regard I
have for their efforts.

You, Mr Speaker, have enjoyed a baptism of fire. I
congratulate you on the way you have come
through. Like all honourable members, I am sure
you, Sir, are glad to have this session under your
belt. I wish you and your wife all the best for
Christmas and trust that in the New Year your
authority over this Chamber will continue.
I wish one and all a very merry Christmas and,

I also thank the outdoor staff, who keep the
precincts in such pristine condition. This year the
garden is an absolute credit to those few men and
women who work in it. It is a magnificent asset to a
decaying building.
I pass on thanks to my orderly, Bill, whom I have
just inherited. I thank him for his ability to meet my
needs.
I also thank those who report the happenings in this
place - our friends in the media. I was preparing to
name them paper by paper, station by station and
journalist by journalist, but because of the time I
shall simply thank them for their coverage of this
place. I look forward to seeing them in the New Year.
To the Leader of the Opposition and members of the
Labor Party, particularly to members new to this
place, I say that this has been what could be
described only as an extraordinary opener. This is
the normal pace at which the new government will
be working, and I trust that all members of the
opposition have enjoyed this session. I congratulate
those members who have been recently elected and I
trust that between now and Christmas they will
have the opportunity of settling into their electorates
and then enjoying a good break with their families.
This has been a momentous year for my colleagues
in the National and Liberal parties. It comes at the
end of a decade of opposition, and it has not been
achieved through individual effort. A whole range
of people have contributed, some of whom are
fortunate enough to be here now. The balance are
either in other organisations or still out in the field.
I extend to all my colleagues my personal thanks for
their contributions over the past five weeks. It has
been a difficult period because the majority of them
have not been as fully informed as would normally
be the case. However, the manner in which the
session has finished fills me with confidence that the
ability of the government to meet the needs of the

importantly, a safe Christmas. The Leader of the
Opposition has been through a traumatic year. Not
many people have gone through the transition from
government to opposition or opposition to
government at the highest level of their parties.
Regardless of the differences expressed during the
campaign, which is a normal part of political debate,
the Leader of the Opposition and I continue to have
a good personal relationship. I congratulate her on
the way she conducted the campaign, and I wish her
and her husband well for Christmas and the New
Year.
Ms KIRNER (Leader of the Opposition) - I join
the Premier in thanking the staff of this place for
their enormous service, their willing service and
their expert service. I particularly thank the staff of
the Assembly, the Clerks, the Papers Office, the
dining room, the Library, the gardeners, the
Hansard reporters, the service personnel who
worked so hard to get my rooms into a habitable
state and all those who make a great contribution to
the effectiveness of this State.
I wish to apologise to the staff of this House for what

they have had to go through over the past few days.
I apologise particularly to those who have

suffered - John Little and one of the dining room
staff. I believe it was unnecessary, and if the session
had been extended for another couple of weeks none
of us would have felt this pressure. However, that
was not the decision of the government.
I thank Bill Jarrett, who was my orderly until

recently. He is one of the great guys of this earth and
he has been tremendous to me. He has taught me
well, and he will no doubt teach the new Premier
well.
I also thank members of the media - or some of
them. There are a few we would all leave out. They
have an important role to play in reporting debates
of this House so that the people can understand
what is being done.
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I extend my thanks to the staff of the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet. I have seen many of them
in Parliament House during the past couple of
weeks and they really are experts. I thank my driver
and all the drivers who are getting used to new
Ministers. They do not often get thanked, but they
do a wonderful job in enabling us to act efficiently, if
not always appropriately.
I extend my best wishes for Christmas and the New
Year to honourable members opposite and their
families. I am sure their families will be glad to see
them after this three-week session, particularly the
new members who must have wondered what the
hell had struck them over the past few weeks. I
promise you that if the Premier keeps his promise it
will get better. You have a great challenge ahead of
you and I wish you well.
I thank members on my side of the House for their
loyalty and support over the two years that I was
Premier. I have been very proud of them over the
past three weeks. Oppositions can easily come in
here and hit the mat. I think that happened with the
former opposition in 1982 after the Labor Party took
office. It could have happened this year but it did
not because all opposition members worked as a
team; they all participated. In fact they probably
participated more in debates than they had the
opportunity of doing while in government, as
honourable members opposite are discovering.
I particularly want to thank Tom Roper, who one
would have to say enjoys opposition even when he
is in government. His role is very important because
only a few Labor members have experienced
opposition - we do not intend to experience it for
too long. Tom has taken a leading role in building
the team and I thank him very much for that. I thank
my Deputy Leader, Jim Kennan, who has carried the
lion's share of the industrial relations legislation, for
his support over the past two years.
Mr Speaker, on about day 3 you must have
wondered whether you should have accepted the
job. You know that I have a good deal of personal
respect for you and have had for a long time. I hope
you enjoy your Christmas break and come back here
refreshed so that collectively we can make this
House of Parliament what it has not been over the
past few weeks. I pledge my support to you.
Perhaps I had better be careful about that word!
I wish goodwill and peace on earth to all men and
women. I am concerned about our community
because at the moment it is not feeling peaceful or
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sharing goodwill. Over the next few weeks I hope
things settle down and that leadership is exercised
to bring the people of Victoria together so that they
can enjoy the Christmas season. I extend my best
wishes to all for Christmas and the New Year.
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - I join with the Premier and
the Leader of the Opposition in their good wishes
and support their comments about various staff
members. The past three weeks have been extremely
hectic, but they had to be. The coalition government
had to pass a Budget because one had not been
passed before the election. The timetable was tight.
Almost immediately following the return of the
writs the new session of Parliament commenced.
The coalition gave the Victorian public a
commitment to initiate change immediately, which
is what the majority of Victorians voted for at the
State election. During the campaign the coalition
articulated a wide legislative program, and many of
the changes had to be instituted this year to give
effect to the policies the coalition had announced.
Because of the detailed and tough legislative
program, over the past few weeks the time Ministers
have had to devote to their departments has been
spread thinly. The government believed it was
important for Ministers to have a substantial amount
of time in their departments before the New Year to
ensure that the next stage could occur: the process of
putting the administrative changes into place. Again
that is a matter the public voted on at the election.
I am sure that in future more time will be available
for debate on legislation, but it is clear that in this
case the government responded to a demand from
the public for a new program.
The heavy legislative program has put pressure on
all members of the House, particularly you,
Mr Speaker, the Deputy Speaker, the Acting
Speakers, the Clerks and all Parliamentary officers,
particularly the Hansard staff. I pay tribute to the
staff, both those serving directly in the Chamber and
those in the refreshment rooms, for the way they
have supported members of Parliament over this
tough three-week period. Although many of them
have been virtually out on their feet, their
commitment to the job and their dedication to
Parliament have really shone through. The way
other areas of Parliament are maintained,
particularly the gardens and buildings, is a credit to
all involved.
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The Premier has advised the House that the coalition
government will resume in the autumn sessional
period with a large legislative program, but I hope
we will have an extended period in which to deal
with it. I commend the Premier for the leadership he
has shown over the past few weeks while he has
been under immense pressure. It is a tribute to him
and to the Leader of the House, who not only had to
maintain the momentum of getting the legislative
program through but also carried a heavy legislative
load himself, including some major pieces of
legislation. The number of Bills passed in the
three-week period is unmatched in the history of the
Victorian Parliament, especially when one considers
the number of divisions and the amount of
discussion held between the parties.
I commend Parliamentary Counsel for their

assistance in getting the legislative program drafted
in time. They had the responsibility of drafting
legislation and amendments for the government and
of preparing amendments for the other side.
I also congratulate the Leader of the Opposition. She

has given no indication as to her future in the
Victorian Parliament. If she does not return in the
autumn sessional period, we wish her all the best. I
wish all honourable members the best for the
summer recess.
The SPEAKER - Order! I should like to add my
thoughts to the felicitations. I thank both sides of the
House for the cooperation with the Chair during a
very torrid three weeks. With passions running high
on both sides of the House, I wondered whether I
would get through the three weeks without naming
anyone. I must admit there were a couple of
occasions when one or two members from both
sides of the House came close, but I am happy we
did not reach tha t si tua tion. I wish all members and
their families a very happy and peaceful Christmas
and contentment for the New Year.

Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Termination payment to Chairman of the
Victorian Gaming Commission
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Gaming the termination
arrangements for the former Chairman of the
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Victorian Gaming Commission. The Minister knows
about my concerns regarding this most effective
servant of Victoria, who has given a great deal of
time and service and who was crucial in the
establishment of a successful electronic gaming
industry in Victoria. I do not intend to canvass all
the reasons the government has given for the
removal of Mc Darcy Dugan or for his replacement
by Mc Howard Ronaldson, but those men have
contributed enormously to the successful
introduction of electronic gaming in this State.
It appears that the action of the government in

removing Darcy Dugan was not only unnecessary
but was also a substantial waste of public money. I
ask the Minister to investigate whether an amount of
between $60 000 to $80 000 has been paid to
Mr Dugan as a termination payment. The Minister
for Gaming has been silent on this matter and has
avoided all questions. It is not that I do not believe
Mr Dugan is worth a significant amount of money;
he should have received that money as the ongoing
chairman of the commission and as a member of the
casino board. But it appears that a substantial sum of
money has been paid to remove a useful public
servant and in my view that could have been better
spent on almost anything else that one would care to
think of. I ask that the Minister refer the matter to
the Minister for Gaming. It is time he told the
community what has occurred in relation to
MrDugan.

Animal and Irrigated Pastures Research
Institute
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Agriculture the future of
the Animal and Irrigated Pastures Research Institute
at Kyabram. As the Minister knows, because he
visited the institute on a number of occasions, the
institute at Kyabram has a distinguished record in
agricultural research, particularly in dairying,
irrigated agriculture and veal calf production. As the
Minister also knows, the institute has been short of
funds since the day of its inception and that has led
to a loss of staff and some deterioration in morale.
A number of reviews about the future of the
institute have been undertaken and an
amalgamation of research in northern Victoria has
been suggested. The amalgamation of the
agricultural research units at Kyabram and Tatura
has been suggested. The former Minister for Food
and Agriculture chaired a review committee that
examined agricultural research in Victoria and the
authority recommended that the institute at
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Kyabram remain separate. Following that, the
former Minister made a decision that the Kyabram
institute become part of a new institute at Tatura,
but he guaranteed that that would not happen until
funds were available to build the necessary facilities.
It is clear that funds are not available at this point to

build the facilities required at Tatura. Once again
that leaves Kyabram in a difficult situation with a
decision: a decision has been made to move it to
Tatura, but the funds not being available to do so.
Morale is low because staff do not know whether
they have a future at Kyabram or whether they will
move to Tatura, where there are no adequate
facilities. I ask the Minister to assure the Kyabram
institute that the merger will not take place and that
it will continue as a separate institute. I urge him to
visit the institute at his earliest convenience to
reassure the staff regarding its future and to
announce funding plans for the institute's future.

Yarraville goods railway line
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Public Transport the
Yarraville goods railway line. Given the warm and
responsive reaction I received from the Minister the
last couple of times I have directed matters to his
attention, I am sure I will be treated with the utmost
courtesy on this matter. The Yarraville goods
railway line is an offshoot of the main western
suburbs railway line and runs along the
Maribyrnong River down to Yarraville.1t averages
one goods train a day but it carries no passenger
traffic.
Despite the ideas some people have had about
tourism in the area, none of those concepts has been
seriously promoted because of the proximity of the
line to the Maribyrnong River, which has proved a
major impediment to many schemes conceived to
turn the old industrial wasteland along the river into
parkland, housing and industrial redevelopments.
Public access to the area is difficult given the limited
use that is made of the rail line. I ask the Minister to
consider conducting a review of the railway line's
viability. It appears to have little community
significance. I am informed its main function is to
transport briquettes from the Latrobe Valley to
Yarraville, which are then transported by road to the
Box Hill Hospital. A review is warranted because
the area may offer other opportunities for major
development qf the Footscray electorate.
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Closure of schools
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Education the report in
the Diamond Valley News of Monday, 9 November,
which referred to smaller schools in the local area
being at risk of closure. It was suggested that schools
with fewer than 230 pupils would be closed. Within
the Van Yean electorate eight schools fall within that
guideline: schools at Kangaroo Ground, Plenty, Van
Yean, St Andrews, Panton Hill, Mickleham, Kalkallo
and Wollert are at risk. Those old established
schools date back well into the last century and have
offered a high standard of education over that
period. In most cases the parents wish their children
to continue to go to school in those areas because
they are relatively isolated and the cost of busing
their children elsewhere would exceed any savings
made by the closure of the schools.
I ask the Minister to also take into account the fact
that parents are anxious to make decisions about
where to send their children to school next year.
They are confused at present because the
government is yet to make a definitive statement
about the future of the schools. The parents are also
engaged in fund raising activities, and they want to
know whether it is worth their while continuing.
Parents and other members of the local community
have done a great deal of work for the schools, and if
the schools are closed all that work will go out the
window.
Some of the parents from Mickleham Primary
School contacted me this week and pointed out that
half the finance needed to establish the school was
raised by members of the local community, who
would feel robbed if the school were suddenly
closed. I ask the Minister for Education to confirm
the future of the schools as soon as possible.

HandyTAB
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing the
St Albans Totalizator Agency Board and the need to
establish more TAB outlets in my electorate. I have
previously raised with the Minister for Planning the
condition of the St Albans TAB, which was one of
the first established in the area when St Albans was
only a small hamlet. Since then no other TABs have
been established in my electorate.
A number of clubs in the area, including the
St Albans Sports Club, have banded together and
applied to have HandyTAB installed on their
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premises. HandyTAB would help the clubs to
develop and to provide more services for the
increased population. On their behalf I sent a letter
to the Totalizator Agency Board. I was told that
HandyTAB could be installed in only a limited
number of premises, and that the St Albans Sports
Club was not under consideration. Keilor is a
growing electorate. Taylors Lakes has a busy
shopping centre and in recent years its population
has grown from 2000 to 8000. Clubs in Taylors Lakes
and other areas are anxious to have HandyTAB
installed.
The government is encouraging Victorians to use
TAB facilities to play new games such as Keno.
People in my electorate have sent a number of
petitions to the Totalizator Agency Board, and I ask
the Minister to take up the matter with the TAB so
that HandyTAB can be installed in clubs in my
electorate.
The petitions I have referred to show that the
community would like the chance to use HandyTAB
outlets in their own neighbourhoods rather than
having to travel many miles to St Albans -and the
installation of HandyTAB would ease the pressure
on the St Albans TAB. Because of the lack of
infrastructure in my electorate, not all of my
constituents have access to telephone accounts.
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will be built. The South Melbourne City Council has
also voiced its concern.
The location of the 24-hour police station is
important, because the site will need to be accessible
to residents of both Port Melbourne and South
Melbourne. The developments proposed at Bayside
and in South Melbourne will increase the residential
population, which will heighten the need for the
new police station.
I ask the Minister to say whether the government
intends to proceed with the 24-hour police station
and, if so, when construction is likely to commence.

Consumer and advocacy groups
Mrs GARBUTI (Bundoora) - In the absence of
the Minister for Community Services I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Natural Resources the
funding of consumer and advocacy groups for
people with disabilities. I am disappointed that the
Minister for Community Services is not in the
Chamber; nevertheless I hope he is still in the
building and can hear what I have to say.

South Melboume and Port Melboume
police stations

Until recently the former Community Services
Victoria was responsible for funding groups that
undertook a variety of programs and carried out
very valuable work. Those activities included
supplying self-help and information services,
undertaking research projects and providing
advocacy services at the local, State and Federal
government levels as well as throughout the wider
community.

Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services the state of the South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne police stations. The Port Melbourne
police station is so old it can be used to provide only
reduced services. The previous government agreed
to the building of a new 24-hour police station for
the South Melbourne and Port Melbourne areas, and
I ask the Minister to say whether the station will be
built.

I have received correspondence from one of those
groups, the Western Region Committee of Disabled
Persons. The committee has asked me to raise their
concerns with the Minister. The committee is
anxious to know the government's view about the
future of consumer and advocacy groups. It wants
to know whether the government will support and
strengthen their activities or let them wither on the
vine. It also wants to know the bases on which
funding decisions will be made.

The problems in both South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne are acute. A number of rapes have been
committed recently in the Port Melbourne area and
assaults have occurred near the light rail underpass
at Graham Street. A former mayor of Port
Melbourne, Cr Russell Griffiths, chaired a recent
public meeting on the issue, and a deputation of
residents has approached me on a number of
occasions to ask whether the 24-hour police station

At present such groups are funded on an annual
basis, and the Western Region Committee of
Disabled Persons advises me that several groups are
about to run out of funds. They are reluctant to
make decisions about their futures because they
have not heard whether the funds will be
forthcoming. They have also not heard on what
basis the decisions will be made and how the funds
will be allocated.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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Further, they say that they have not been able to
speak with the Minister to put their cases. They
really have nowhere to go. I raise these matters with
the Minister and seek his response on behalf of a
large number of such groups in the community.

Neighbourhood houses in Dandenong
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - In the
absence of the Minister for Community Services I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Natural
Resources the financial security of neighbourhood
houses in the Dandenong electorate and across
Victoria.
Dandenong is serviced by nine neighbourhood
houses because of a pro-active community and
committed local government. Many communities
throughout Victoria have neighbourhood houses as
a result of initiatives of the former Labor
government. Neighbourhood houses have been
catalysts for involving and empowering local
communities in the decision-making process. The
main beneficiaries have been women of all age
groups, and the programs offered by neighbourhood
houses are particularly innovative in helping to
equip participants with the skills they require to
confidently participate in their local communities.
Because neighbourhood houses are self-managed
and operate through a huge volunteer network they
are cost-effective community-based centres.
Neighbourhood houses offer a rc,nge of
community-based programs. They are not just
drop-in centres; they assist in other areas such as
return-to-work courses and literacy programs. I
have recently been involved in working with and
creating programs for unemployed worker groups,
art and crafts groups and play groups, to name just a
few.
The neighbourhood houses in my electorate have
had strong support and encouragement from three
local councils. They are concerned that since the new
government has taken office - and during the
election campaign -little has been heard about
future plans for neighbourhood houses across
Victoria. I ask the Minister to outline what the
government sees as the role of neighbourhood
houses so that I can pass that on to the people in my
community.

Responses
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - The
honourable member for Coburg asked about
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arrangements made with the former chairman of the
Victorian Gaming Commission, Mr Dugan, in
connection with his leaving his position with the
commission. The honourable member also
mentioned the former executive officer of the
commission, Mr Howard Ronaldson, who I
understand has moved to another position.
The issues raised by the honourable member for
Coburg are important. It is equally important that
the answers he receives are full, accurate and
up-to-date. I will therefore refer the matter to the
Minister for Gaming for a response.
MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - The honourable member for Rodney
raised a matter concerning the future of the
Kyabram research institute. I heard what the
honourable member said about the morale of the
scientists and researchers working with the
Department of Agriculture around Victoria and
there is certainly a need to build their confidence
and morale. The government will be endeavouring
to do that.
The matter referred to by the honourable member
has been under consideration for some time: the
possibility of an amalgamation of the Kyabram
research institute and the Tatura Institute for
Sustainable Agriculture, both of which now play an
important part in agricultural research, and may
play an even more important part in the future.
Some unique programs are being undertaken at
Kyabram. Maize is being grown under irrigation
conditions to ensure that we achieve the greatest
capacity possible from dairy farming, and much
research has been done at Tatura in the areas of
horticulture, stone fruits, grains and other activities.
I have visited both facilities over the past 12 months.
I will be working with local people in those areas to
determine the best options for those two institutes. I
hope that some time after Christmas or early in 1993
the government will be in a position to give positive
indications about the most suitable ways to provide
assistance to the farming community in those areas.
I stress to the honourable member that under the
government's policy the key emphasis of the
Department of Agriculture is to ensure both a focus
on research and an extension of the department's
role of assisting farmers to be more productive,
which will ensure that the farming community is
able to survive in a tough economic climate. I look
forward to working with the honourable member
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for Rodney in arranging the most suitable outcomes
for both Kyabram and Tatura in the New Year.

vitriolic as was his spoken word in the House the
other night.

Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Racing) - The honourable member for Keilor
referred to representations he has made and a
petition signed by people in his area requesting the
installation of HandyTAB facilities at the St Albans
Sports Club. The government has been in power for
only five weeks, and although it will be able to fix
some things I do not know whether it will be able to
fix the issue raised by the honourable member. The
Totalizator Agency Board will make provision for
agencies and subagencies where the volume of
business justifies their establishment.

The honourable member for Van Yean raised an
issue for the attention for the Minister for Education
concerning a report in the Diamond Valley News
about school closures in his electorate. I am sure the
Minister has a note of that and will provide a
response.

I understand the honourable member's point about
St Albans and Taylors Lakes being growth areas.
The TAB may examine the possibility of establishing
a new agency. I am uncertain whether a HandyTAB
facility in a sports club would be available to all
members of the public who may wish to use it
because access to the club may be restricted. An
agency or subagency to which the general public has
access may be a better option.
I will take up the matter with the Chief General
Manager of the TAB, Mr Neil Walker, in the near
future and advise the member of the outcome. If the
honourable member flies out now he has a chance to
get a bet on for the second-last race at Sandown!
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - The honourable member for Footscray
raised a matter concerning the Yarraville goods line.
It is unfortunate that the Minister for Public
Transport is not in the House because he would be
as well equipped as anyone to deal with the
question. The honourable member has been a
Footscray city councillor. I imagine he has had
something to do with the City Link project and
would know something about the railway line and
its effect on the environment. I will ensure that the
matter is referred to the Minister for Public
Transport. I imagine that his written word may be as

The honourable member for Albert Park raised an
issue with respect to police stations in the South
Melbourne and Port Melbourne areas and suggested
that a new complex, to be known as the Southport
complex, be constructed to provide a 24-hour
service. He indicated it was a commitment of the
former government. I assume that that issue was
referred to the former Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and the former honourable
member for Albert Park. I will ask the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services to examine the
matter and ascertain where it stands in terms of
priorities.
The honourable members for Bundoora and
Dandenong referred matters to the attention of the
Minister for Community Services, who took the
opportunity of what he assumed would be a normal
Saturday afternoon to attend his niece's wedding at
Mount Eliza. He has left to go to the reception, and it
is to be hoped that he makes it without having an
accident.
The issues raised by the two honourable members
relate to the financial security of neighbourhood
houses and to consumer and advocacy groups for
people with disabilities. The Minister is considering
those funding issues, and I will ensure that those
matters are brought to his attention.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 4.30 p.m. (Saturday).
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reading, 822; second reading, 923, 1009; declared
urgent, 1008, 1041; Committee and third reading,
1050.
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State Board 0/ Education (Repeal) Bill-Introduction
and first reading, 533; second reading, 623, 1002;
appropriation, 697; declared urgent, 1001;
remaining stages, 1008.
State Deficit Levy Bill -Introduction and first
reading, 431; second reading, 584, 957; declared
urgent, 949; Committee, 959; third reading, 982.
State Owned Enterprises Bill -Introduction and first
reading, 534; second reading, 633, 940;
appropriation, 697; declared urgent, 938;
Committee, 947; third-reading motion agreed to
by absolute majority, 948.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill-Introduction and
first reading, 431; second reading, 565, 682;
appropriation, 608; declared urgent, 678;
Committee, 684; remaining stages, 685.
Subordinate Legislation (Amendment) Bill- Received
from Council and first reading, 372.
Sunshine Land Bill-Introduction and first reading,
85; second reading, 237, 530; appropriation, 288;
second and third-reading motions agreed to by
absolute majority, 532.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill -Introduction and
first reading, 533; second reading, 628, 986;
appropriation, 697; declared urgent, 983;
remaining stages, 990.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill Introduction and first reading, 534; second
reading, 644,935; declared urgent, 929; remaining
stages, 938.
Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill-Introduction
and first reading, 534; declared urgent, 651;
appropriation, 658; second reading, 658;
Committee and remaining stages, 669.
Transport (Amendment) BiIl- Introduction and first
reading, 430; second reading, 568, 995;
appropriation, 608; declared urgent, 991;
remaining stages, 998.
Treasury Corporation a/Victoria Bill-Introduction
and first reading, 261; appropriation, 372; second
reading, 372, 511; remaining stages, 516.
Victoria Park Land Bill-Introduction and first
reading, 712; second reading, 1071; declared
private Bill and motion to treat as public Bill
agreed to, 1072; second and third-reading motions
agreed to by absolute majority, 1072.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill-Introduction and first reading, 62; second
reading, 206, 503; appropriation, 288; remaining
stages, 511.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) BillIntroduction and first reading, 62; second reading,
195,441; declared urgent, 431; Committee and
third reading.. 453.
Bills -Closure motions, 83, 641, 643, 706, 771, 819.
Availability, 191. Adjournment, 361, 698. Urgency
motions, 454, 502, 597, 627, 651, 698, 705, 915, 950.
Availability of amendments, 597, 627. Resubmission
of question, 755, 756. Separation of committal
questions, 875. Consideration of Council's
amendments, 883, 1052. Clarification of
amendments, 1065.
Birds - Helmeted honeyeater, 319.

Blazers Disco - Plaza Tavern, Werribee, 60.
BLF Custodian - Twentieth report, 16.
Broadmeadows Tenants Information ServiceFunding, 592, 596.
Brown, Mr A. J. (Gippsland West) (Minister for Public
Transport)
Hong Kong - Light rail system, q 710.
National Rail Corporation - Operations, q 918.
National Road Trauma Advisory Council - Report
for 1991,821.
Public Service - Payouts to fonner employees, 47.
Public Transport Bus Seroices - Sydenham-East Melton, 425.
General - Public safety, q 11. Transit Patrol officers,
144. Modal interchange at Footscray railway
station, 695. Hong Kong light rail system, q 710.
Zoning of Aircraft railway station, 913.
Rail Seroices - National system, q 918.
Roads Corporation - Pedestrian safety works in
Yarraville, 426.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 568.
Transport (Amendment) Bill, 430, 568, 991, 993.
Transport, Department of - Payouts to fonner
employees, 47.
Transport, Fonner Ministry of - Staff, q 351.
Consultancies, q 456.
Budget (See "Economy, The" and ''Finance'')
Bus Services (See ''Public Transport'')
Business and Employment, Department of - Staff,
q286.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 62.
Grievance Day, 430. Sittings, 685, 697, q 815, 864.
Order of business, 757. {See also "Parliament"}

c
Chair - Temporary relief, 29.
Chairman of Committees - Election, 29.
Chairman of Committees, The (Mr J. F. McGrath)

Rulings and statements Debate - Interjections, 726, 730, 732,972. Remarks:
relevancy, 728, 975, 978; offensive, 970, 971. Scope,
729,730. Members: reflections on, 729, 971; to
address Chair, 964, 970, 975. Veracity of
statements, 731, 974. Anticipation, 746. Use of
correct titles, 965, 974. Discrimination, 976.
Divisions - Determination of question, 780, 782, 783.
Rulings and statements as Deputy Speaker Bills - Absolute majorities, 822, 940, 948. Separation
of committal questions, 875.
Debate -Scope, 197,210,217,233,249,270,289,337,
400,484,560,618,761,824,925,926. Use of correct
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titles, 218, 927. Unparliamentary expressions, 218,
943. Members to address Chair, 267. Interjections,
270,336,560,618,646,762,893,939,1026,1030.
Documents: tabling, 418; availability, 945.
Remarks: offensive, 444, 926, 1004; relevancy, 647,
648,892, 1003, 1021, 1022. Tedious repetition, 562,
761. Reflections: on members, 647, 902; on Chair,
1004. Reading of speeches, 941. Reading of
newspapers, 987.

Chairmen of Committees, Temporary Appointment, 29.
Christmas Felicitations, 1072.

Clark, Mr R. W. (Box Hill)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 126.
Australian Loan Council - Borrowing limits, q 55.
Economy, The - Victoria's credit rating, q 10.
Recovery, q 175.
Finance - Victoria's credit rating, q 10. Assets and
liabilities account, q 286. Debt management, 325.
Housing - Water charges to public housing tenants,
59. Medium-density, q 605.
Petitions - Residential Tenancies Act: water charges,
59.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 933.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Bill, 514.

Coghill, Or K. A. (Werribee)
Address-in-Reply, 97.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 215.
Bills - Adjournment, 361. Closure motions, 641, 643,
771,819. Urgency motions, 654, 656, 668, 953.
Resubmission of question, 756. Consideration of
Council's amendments, 884, 889,1053.
Blazers Disco - Plaza Tavern, Werribee, 60.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 73.
Sittings, 690. Order of business, 761.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 620.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 234,
393,518.
Divisions - Detennination of question, 783, 1000.
Finance - State deficit levy, 82l.
Hansard - Availability, 1053.
Health -SCIP project in Werribee, 141.
Justice, Department of - Crime compensation
payments, 259.
Parliament -Operations, 97. Committees, 98.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 251,
279,545.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 254, 290, 293, 297,298, 538.
Petitions - Plaza Tavern, Werribee, 60. State deficit
levy, 821.
Points of Order - Members: to address Chair, SO,
717; reflections, 192. Unparliamentary expressions,
218. Scope of debate, 222. Remarks: relevancy, 390,

648, 815; offensive, 654. Reference to debate in
other House, 1056, 1057, 1060.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 210.
Public Sector Management Bill, 361, 770, 784, 792,
795,804.
Speaker, The - Election, 4.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 626.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 586.
State Owned Enterprises Bill, 642, 643.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 646.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Bill, 374.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 199,
438.

Cole, Mr N. D. (Melbourne)
Bills - Clarification of amendments, 1066.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 619, 843, 845, 848,
851.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 389.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 242, 273.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 226.
Justice, Department of - Crown Counsel, q 58, 139,
q 175, q 352, q 353, q 456, q 457, q 554, q 556.
Land Tax (Revision)(Amendment) Bill, 519.
Law Refonn Commission (Repeal) Bill, 553, 560, 901,
903,911.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 280.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 540.
Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 59, 457.
Scope of debate, 554, 560.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 581.

Coleman, Mr G. C. (Bennettswood) (Minister for
Natural Resources)
Conservation and Natural Resources - Crown land
rentals, 260. Timber industry strategy, 260.
Softwood plantations, q 286. Contamination of
pondages, q 460. Heatherton-Dingley Chain of
Parks AdVisory Committee, 595. LandCare
program, 595. National forest policy, 914.
Dandenong-Springvale Water BoardContamination of pondages, q 460.
Environment Protection Authority -Office in
western suburbs, 594.
Nunawading Horse and Pony Club, 146.
Planning and Development - Relocation of
equestrian facilities in Forest Hill, 146.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 979.
Sunshine Land Bill, 85, 237, 238, 532.
Timber Industry - National forest policy, 914.

Commonwe~lth

Better Cities Program - Funding,

q 460.
Commonwealth-State Relations - State debt, q 349.
Medicare agreement, q 353. Better Cities program,
q 460. National forest policy, 912, 914.
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Community Development Committee Membership, 1051.
Community Services - Service delivery, 109.
Preschool in Cranbourne, 590. Consumer and
advocacy groups, 1077. Neighbourhood houses,

Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 728, 892.
Scope of debate, n9.
Public Transport -Sydenham-East Melton bus
service, 420.

D

1078.

Conservation and Natural Resources - Coordination
of reports and studies, 257, 260. Crown land rentals,
257, 260. Timber industry strategy, 258, 260.
Softwood plantations, q 286. Yellingbo State Nature
Reserve, 319. Mordialloc Creek restoration works,
421. Environmental purchasing policy, 424.
Contamination of Dandenong-Springvale pond ages,
q 460. LandCare program, 590, 595.
Heatherton-Dingley Chain of Parks Advisory
Committee, 591, 595. National forest policy, 912, 914.
(See also ''Environment Protection Authority'')
Consumer Affairs (See "Fair Trading'')
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Dandenong-Springvale Water Board Contamination of pondages, q 460.
Dandenong Workers Club -Special vehicle licences,
423.

Delzoppo, Mr J. E. (Narracan) (See "Speaker, The
(Hon. J. E. Oelzoppo)")
Dispute Resolution Centres -Inner South, 693, 695.
Distinguished Visitors, 349, 429, 815.

Cooper, Mr R. F. (Mornington)
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 76.
Grievances, 700.
Health - Asthma register, 60.
Hong Kong - Light rail system, q 710.
Natural Law Party - Activities, 701.
Nissan Australia - Mornington dealership, 700.
Petitions - Asthma, 60.
Points of Order - Remarks: offensive, 132;
relevancy, 1021, 1028. Scope of debate, 190.
Interjections, 703. Reading of speeches, 941.
Police and Emergency Services, Former Ministry for
- Consultancies, q 556.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1020.
Public Transport - Public safety, q 11. Hong Kong
light rail system, q 710.
Transport (Amendment) Bill, 994.
Transport, Former Ministry of - Staff, q 351.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill,507.

Rulings and statements as Acting Clulirman Debate -Scope, 841, 844.
Rulings and statements as Acting 5peoker Debate - Relevancy of remarks, 1046, 1047.
Attendance of members, 1047.

DivisionsAccident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 314, 718, 747,
748,754,755,756,1062,1063,1064.

Annual Leave Payments Bill, 370, 371, 404, 419, 420.
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 153, 164.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 83, 84.
Sittings, 690, 865.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 621, 622, 822, 826, 830,
849,852,853.

Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 235, 526.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 246, 265, 2n, 273, 274.
Dairy Industry Bill, 865, 869, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878.
Employee Relotions Bill, 194, 195,461,464,500, SOl,
890,899,900.

Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust Monty)
Bill,229.
l.Jlw Reform Commission (Repeal) Bill, 564, 901, 910, 911.
Parlillmentary Committees (Amendment> Bill, 253, 276,
282.

Parlillmentary Salaries and SuperannWltion (Further
Amendment) Bill, 256, 290, 299.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 213, 583, 854, 857,
863,864.

Public Authorities (Dividends) (Amendment) Bill, 669,
671, 676, 677.

Public Sector Management Bill, 360, 363, 771, rn, 773,
777,778,779,796,807,811,813.

Corrections, Office of - Escape from Melbourne
Remand Centre, q 176.
Crime (See "Justice, Department of" and "Victoria
Police'')
Crime Prevention Committee - Membership, 1051.
Crown Land (See "Conservation and Natural
Resources'')
Cunningham, Mr D. J. (Melton)
Education - Rockbank Primary School, 912.

Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 928, 929, 1009, 1049,
1050.

State Board of Education (RtptQl) Bill, 626, 1001.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 587, 949, 956, 957, 958, 980, 982.
State Owned Enterprises Bill, 641, 642, 643,938,939,
946, 947, 948.

State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 681, 685.
Sunshine l.Jlnd Bill, 239.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill, 632, 983, 986.
TatteTSIIll Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 649, 650, 929,
934,937.

Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill, 651, 658.
Transport (Amendment> Bill, 991, 994, 'J97.
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Treasury Corporation of Victoria Bill, 374, 375.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 202, 440,
453.
Divisions - Count, 6. Qualification of member, 370,
420. Correction of list, 420. Detennination of
question, 726, 779, BOO, 915, 998. Interjections, 890.

Dollis, Mr D. (Richmond)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 129.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 245.
Ethnic Affairs - Racial vilification, q 558.
Law Refonn Commission (Repeal) Bill, 562.
Points of Order - Remarks: offensive, 132, 245;
relevancy, 1032. Reflections on members, 411.
Scope of debate, 560.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1038.
Doyle, Mr R. K. B. (Malvern)
Address-in-Reply,35.
Education -Goals, 37.
Electorates - Malvern, 35.
Liberal Party - Policies, 35.

E
Economic Development Committee - Membership,
1051.
Economy, The - Victoria's credit rating, q 10.
Recession, 23. Recovery, q 175. (See also "Finance")
Education -

Finance - Interest subsidy rebate scheme, 423, 427.
Genera/- Goals, 37. Discipline in schools, q 57.
Schools of the Future program, 108. Victorian
certificate of education, q 287. Language
programs, 317, 322, q 458. Welfare worker in
Doveton, 591, 595. Proposed school closures,
q 919,1076.
Schools, Primary - Wantirna, 32. Chelsea, 423, 427.
Apoll~ Parkways, 592, 595. Rockbank, 912.
Secondary Colleges - Portland, 46, 51. Boronia
Heights, 115. Traralgon, 142, 146. Kealba, 593, 595.
Tertiary Education and Training - TAFE colleges:
Frankston, 45, 51; Goulburn Valley Community,
259. Traineeships in Latrobe Valley, 422. Graduate
nurse programs, 430. (See also "Universities'')
Elder, Mr S. N. (Ripon)
Small Business - Effects of industrial action, q 819.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 1006.
Electorates - Tullamarine, 23. South Barwon, 25.
Geelong North, 26. Wantirna, 30. Footscray, 33.
Malvern, 35. Altona, 39. Cranbourne, 96. Albert
Park, 105. Mooroolbark, 107. Dandenong, 109.
Monbulk, 113. Eltham, 299. Yan Yean,3Ot. Geelong,

304. Officers, 318, 322, 429, 588, 607. Gippsland
South, 609. Bellarine, 704.
Elliott, Mrs L. C. (Mooroolbark)
Address-in-Reply, 107.
Community Services - Service delivery, 109.
Education - Schools of the Future program, 108.
Electorates - Mooroolbark, 107.
Employment - Unemployment, 108.
Public Transport - Eastern suburbs safe train, 258.
Roads - Eastern Freeway extension, 109.
Employment (See "Industry and Employment'')
Environment (See "Conservation and Natural
Resources" and "Environment Protection
Authority'')
Environment and Natural Resources Committee Membership, 1051.
Environment Protection Authority - LPG vehicle
emissions, 45. Office in western suburbs, 590, 594.
Ethnic Affairs - Racial vilification, q 558.

F
Fair Trading - Mutual finance assistance program,
423. Broadmeadows Tenants Infonnation Service.
592,596.
Finance - Victoria's credit rating, q 10. Australian
Loan Council borrowing limits, q 14, q 55. Assets
and liabilities account, q 286. Debt management,
325. State debt, q 349. State deficit levy, 821. (See also
"Economy, The")

Finn, Mr B. T. C. (Tullamarine)
Address-in-Reply,22.
Economy, The - Recession, 23.
Electorates - Tullamarine, 23.
Governor, His ExceIJency the Honourable Richard
E. McGarvie - Motion for adoption of
Address-in-Reply to Speech on opening of
Parliament: moved, 22.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1030.
Roads - Melrose Drive, Tullamarine, 593.
Flexible Tariff Management Unit Trust - Financial
statements, 990.

G
Gaming - Courtesy buses, 423. Oub licences, 589,
593. (See also "Victorian Gaming Commission'')
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Garbutt, Mrs S. M. (Bundoora)
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 383,
527.
Community Services - Consumer and advocacy
groups, 1077.
IntellectuaUy Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 225, 375, 382.
Points of Order - Veracity of statements, 973.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 971.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 681.
Western Region Committee of Disabled PersonsFunding, 1077.

Gasworks - Site in South Melbourne, i06.
Geelong Regional Commission - Membership, 692,
694.
Government, The - Policies, 25, 31, 101, 112, 114,303,
612,701, q 707, q 815, q 915, q 916. Employment of
coalition candidates, 318, 322. Salary increases for
members, q 349, q 350. Publication of
advertisements, q 557, q 603, q 604" q 605, q 817.
Industrial relations legislation, q 599, q 601.
Governor, His Excellency the Honourable Richard
E. McGarvie - Motion for adoption of
Address-in-Reply to Speech on opening of
Parliament: moved, 22; debated, 23, 30, 95, 299, 608;
seconded, 24.
Grievances, 697.

Gude, Mr P. A. (Hawthorn) (Minister for Industry and
Employment; Minister for Industry Services,
Minister for Small Business, and Minister for Youth
Affairs to 9 November 1992)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 149,306,
312,314,712,755,756,1063.
Acts - Proclamations fixing operative dates, 29.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 261, 364, 365, 370, 371,
400,420.
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 95,
149,150.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 95, 215.
Bills - Urgency motions, 597, 668. Availability of
amendments, 597. Consideration of Council's
amendments, 884.
Business and Employment, Department of - Staff,
q286.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 62.
Grievance Day, 430. Sittings, 685. Order of
business, 757.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 822, 823, 853.
Chair - Temporary relief, 29.
Community Development Committee Membership, 1051.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 246, 261.
Crime Prevention Committee - Membership, 1051.
Divisions - Determination of question, 803.

Economic Development Committee - Membership,
1051.
Employee Relations Bill, 62, 179, 185,461,597,883,
890, 891, 900.
Environment and Natural Resources Committee Membership, 1051.
Government, The - Salary increases for members,
q 350. Publication of advertisements, q 603, q 604,
q817.
House Committee - Membership, 608.
Industry and Employment - Employment
agreements, q 13, q 14, q 57, q 173, q 559, q 920.
Annual leave loading, q 176, q 177, q 284, 321,
q 460. Publication of government advertisements,
q 557, q 603, q 604, q 817, q 818. Penalty rates,
q 606, q 709, q 710.
Law Reform Commission (Repeal) Bill,901.
Law Reform Committee - Membership, 1051.
Library Committee - Membership, 1050.
Ministry, The -Salary of Minister for Industry and
Employment, q 350.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 253,
275.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 197,250,617.
Ruling of Chair, 362. Offensive remarks, 605.
Reference to debate in other House, 1059.
Printing Committee - Membership, 1051.
Privileges Committee - Membership, 1051.
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee Membership, 1051.
Public Authorities (Dividends) (Amendment) Bill,
669.
Public Bodies Review Committee - Membership,
1051.
Public Sector Management Bill, 360, 363, 771, 772,
773, 774, 807..
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1041.
Road Safety Committee - Membership, 1051.
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee Membership, 1051.
Speaker, The - Election, 3, 5.
Standing Orders Committee - Membership, 1051.
Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill, 651, 656.
Victoria Police - Employment agreements, q 57.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 62,
195,196,431,453.

H
Haermeyer, Mr A. (Yan Yean)
Address-in-Reply,301.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 825, 834.
Education - Apollo Parkways Primary School, 592.
Proposed school closures, 1076.
Electorates - Yan Yean, 301.
Government, The - Policies, 303.
Hospitals - Proposed Epping, 302.
Parliament - Democratic, 302.
Planning and Development - Plenty growth
corridor, 302.
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Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 1032.
Public Transport - Services in Craigieburn, 302.
Hamilton, Mr K. G. (Morwell)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 744.
Dairy Industry Bill, 205, 866, 870.
Education - Traralgon Secondary CoJJege, 142.
Traineeships in Latrobe Valley, 422.
Gaming -Club licences, 589.
Land Conservation Council - Report on Melbourne
Area District 2 Study, 257.
Members - Electorate officers, 429.
Ministry, The - Attendance of Ministers during
adjournment debates, 695.
Morwell Falcons Soccer Club - Facilities, 691.
Petitions - Second electorate officer, 429.
Planning and Development - Coordination of
reports and studies, 257.
Points of Order - Tedious repetition, 640, 1016.
Relevancy of remarks, 1031.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1022.
State Owned Enterprises Bm, 639, 939.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill, 985, 989.
Timber Industry - National forest policy, 912.

Heffeman, Mr V. P. (Ivanhoe) (Minister for Small
Business, and Minister responsible for Youth Affairs
from 9 November 1992)
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bm, 616, 619, 621, 846,
849.
Small Business - Effects of industrial action, q 601.
Unions -Stoppages, q 601.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 436.
Henderson, Mrs A. M. (Geelong)
Address-in-Reply,304.
Commonwealth Better Cities Program - Funding,
q460.
Electorates - Geelong, 304.
Universities - Deakin, q 460.
Honeywood, Mr P. N. (Warrandyte)
Employee Relations Bill, 478.
Industrial Affairs - Effects of industrial action, q 816..
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 270, 483, 484.
Tabling of documents, 417. Offensive remarks,
1004.
Unions -Stoppages, q 816.

Hartsard - Availability, 878,1052.
Hong Kong - Light rail system, q 710.
Hayward, Mr D. K. (Prahran) (Minister for Education)
EducationFimlnce - Interest subsidy rebate scheme, 427.
General - Discipline in schools, q 57. Victorian
certificate of education, q 287. Language
programs, 322, q 458. Welfare worker in Doveton,
595. Proposed school closures, q 919.
Schools, Primary - Chelsea, 427. Apollo Parkways,
595.
Secondary Colleges - Portland, 51. Traralgon, 146.
Kealba, 595.
Tertillry EduCIltion and Training - TAFE colleges:
Frankston, 51. Tottenham Language Centre, 322.
Traineeships in Latrobe Valley, 422.
Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Bill, 62, 236.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 533, 623, 624.
Health - Asthma register, 60. SCIP project in
Werribee, 141, 146. Medicare agreement, q 353. Life
Education programs, q 603.
Health and Community Services, Department of Departmental head, q 11, 44, SO. Payment of penalty
rates, q 283. Annual leave loading payments, 315,
320, q 459.
Heatherton-Dingley Chain of Puks Advisory
Committee - Operations, 591, 595.

Horticulture (See "Primary Industries'')
Hospitals - Proposed Epping, 302. Boards of
management, 422, 427, q 709. Dandenong and
District, 691, 694.
House Committee - Membership, 608.
Housing - Public: water charges to tenants, 59;
development, 105. Dual occupancy, 300. Home
ownership loan scheme, 315, 320. Medium-density,
q 605. (See also ''Planning and Development'')
Hyams, Mr A. J. (Dromana)
Petitions - Boag's Rock, Cape Schanck, 60.

Industry and Employment -

Employment - Unemployment, 32, 108.
Genmll - Nissan Australia: Momington dealership,

700.

Industrial Affairs - Employment agreements, q 12,
q 14, q 57, q 58, q 173, q 559, q 818, q 920. Working;
conditions, 106, 111. Workplace reform, 114.
Annual leave loading, q 171, q 173, q 176, q 284,
q 287, 315, 316, 320, 321, q 459, q 460. Penalty rateso,
q 283, q 606, q 708, q 710. Publication of
government advertisements, q 557, q 603, q 604,
q 605, q 817. Industrial relations legislation, q599,
q 601. Effects of industrial action, q 816, q 819.
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Inner South Dispute Resolution Centre, 693, 695.

J
Jasper, Mr K. S. (Murray Valley)
Tourism - Promotion: wine industry, 42; high
country, 591.
Unions - Stoppages, q 708.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill, 505.

Rulings and stJltements as Acting Speaker Debate - Interjections, 665.
John, Mr M. (Bendigo East) (Minister for Community
Services, and Minister responsible for Aboriginal
Affairs from 9 November 1992)
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 234.
Melbourne Cup - Betting, q 558.
Justice, Department of -Crown Counsel, q 58,139,
143, q 175, q 352, q 353, q 456, q 457, q 554, q 556.
Crime compensation payments, 259. Sentencing: for
violent crimes, 429; for multiple and repeat sex
offenders, q 602. Computerisation of services, q 459.
Inner South Dispute Resolution Centre, 693, 695.
Justices of the Peace - Services, 913, 914.

K
Kennan, Mr J. H. (Broad meadows)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 312,712,
718, 1055, 1064, 1069.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 365, 404.
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 151.
Bills - Urgency motions, 454, 502, 597, 627, 652, 658,
915,950. Availability of amendments, 597, 627.
Separation of committal questions, 875.
Consideration of Council's amendments, 883, 1052.
Broadmeadows Tenants Infonnation Service Funding, 592.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 78.
Sittings, 686.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 271.
Dairy Industry Bill, 874.
Divisions - Detennination of question, 780, 801, 915,
998.
Employee Relations Bill, 185, 461, 464, 501, 597, 627,
883, 891, 1052.
Government, The - Salary increases for members,
q 350. Publication of advertisements, q 603, q 604,
q 605, q 817.
Hansard - Availability, 1052.
Industry and Employment - Employment
agreements, q 12, q 14, q 57, q 173, q 559. Annual
leave loading, q 176, q 284, 316, q 460. Publication
of government advertisements, q 557, q 603, q 604,
q 605, q 817. Penalty rates, q 606, q 708, q 710.
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MiniStry, The - Salary of Minister for Industry and
Employment, q 350.
Points of Order - Questions without notice:
relevancy of remarks, 11,557; not to be debated,
351,604; offensive remarks, 604. Interjections, 730,
732,1066. Chair: reflections on, 884; call by, 1058.
Sc9pe of debate, 895, 897. Relevancy of remarks,
1065. Member speaking by leave, 1067.
Premier and Cabinet, Department of the Departmental head, 42.
Public Sector Management Bill, 776.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, 42.
Victoria Park Land Bill, 1071.
Victoria Police - Employment agreements, q 57.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 196,
431,441,453.
Kennett, Mr J. G. (Burwood) (Premier, and Minister
for Ethnic Affairs)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 1062.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 410.
Auditor-General - Report on perfonnance audit,
q54.
Bills - Urgency motions, 502. Consideration of
Council's amendments, 887.
Business of the House - Sittings, 686, q 815.
Christmas Felicitations, 1072.
Commonwealth-State Relations - State debt, q 349.
Constitution (Governor's Powers) Bill, 533, 622, 822.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 61, 240, 241, 263, 274.
Distinguished Visitors, 429.
Divisions - Detennination of question, 808, 998.
Employee Relations Bill, 187, 892.
Finance - State debt, q 349.
Government, The - Salary increases for members,
q 349. Industrial relations legislation, q 599, q 601.
Policies, q 707, q 815, q 916, q 917.
Health -SCIP project in Werribee, 146.
Health and Community Services, Department of Payment of penalty rates, q 283.
Industrial Affairs - Annual leave loading, q 171.
Penalty rates, q 283. Industrial relations
legislation, q 599, q 601. Effects of industrial
action, q 816, q 819.
Interpretation of Legislation (Amendment) Bill, 22.
Members -Salary increases for government, q 349.
Ministry, The - Appointments, 6,599. Salary
increases, q 349.
Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Bill, 430, 546.
Parliament - Expansion of Parliamentary positions,

q284.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 61,
247,248,282,543.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 61, 253, 254, 295, 296 298 534
543.
'
,
,
Points of Order - Questions without notice:
relevancy of remarks, 53, 600, 815. Offensive
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remarks, 245. Scope of debate, 249, 400, 462. Call
by Chair, 1041. Distribution of material, 1052.
Premier and Cabinet, Department of the Departmental head, q 7, 48, q 53.
Public Sector Management Bill, 261, 354, 356,762,
789,790,791,793,794,795,808,809,810,811.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 822, 923, 927, 1008,
1048,1050.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, q 7, 48, q 53. Proposed
restructure, q 13. Stoppages, q 603. Advertising of
senior pOSitions, q 917.
Small Business - Effects of industrial action, q 819.
Speaker, The - Election, 3.
Subordinate Legislation (Amendment) Bill, 372.
Transport (Amendment) Bill, 993.
Unions -Stoppages, q 8, q 172, q 555, q 603, q 708,
q 816, q 819.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 437.
Kilgour, Mr D. (Shepparton)
Australian Loan Council- Borrowing limits, q 14.
Education - Goulburn Valley Community College,
259.
Finance - State debt, q 349.
Points of Order -Offensive remarks, 133.
Unions -Stoppages, q 172, q 555.
Kirner, Ms J. E. (WiIliamstown) (Leader of the
Opposition)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 715.
Bills - Availability of amendments, 598.
Business of the House - Order of business, 759.
Sittings, q 815.
Chair - Temporary relief, 29.
Christmas Felicitations, 1073.
Constitution (Governor's Powers) Bill, 822.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 241,262,265.
Distinguished Visitors, 429.
Employee Relations Bill, 188, 463, 483, 598, 893.
Government, The - Salary increases for members,
q 349. Industrial relations legislation, q 599, q 601.
Policies, 701, q 707, q 815, q 915.
Grievances, 701.
Health and Community ServiCes, Department of Payment of penalty rates, q 283.
lndustrial Affairs - Annual leave loading, q 171.
Penalty rates, q 283. Industrial relations
legislation, q 599, q 601.
Members - Salary increases for government, q 349.
Ministry, The -Salary increases, q 349.
Responsibilities of shadow, 915.
Opposition, The - Leadership, 6.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 254.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 483. Questions
without notice: relevancy of remarks, 602.
Offensive remarks, 709. Attendance of members,
1047.

Premier and Cabinet, Department of the Departmental head, q 7, q 53.
Public Sector Management Bill, 356, 763, 783, 790,
792,793,794,808,809,811.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 923.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, q 7, q 53. Stoppages, q 603.
Speaker, The - Election, 3.
Unions - Stoppages, q 603, 701.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 433.

L
L~bor

Party - Policies, 33.

L~nd Conserv~tion

Council - Report on Melbourne
Area District 2 Study, 257, 260.

LandCare - LandCare day, 590, 595.
L~w

Courts (See '1ustice, Department of',)

L~w

Reform Committee - Membership, 1051.

Leigh, Mr G. G. (Mordialloc)
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 220.
Heatherton-Dingley Chain of Parks Advisory
Committee -Operations, 591.
Mordialloc Creek - Restoration works, 421.
Planning and Development, Department of - Staff,
q 284.
Points of Order - Availability of documents, 139.
Remarks: relevancy, 245, 978; offensive, 971. Scope
of debate, 337, 949. Adjournment debate: matter
raised to be responsibility of Minister, 425.
Tedious repetition, 585, 638, 640, 1035. Reading of
speeches, 967. Reflections on members, 971.
Discrimination, 976.
Police and Emergency Services, Former Ministry
for - Distribution of pamphlets, 316.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1045.
Public Service - Payouts to former employees, 44.
Roads Corporation - Dingley-Springvale bypass,
141.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 969.
Transport, Department of - Payouts to former
employees, 44.
Transport, Former Ministry of - Consultancies,
q456.
Victoria Police - Resources, q 352.
Leighton, Mr M. A. (Preston)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 739.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 368, 402.
Bills - Availability, 191.
Business of the House -Order of business, 759.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 616, 823, 826, 831,
845,846,847,850.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 395.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Employee Relations Bill, 189.
Availability, 878.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 225, 380, 383.
Nursing -Graduate programs,43O.
Papers - Tabling of reports, 983.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 250.
Petitions - Graduate nurse programs, 430.
Planning and Development - F6 freeway
reservation, 319.
Points of Order - Unparliamentary expressions, 13.
Remarks: offensive, 192,776,983; relevancy, 1015,
1016. 1021, 1022, 1029, 1046. Scope of debate, 217,
617,823.
Public Sector Management Bill, 359, 768, 789, 791, 793.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 924.1009.
Public Service Board - Abolition, q 288.
Small Business Development Corporation - Tabling
of report for 1991-92, 983.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 680.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 198,
Hansard -

450.

Liberal Party - Policies, 35.
Library Committee - Membership, 1050.
Life Education - Programs, q 603.
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) - Use in vehicles, 45.
Loney, Mr P. J. (Geelong North)
Address-in-Reply, 26.
Dairy Industry Bill, 867.
Electorates - Geelong North, 26.
Geelong Regional Commission - Membership. 692.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 378.
Planning and Development - New Corio estate, 318.
Lupton, Mr H. R. (Knox)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 160.
Victoria Police - Stations in Knox,423.

M
McArthur, Mr S. J. (Monbulk)
Address-in-Reply, 113.
Education - Boronia Heights Secondary College,
115.
Electorates - Monbulk, 113.
Government, The - Policies, 114.
Horticulture - Industry expansion, 115.
Ind ustrial Affairs - Workplace reform, 114.
Points of Order - Anticipation of debate, 746.

(Il)

McGrath, Mr J. F. (Warmambool)
Auditor-General - Report on performance audit,
q 54.
Hospitals - Boards of management, 422.
Minerals and Energy - Effects of electromagnetic
fields, q 603.
Parliament - Departmental reports, 149. (See also
"Chairman of Committees, The'')

McGrath, Mr W. D. (Wimmera) (Minister for
Agriculture from 9 November 1992)
Agriculture, Department of - Bogus adviser, 140.
Animal and Irrigated Pastures Research Institute
1078.
'
Dairy Industry Bill, 865, 866, 867, 875, 876, 877, 878.
Employee Relations Bill, 894.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 649, 650.
Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill, 656.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 448.
Mac1ellan, Mr R. R. C. (Pakenham) (Minister for
Planning)
BUSiness of the House - Sessional Orders, 83, 84.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 824.
Commonwealth Better Cities Program - Funding,

q46O.
Divisions - Determination of question, 1000.
Geelong Regional Commission - Membership, 694.
Government, The - Employment of coalition
candidates, 322.
Housing - Home ownership loan scheme, 320.
Medium-density, q 605.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 229.
Land Conservation Council - Report on Melbourne
Area District 2 Stud y, 260.
Members - Electorate office staff, 322Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 288.
Planning and Development - Inner suburban
residential developments, q 58. Coordination of
reports and studies, 260. New Corio estate, 320. F6
freeway reservation, 321. Eastern Freeway
extension, 321. Building code for Vietnam, q 558.
Plenty growth corridor, 694. St Albans shopping
centre, 694.
Planning and Development, Department of - Staff,
q284.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 823. Offensive
remarks, 925. Interjections, 918. Member speaking
by leave, 1067.
Roads Corporation - F6 freeway reservation, 321.
Eastern Freeway extension, 321. Melrose Drive,
Tullamarine, 595.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 1001.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 949, 957, 958, 973, 982.
Totalizator Agency Board - St Albans premises, 694.
Universities - Deakin, q 460.
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Vietnam - Development of building code, q 558.

J.

McN~ara, Mr P.
(Benalla) (Deputy Premier,
M~n~ter for Police and Emergency Services,

MIOlster for Corrections, and Minister for Tourism·
Minister for Agriculture to 9 November 1992)
,
Agriculture, Department of - Bogus adviser, 143.
Bills - Consideration of Council's amendments, 885.
Business of the House - Sittings, 864.
Chainnan of Committees - Election, 29.
Chrisbnas Felicitations, 1074.
Corrections, Office of - Escape from Melbourne
Remand Centre, q 176.
Dairy Industry Bill, 61, 203, 205.
Gaming - Club licences, 593.
Industrial Affairs - Employment agreements, q 58.
Points of Order - Questions without notice not to be
debated, 7. Scope of debate, 185, 264, 855.
Attendance of members, 1047.
Police and Emergency Services, Former Ministry
for - Distribution of pamphlets, 321.
Consultancies, q 556.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 61, 207, 208,
582,854,857,864.
Sculling - World championships, q 818.
Speaker, The - Election, 4.
Tourism - Promotion: wine industry, 46; high
country, 594.
Victoria Police - Employment agreements, q 58.
Resources, q 352. Kyabram and Rochester,594.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill, 62, 206, 509.

Sculling - World championships, q 818.
Victoria Police - Staff, 589.

Rulings and statements as Acting Speaker Debate - Member out of place, 578.
Medicare - Commonwealth-State agreement, q 353.
Melbourne Area District 2 Study - Report, 257, 260.
Melbourne Cup - Betting, q 558.
Memben - Swearing in, 1. Defamatory comments by
ho~ourable member for Brighton, q 55. Electorate
officers, 318, 322, 429, 588, 607. Salary increases for
government, q 349, q 350.
Me~politan

Transit Authority - Hong Kong light
rail system contract, q 710.

Micallef, Mr E. J. (Springvale)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 313, 726,
1071.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 401, 415.
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 161.
Bills - Clarification of amendments, 1066.
Employee Relations Bill, 193,491.
Industrial Affairs - Annual leave loading, q 176.
Points of Order -Scope of debate, 411, 71.9.
Remarks: offensive, 479; accuracy, 591. Reflections
on members, 71.9. Reading of newspapers, 987.
Public Sector Management Bill, 358.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 926,1017.
Transport (Amendment) Bill, 992.

MarpJe, Ms C. F. (Altona)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 735.
Address-in-Reply,39.
Birds - Helmeted honeyeater, 319.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 399.
Electorates - Altona, 39.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 379.
LandCare - LandCare day, 590.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 255.
Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 975.
Public Transport - Transit Patrol officers, 140.
Zoning of Aircraft railway station, 912.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 976.
Timber Industry - Strategy, 258.
Yellingbo State Nature Reserve, 319.
Maughan, Mr N. J. (Rodney)
Animal and Irrigated Pastures Research Institute Operations, 1075.
Education - Discipline in schools, q 57.
Prostitution Regulation Act - Proclamation of
sections, 422.

Mildenhall, Mr B. A. (Footscray)
Address-in-Reply,33.
Education - Language programs, 317.
Electorates - Footscray, 33.
Environment Protection Authority - Office in
western suburbs, 590.
Labor Party - Policies, 33.
Publ~c Trans~rt - Modal interchange at Footscray
railway station, 693. Yarraville goods railway line,
1076.
Roads Corporation - Pedestrian safety works in
Yarraville,421.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 977.
Sunshine Land Bill, 530.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 937.
Tottenham Language Centre, 317.
Min~r~~s

and Energy - LPG, 45. Private and public
utihties, 106. Effects of electromagnetic fields, q 603.

Ministry, The - Appointments, 6, 599.
Responsibilities of shadow, 6, 915. Absence of
~inisters, 261, 533. Expansion, q 285. Salary
mcreases, q 349, q 350. Use of police helicopter by
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 425.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Attendance of Ministers during adjournment
debates, 695. Report in response to
Auditor-General's rep<>rt on Ministerial portfolios,
990.
Mordialloc Creek - Restoration works, 421.
Morwell Falcons Soccer Club - Facilities, 691, 694.
Mount Hotham Ski Tows Ply Ltd, 149.
Municipalities Berwick - Local business enterprise centre, 692.
Cranbourne - Local business enterprise centre, 692.
General - Proclamation of sections of Prostitution
Regulation Act, 422,428.
Keilor - Service road, 593, 595.

N
Napthine, Or D. V. (Portland)
Conservation and Natural Resources - Crown land
rentals,257.
Education - Portland Secondary College, 46.
Language programs, q 458.
Government, The - Policies, q 916.
Hospitals - Boards of management, q 709.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 227.
Life Education - Programs, q 603.
Medicare - Commonwealth-State agreement, q 353.
Points of Order - Reference to debate in other
House, 1057. Scope of debate, 1058. Procedural
motions, 1060.
Public Sector Management Bill, 786, 793, 794.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1013.
National Rail Corporation - Operations, q 918.
National Road Trauma Advisory Council- Report,
821.
Natural Resources (See "Conservation and Natural
Resources'')
Natural bw Party - Activities, 701.
Neighbourhood Houses - Dandenong, 1078.
Nissan Australia - Momington dealership, 700.
Nunawading Horse and Pony Club, 142, 146.
Nursing -Graduate pro-grams, 430.

o
Opposition, The - Leadership, 6.

p
Pandazopoulos, Mr J. (Dandenong)
Address-in-Reply, 109.
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Community Services - Neighbourhood houses, 1078.
Dandenong Workers Club -Special vehicle licences,
423.
Education - Welfare worker in Doveton,591.
Electorates - Dandenong, 109.
Gaming - Courtesy buses, 423.
Government, The - Policies, 112. Employment of
coalition candidates, 318.
Industrial Affairs - Working conditions, 111.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 256.
Points of Order - Offensive remarks, 929.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1027.
Small Business - Berwick-Cranbourne local
enterprise centre, 692.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill,SOB.
Papers - Tabling of reports, 983, 1051.
Parliament -Opening by commission, 1. State
opening,S. Commission to swear members, 6.
Committees, 16,22,85,98, q 284, q 285, 608, 1050,
1051. Televising, broadcasting and photographing of
proceedings, 29, 53,85, 705. Operations, 97.
Departmental reports, 149. Expansion of
Parliamentary positions, q 284, q 285. Democratic,
302. (See also "Business of the House'')
Paterson, Mr A. I. (South Barwon)
Address-in-Reply,24.
Electorates - South Barwon, 25.
Government, The - Policies, 25.
Governor, His Excellency the Honourable Richard
E. McGarvie - Motion for adoption of
Address-in-Reply to Speech on opening of
Parliament: seconded, 24.
Perrin, Mr D. J. (Bulleen)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 732.
Auditor-General- Report on Consolidated Fund,
q 174.
Employee Relations Bill, 487.
Finance - Debt management, 347.
Industrial Affairs - Employment agreements, q 920.
Roads Corporation - Traffic signals in Lower
Templestowe, 142.
Timber Industry -Softwoods, q 286.
Unions - Stoppages, q 8.
Perton, Mr V. J. (Doncaster)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 728.
Justice, Department of - Computerisation of
services, q 459. Sentencing of multiple and repeat
sex offenders, q 602.
Points of Order - Veracity of statements, 731.
Roads Corporation - Eastern Freeway extension,
317.
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Vietnam - Development of building code, q 558.
Pescott, Mr It. (Mitcham) (Minister for Industry
Services from 9 November 1992)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, lOSS,
1063,1064.
Bills - Clarification of amendments, 1065.
Points of Order -Scope of debate, 729, 1059.
Member speaking by leave, 1067, 1068.
Petitiona - Residential Tenancies Act: water charges,
59. Boag's Rock, Cape Schanck, 59. Television series
Stx,60. Asthrna, 60. Plaza Tavern, Werribee, 60.
Mount Hotham Ski Tows Pty Ltd, 149. Sentences for
violent crimes, 429. Second electorate officer, 429.
Graduate nurse programs, 430. State deficit levy, 821.

Phillips, Mr W. (Eltham)
Address-in-Reply, 299.
Electorates - Eltham, 299.
Housing - Dual occupancy, 300.
Planning and Development - Urban, 300.
Public Transport - Railway station development,
300.
Planning and Development - Inner suburban
residential developments, q 58. Relocation of
equestrian facilities in Forest Hill, 142, 146.
Coordination of reports and studies, 257, 260.
Urban, 300. Plenty growth corridor, 302, 691, 694.
Eastern Freeway extension, 317, 321. New Corio
estate, 318, 320. F6 freeway reservation, 319, 321.
Building code for Vietnam, q 558. St Albans
shopping centre, 692, 694. (See also ''Housing'1
Planning and Development, Department of - Staff,
q284.

Plowman, Mr A. F. (Benambra)
Petitions - Mount Hotham Ski Tows Pty Ltd, 149.
Plowman, Mr S. J. (Evelyn) (Minister for Energy and
Minerals, and Minister Assisting the Treasurer on
State Owned Enterprises)
Divisions - Detennination of question, 1000.
Minerals and Energy - Effects of electromagnetic
fields, q 603.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 210, 263.
Offensive remarks, 444. Availability of documents,
945.
State Electricity Commission - High-voltage
powerlines, q 603. Kyabram district office, 695.

Police and Emergency Service., Former Ministry
for - Distribution of pamphlets, 316, 321.
Consultancies, q 556.

Premier and Cabinet, Department of the Departmental head, q 7,42,49, q 53.
Preschool. (See "Community Services'')
Primary Industries -

Horticulture - ExpanSion, 115.
Timbtr - Industry strategy, 258, 260. Softwoods,
q 286. National forest policy, 912, 914.
Wine - Promotion, 42, 46. (See also "Agriculture,
Department of" and "Conservation and Natural
Resources'')
Printing Committee - Membership, 1051.
Privileges Committee - Membership, 1051.
Prostitution Regulation Act - Proclamation of
sections, 422, 428.
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee Membership, 1051.
Public Bodies Review Committee - Membership,
1051.
.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, q 7, q 8, q 11, 42, 43, 44, 49, SO,
q 53. Proposed restructure, q 13. Payouts to fonner
employees, 44, 47. Annual leave loading, q 287.
Stoppages, q 559, q 603. Advertising of senior
positions, q 917.
Public Service Board - Abolition, q 288.
Public Transport -

Bus Services - Sydenham-East Melton, 420, 425.
General - Public safety, q 11. Transit Patrol officers,
140,144. Railway station development, 300.
Services in Craigieburn, 302. Modal interchange alt
Footscray railway station, 693, 695. Hong Kong
light rail service, q 710. Zoning of Aircraft railway'
station, 912, 913.
RIlil Services - Eastern suburbs safe train, 258.
Upfield, 319. National system, q 918. Yarraville
goods railway line, 1076. (See also "Metropolitan
Transit Authority'')

R
Racing (See ''Sport, Recreation and Racing" and
"rotalizator Agency Board")
Recycling - Environmental purchasing policy, 424.
(See also "Environment" and "Conservation and
Natural Resources'')

Reynold., Mr T. C (Gisborne) (Minister for Sport,
Recreation and Racing)
Melbourne Cup - Betting, q 558.
Morwell Falcons Soccer Oub - Facilities, 694.
Sport, Recreation and Racing - Security of parking
facilities, 146. TAB computerised betting system,
q 558. Proposed national totalisator pool, q 605.
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Facilities at Morwell soccer ground, 694.
HandyTAB services, 1079.
Totalizator Agency Board - Computerised betting
system, q 558. Proposed national totalisator pool,
q 605. HandyTAB services, 1079.
Richardson, Mr J. I. (Forest Hill)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 716.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 217.
Bills - Closure motions, 820. Consideration of
Council's amendments, 885.
Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 70.
Divisions - Detennination of question, 806.
Nunawading Horse and Pony Club, 142.
Planning and Development - Relocation of
equestrian facilities in Forest Hill, 142.
Points of Order - Unparliamentary expressions, 136,
218. Scope of debate, 217. Member out of place,
578. Interjections, 703. Relevancy of remarks, 1003.
Small Business - Effects of industrial action, q 601.
Speaker, The - Election,S.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 1007.
Unions -Stoppages, q 601.

Rulings and stDtemmts as Acting Chairman Debate - Expiration of time, 273. Members to
address Chair, 838.

Rulings and stDtements as Acting Speaker Bills - Clarification of amendments, 1065, 1066, 1067.
Debate - Scope, 463. Reflections on members, 721.
Interjections, 1066. Member speaking by leave,
1067,1068.

Road Safety Committee - Membership, 1051.
Roads Corporation -

General - Road law penalties, 102. Traffic signals in
Lower Templestowe, 142. Pedestrian safety works
in Yarraville, 421, 426. Special vehicle licences, 423.
Roads - Eastern Freeway extension, 109,317,321.
Dingley-Springvale bypass, 141. F6 freeway
reservation, 319, 321. Melrose Drive, Tullamarine,
593,595.

Roper, MrT. W. (Coburg)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 714, 1064.
Agriculture, Depamnent of - Tabling of report for
1991-92,1051.
Annual Leave Payments Bill, 366,400.
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 95,
150.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 95, 165, 177,214.
Bills -Closure motions, 83,706. Availability of
amendments, 598. Urgency motions, 651, 657, 698,
705,955,956. Adjournment, 698. Consideration of
Council's amendment, 886.
Business and Employment, Depamnent of - Staff,

q286.
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Business of the House - Sessional Orders, 64.
Sittings, 685, 690, 697, 864. Order of business, 757.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 825.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 233,
525,528.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 242, 264.
Divisions - Qualification of member, 370.
Determination of question, 779, BOO, 1000.
Employee Relations Bill, 188, 463, 598, 895.
Grievances, 697.
Health and Community Services, Depamnent of Departmental head, q 11, 44. Annual leave
loading payments, 315, q 459.
Industrial Affairs - Annual leave loading, 315, q 459.
Members - Electorate officers, 588, 607.
Papers - Tabling of report, 1051.
Parliament - Committees, 16, 85.
Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 248,
275, 276, 544.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 288, 291, 295, 298, 534.
Points of Order - Questions without notice: not to
be debated, 7; relevancy of remarks, 9, 53, 172,285,
458, 600, 606, 918. Adjournment debate: relevancy
of remarks, 48; scope, 145. Debate: scope, 249, 400,
462, 855, 857, 869; anticipation, 284. Reference to
debate in other House, 1056, 1059. Procedural
motions, 1061.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 208.
Public Sector Management Bill, 357, 769, 772, 774.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1041.
Public Service - Employment packages for
depamnental heads, q 11, 44. Advertising of
senior poSitions, q 917.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 624.
State Owned Enterprises Bill, 947.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 679.
Sunshine Land Bill, 238.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill, 631, 985.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 644, 930,
935.
Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill, 656, 657, 669,
705.
Transport (Amendment) Bill, 993.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Bill, 515.
Victorian Gaming Commission - Termination
payment to former chairman, 1075.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 434.
Rowe, Mr G. J. (Cranbourne)
Address-in-Reply,95.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 836.
Community Services - Preschool in Cranbourne,
590.
Electorates - Cranbourne, 96.
Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 216.
Reading of newspapers, 987.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1025.
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Royal Commissions - Final report: Tricontinental
group of companies, 990.
Ryan, Mr P. J. (Gippsland South)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 741.
Address-in-Reply,608.
Bills - Urgency motions, 954.
Electorates -Gippsland South, 609.

s
Sandon, Mr M. J. (Carrum)
Address-in~Reply, 612.
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 523.
Education -Interest subsidy rebate scheme, 423.
Chelsea Primary School, 423.
Employee Relations Bill, 498.
Government, The - Policies, 612.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 209, 577.
Public Sector Management Bill, 787.
Victoria Police - Public safety, 612. Crime
prevention, 614. Victims of crime, 615. Juvenile
offenders, 615. Violence against women, 615.

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations CommitteeMembership, 1051.
Sculling - World championships, q 818.
Seaford Pier. 140.

Seitz, Mr G. (Keilor)
Education - Kealba Secondary College, 593.
Justices of the Peace -Services, 913.
Planning and Development - St Albans shopping
centre, 692.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 270. Questions
without notice: scope of question, 555. Tedious
repetition, 1035.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1033.
Sport, Recreation and Racing - Security of parking
facilities, 143.
Totalizator Agency Board - St Albans premises, 692.
HandyT AB services, 1076.

Sentencing (See "Justice, Department of")

Victoria Police - Employment agreements, q 58.
Chief Commissioner, 258.

Sewage - Discharge at Cape Schanck, 59.
Sheehan, Mr A. J. (Northcote)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 136.
Education - Proposed school closures, q 919.
Mildura College Land (Ranfurly) Bill, 237.
Points of Order - Interjections, 16. Remarks:
offensive, 135, 174,349,816; relevancy, 1003.
State Board of Education (Repeal) Bill, 624, 1001,1002.
Victorian Tourism Commission (Tourism Victoria)
Bill, 206, 504.

Small Business - Effects of industrial action, q 601,
q 819. Berwick-Cranbourne local enterprise centre,
692.
Small Business Development Corporation 983.

Report,

Small Claims Tribunal - Motor vehicle repair claim,
141,146.

Smith, Mr E. R. (Glen Waverley)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 746.
Address-in-Reply, 101.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 222.
Dandenong-Springvale Water BoardContamination of pondages, q 460.
Employee Relations Bill, 495.
Government, The - Policies, 101.
Justice, Department of - Sentencing for violent
crimes, 429.
Petitions - Television series Sex, 60. Sentences for
violent crimes, 429.
Planning and Development - Inner suburban
residential developments, q 58.
Points of Order - Scope of debate, 223.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 575, 856, 860.
Public Sector Management Bill, 788.
Public Service -Stoppages, q 559.
Roads - Road law penalties, 102.
Television - Series Sex and Chances, 60, 102.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 202.

Rulings and statements as Acting Speaker Sercombe, Mr R. C. G. (Niddrie)
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 838.
Industrial Affairs - Employment agreements, q 58.
Ministry, The - Use of police helicopter by Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, 425.
Points of Order - Absence of Minister, 211.
Adjournment debate: relevancy of remarks, 426.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 207, 570, 854,
858.

Debate - Tedious repetition, 1035.

Smith, Mr I. W. (Polwarth) (Minister for Finance)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 133.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 214.
Auditor-General- Response to report on Ministerial
portfolios, 990.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Flexible Tariff Management Unit Trust - Financial
statements, 990.
Points of Order - Hypothetical questions, 710. Scope
of debate, 931. Offensive remarks, 931.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill, 533,628,629,
983,984.
Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 931.
Unions -Stoppages, q 559.
Speaker, The (Hon. J. E. Oelzoppo)

Rulings and statements
Accident Compensation Commission - WorkCare
reports, 16.
Accident Compensation Tribunal- WorkCare
reports, 697.
Address-in-Reply,22.
Adjournment Debate - Relevancy of remarks, 48,
425,427. Interjections, 144. Scope, 145. Accuracy of
remarks, 591.
Agriculture, Department of - Tabling of report for
1991-92, 1052.
Auditor-Ceneral- Reports: on perfonnance audit,
16; Consolidated Fund, 149.
Bills - Closure motions, 83, 641, 643, 707, 771, 82l.
Availability, 191. Adjournment, 362. Absolute
majorities, 464, 500, 501, 530, 532, 718, 755, 756,
778,813,900,1072. Urgency motions, 456,503,599,
628,656,657,668, 707, 915, 956. A vailability of
amendments, 599, 628. Resubmission of question,
755,756. Consideration of Council's amendments,
889, 1053, 1058, 1061.
BLF Custodian - Twentieth report, 16.
Business of the House - Sittings, 864.
Chair - Temporary relief, 29.
Chainnan of Committees - Election, 29.
Chainnen of Committees, Temporary Appointment, 29.
Christmas Felicitations, 1075.
Debate - Remarks: offensive, 62, 132, 133, 135, 162,
192,245,479,654,776,929,983; relevancy, 216,
228,245,390,630,883,888,889,915,1029.
Interjections, 121,1.50, 152, 188,220,415,436,479,
702,703,758,768,769,775,885,888,889,999,1010,
1017. Unparliamentary expressions, 136. Scope,
185,188,190,191,192,198,223,244,250,254,255,
256,263,264,312,411,436,462,518,536,537,543,
554,586,643,820,856,857,869,895,897,931,949,
950,953,1058,1059. Reflections: on members, 192,
280,411; on Chair, 215,883: on Parliament, 950.
Absence of Minister, 211. Members to address
Chair, 517. Tedious repetition, 586, 638, 640.
Admissibility of motion, 642. Audible
conversation, 1040. Call by Chair, 1041, 1058.
Distribution of material, 1052. Reference to debate
in other House, 1056, 1057, 1060. Procedural
motions, 1058, 1061.
Distinguished Visitors, 349, 429, 815.
Divisions -Count, 6. Qualification of member, 371,
420. Correction of list, 420. Detennination of
question, 726, 806, 807, 915, 998, 1001.
Interjections, 890.
Governor, His Excellency the Honourable Richard
E. McGarvie - Motion for adoption of

(17)

Address-in-Reply to Speech on opening of
Parliament, 22.
Hansard - Availability, 879, 1053.
Members - Electorate officers, 589, 607.
MiniStry, The - Absence of Ministers, 261, 533.
Papers - Tabling of reports, 983, 1052.
Parliament - Commission to swear members, 6.
Committees, 16, 22, 85. Televising, broadcasting
and photographing of proceedings, 53, 85, 705.
QuestiOns without Notice - Not to be debated, 7, 9,
172,351, 6()4, 916. Remarks: relevancy, 10, 11, 12,
53,59, 172, 173,285,458~557,6()O,602,606,816,
918; offensive, 174,349,604,709,816.
Admissibility, 13, 55. Unparliamentary
expressions, 13. Rule of anticipation, 284.
Interjections, 284, 816,916. Scope, 352, 556.
Hypothetical, 710.
Small Business Development Corporation - Report,
983.
Speaker, The - Election, 3. Presentation to Governor,
5.

Victorian Accident Rehabilitation CouncilWorkCare reports, 16.
WorkCare - Reports, 16,697.
WorkCare Appeals Board - WorkCare reports, 16.
Speaker, The - Election, 3. Presentation to Governor,
5.
Sport, Recrntion and Racing - Security of parking
facilities, 143, 146. TAB computerised betting
system, q 558. Proposed national totalisator pool,
q 60S. Facilities at Morwell soccer ground, 691, 694.
World sculling championships, q 818. HandyTAB
services, 1076, 1079. (See also "Totalizator Agency
Board")

Spry, Mr G. H. (Bellarine)
Electorates - Bellarine, 704.
Grievances, 704.
Standing Orders Committee - Membership, 1051.
State Electricity Commission - High-voltage
powerlines, q 603. Kyabram district office, 693, 695.
State Superannuation Fund - Benefits of transferred
fund members, 424.

Steggall, Mr B. E. H. (Swan Hill)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 153.
Employee Relations Bill, 194.
Points of Order - Remarks: offensive, 162;
relevancy, 228.
Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill, 211.
Public Service - Proposed restructure, q 13.
Superannuation (Public Sector) Bill, 632.
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Stockdale, Mr A. R. (Brighton) (Treasurer)

Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bill, 86, 95.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 86.
Auditor-General - Reports: Consolidated Fund,
q 174.
Australian Loan Council- Borrowing limits, q 15,
q55.
Bills - Urgency motions, 653, 668.
Borrowing and Investment Powers (Melbourne
Water Corporation) Bill, 85,239,240.
Divisions - Determination of question, 782, 783, 800.
Economy, The - Victoria's credit rating, q 10.
Recovery, q 175.
Employee Relations Bill, 192,896.
Finance - Victoria', credit rating, q 10. Australian
Loan Council borrowing limits, q 15, q 55. Assets
and liabilities account, q 286. Debt management,
338.
Industrial Affairs - Annual leave loading, q 287.
Land Tax (Revision) (Amendment) Bill, 86, 240, 516,
521.
Ministry, The - Expansion, q 285.
Parliament - ExpanSion of Parliamentary positions,
q285.
Points of Order -Offensive remarks, 192,654.
Reflections on members, 192. Scope of debate, 289,
518,897. Admissibility of motion, 642. Reference
to debate in other House, 1056, 1057, 1059.
Procedural motions, 1058, 1061. Interjections, 1066.
Member speaking by leave, 1067.
Public Authorities (Dividends) (Amendment) Bill,
430, 564, 676, 677.
Public Sector Management Bill, 768, 775.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1036.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, q 8. Annual leave loading,
q287.
Public Service Board - Abolition, q 288.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 431, 584, 585, 959.
State Owned Enterprises Bill, 534, 633, 635, 641, 643,
938, 939, 947, 948.
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, 431, 565, 566, 678.
TattersaU Consultations (Amendment) Bill, 534, 644,
929,9JO.
Transport Accident (Amendment) Bill, 534, 658.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Bill, 261, 372, 373.
Treasury, Department of the - Departmental
head, q 8.

T
T AFE (See "Tertiary Education and Training")

Tanner, Mr E. M. P. (Cauifield)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 736.
Divisions - Detennination of question, 806.
National Rail Corporation -Operations, q 918.
Parliament - Expansion of Parliamentary
positions, q 284.

Points of Order - Scope of debate, 537, 542, 554, 56).
Tedious repetition, 562. Relevancy of remarks,
647,648.
State Superannuation Fund - Benefits of transferred
fund members, 424.
Transport Superannuation Fund - Transferred
benefits, 424.
Tehan, Mn M. T. (Seymour) (Minister for Health;
Minister for Health Services, Minister for
Community Services, and Minister responsible for
Aboriginal Affairs to 9 November 1992)
Children and Young Persons (Amendment) Bill, 62.
230,233,526,527,528,529.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 270.
Health - Medicare agreement, q 353. Life Education
programs, q 603.
Health and Community Services, Department of Departmental head, q 11, SO. Payment of penalty
rates, q 283. Annual leave loading payments, 320,
q459.
Hospitals - Boards of management, 427, q 709.
Dandenong and District, 694.
Industrial Affairs - Penalty rates, q 283. Annual
leave loading, 320, q 459.
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services (Trust
Money) Bill, 62, 223, 225, 226, 382, 383.
Life Education - Programs, q 603.
Medicare - Commonwealth-State agreement, q 353.
Points of Order - Relevancy of remarks, 390.
Offensive remarks, 709.
Public Service - Employment packages for
departmental heads, q 11, SO.
Television -Series Sex and Chances, 60, 102.
Tenancies (See "Fair Trading'')
Tertiary Education and Training (See "Education'')
Thomaon, Mr K. J. (Pascoe Vale)
Appropriation (Interim Provision 1992-93) Bm, 156.
Borrowing and Investment Powers (Melbourne
Water Corporation) Bill, 240.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 840.
Finance - Debt management, 343.
LPG - Use in vehicles, 45.
Points of Order - Unparliamentary expressions, 943_
Public Authorities (Dividends) (Amendment) Bill,
670,674.
Public Transport - UpHeld railway line, 319.
Recycling - Environmental purchasing policy, 424.
Small Claims Tribunal - Motor vehicle repair claIm,
141.
State Electricity Commission - Kyabram district
office, 693.
State Owned Enterprises Bill, 635, 939, 940.
Sunshine Land Bill, 238, 530.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Thwaites, Mr J. w. (Albert Park)
Accident Compensation (WorkCover) Bill, 731, 1070.
Address-in-Reply, 104.
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 221.
Bills - Consideration of Council's amendments, 888.
Urgency motions, 955. Clarification of
amendments, 1065.
Dispute Resolution Centres - Inner South, 693.
Electorates - Albert Park, 105.
Gasworks - Site in South Melbourne, 106.
Housing - Public, 105.
Industrial Affairs - Working conditions, 106.
Law Reform Commission (Repeal) Bilt, 903.
Members - Electorate office staff, 318.
Minerals and Energy - Private and public utilities,
106.
Victoria Police -South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne stations, 1077.

Timber Industry (See "Conservation and Natural
Resources" and "Primary Industries")
Totalizator Agency Board -Computerised betting
system, q 558. Proposed national totalisator pool,
q 605. St Albans premises, 692, 694. HandyTAB
services, 1076, 1079.
Tottenham Language Centre, 317, 322.
Tourism - Promotion: wine industry, 42, 46; high
country, 591,594.
Transport (See "Public Transport'')
Transport, Department of - Payouts to former
employees, 44, 47.
Transport, Former Ministry of - Staff, q 351.
Consultancies, q 456.
Transport Superannuation Fund - Transferred
benefits, 424.
Treasury, Department of the - Departmental head,
q8,43.
Tricontinental Group of Companies - Volumes 1 to 3
of final report of Royal Commission, 990.

u
Unions - Stoppages, q 8, q 172, q 555, q 559, q 601,
q 603, 701, q 708, q 816, q 819.
Universities - Deakin, q 460. (See also "Education -

Tertiary EduCJltion and Training'')
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Parliamentary Committees (Amendment) Bill, 545.
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation (Further
Amendment) Bill, 542.
Vital State Industries (Works and Services) Bill, 201.
Victoria Police -

Crime - Compensation payments, 259. Prevention,
614. Victims, 615. Juvenile offenders, 615. Against
women,615.
General- Road law penalties, 102. Eastern suburbs
safe train, 258. Use of police helicopter by Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, 425. Public
safety, 612.
Staff - Employment agreements, q 57, q 58. Chief
Commissioner, 258. Resources, q 352. At Kyabram
and Rochester, 589, 594.
Stations - In Knox, 423. In South Melbourne and
Port Melbourne, 1077.
Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council WorkCare reports, 16.
Victorian Gaming Commission - Termination
payment to former chairman, 1075.
Vietnam - Development of building code, q 558.

w
Wade, Mrs J. L M. (Kew) (Attorney-General, Minister
for Fair Trading, and Minister responsible for
Women's Affairs)
Broadmeadows Tenants Information Service Funding, 596.
Capital City (Shop Trading) Bill, 511.
Dispute Resolution Centres - Inner South, 695.
Ethnic Affairs - Racial vilification, q 558.
Fair Trading - Broadmeadows Tenants Information
Service, 596.
Government, The - Publication of government
advertisements, q 605.
Justice, Department of - Crown Counsel, q 58, 143,
q 175, q 352, q 353, q 456, q 457, q 555, q 556.
Computerisation of services, q 459. Sentencing of
multiple and repeat sex offenders, q 602. Inner
South Dispute Resolution Centre, 695.
Justices of the Peace - Services, 914.
Law Reform Commission (Repeal) Bill, 430, 550, 553,
563,911.
Prostitution Regulation Act - Proclamation of
sections, 428.
Public Sector (Union Fees) Bill, 1041.
Small Claims Tribunal - Motor vehicle repair claim,
146.
Tricontinental Group of Companies - Volumes 1 to
3 of final report of Royal Commission, 990.
Victoria Park Land Bill, 712, 1071.

Vaughan, Or G. M. (Clayton)
Appropriation (Interim Provision, Parliament
1992-93) Bill, 218.
Constitution (Ministers) Bill, 244.

Weideman, Mr G. G. (Frankston)
Education - Frankston TAPE college, 45.
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INDEX

Fair Trading - Mutual finance assistance program,
423.
Housing - Home ownership loan scheme, 315.
Seaford Pier, 140.
Sport, Recreation and Racing - Proposed national
totalisator pool, q 605.

Rulings and statements as Acting Speaker Debate - Members to address Chair, 717, 1017.
Relevancy of remarks, 1015, 1016, 1031, 1032.
Tedious repetition, 1017.

Wells, Mr K. A. (Wantima)
Address-in-Reply,3O.
Education - Wantima Primary School, 32.
Electorates - Wantima, 30.
Employment - Unemployment, 32.
Govemment, The - Policies, 31.

Western Region Committee of Disabled Persons Funding, 1077.
Wilson, Mrs J. T. C. (Dandenong North)
Hospitals - Dandenong and District, 691.
Points of Order - Reading of speeches, 967.
State Deficit Levy Bill, 966.

Women - Violence against, 615.
WorkCare - Reports, 16,697.
WorkCare Appeals Board - WorkCare reports, 16.

y
Yellingbo State Nature Reserve, 319.

