PETITIONS
Thursday, 22 April 1993

1079

ASSEMBLY

Thursday, 22 April 1993

By Mr Tanner (70 signatures)
Laid on table.

The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 10.7 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
The Clerk - 1 have received the following
petitions for presentation to Parliament:

Institute of Educational Administration
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
Receive the humble petition of the undersigned citizens
of Victoria which relates to the Institute of Educational
Administration.
Your petitioners request that the House take action to
ensure that the Institute of Educational Administration
continues to provide high quality residential training
programs and other activities to improve the
administrative ability of persons in positions of
leadership in the field of education, persons aspiring to
such positions and other persons interested in
educational administration, as required by the Institute
of Educational Administration Act 1980.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Sand on (74 signatures) and Mrs Henderson
(67 signatures)

Emergency teachers
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
Receive the humble petition of the undersigned citizens
of Victoria.

PAPER
Laid on table by Clerk:
Exhibition Trustees - Report for the year 1992.

STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION
OF VICTORIA
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - I move:
That, notwithstanding the recommendations of the
Public Bodies Review Committee in its final report
entitled Report to the Parliament on the "appropriate model

for corporatisation of the State Electricity Commission" June
1992 presented to the Legislative Council on 4 June
1992 and the Legislative Assembly on 11 August 1992,
this House resolves, pursuant to section 4P(5)(b) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968, that the State
Electricity Commission of Victoria shall continue to
exist.

This motion has the object of avoiding the
consequences of triggering section 4P(4)(a) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act in relation to the
Public Bodies Review Committee as it applies to the
report of the Public Bodies Review Committee on
the "appropriate model for corporatisation of the
State Electricity Commission" as presented to
Parliament in the first instance in the Legislative
Council on 4 June 1992.
Section 4P(4) states:
Where a public body is reviewed by the Committee
and the Committee recommends in its final report to
the Parliament with respect to that public body that the
body should cease to exist then, subject to this section,
on the first anniversary of the day on which a final
report of the Committee is laid before both Houses of
Parliament -

Your petitioners request that the House take action to
ensure that at Bannockburn Primary School emergency
teachers be employed to fill staff absences if all
short-term replacement teachers have been allocated on
a particular day, thus maximising teacher/learning
time and avoiding the cancellation of quality
educational programs to which our children are
entitled.

Recommendation 5.1 of the final report of the Public
Bodies Review Committee is that "the State
Electricity Commission of Victoria be abolished".

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

If no legislation is passed by Parliament to avoid the

(a) The body shall cease to exist, and
(b) The members of the body shall go out of office.

consequences of that recommendation or unless a
motion of this type is agreed to by both Houses of
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Parliament, on the anniversary of the tabling of the
committee's report the SEC would cease to exist.

STAMPS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading

The government does not disagree with the thrust of
the committee's recommendation; in fact, its
published energy policy reflects much of the general
direction suggested in the report. As a consequence
the government is proceeding to determine the
optimum model for a restructured SEC, which has
the objective of creating the most efficient,
competitive, and cost-effective electricity industry in
Australia.
With the advent later this year of the eastern States
national grid, which has had bipartisan support
from both Federal and State governments, it is
essential that neither Victoria's $15 billion
investment in electricity industry infrastructure nor
its vast energy source - the Latrobe Valley brown
coal deposit - is put at risk. It is therefore essential
that careful consideration be given to the most
appropriate future structure of the State's electricity
industry so that the government can not only meet
the challenges of interstate competition but also
ensure that Victoria is the energy capital of Australia.
Against that backgroWld it would be Wlwise for the
government to prematurely laWlch into a restructure
of the industry simply to avoid the imperative of
section 4P(4) of the Parliamentary Committees Act.
The government is committed to reform of the
electricity industry and is currently reviewing how
best that can be achieved to produce enduring
economic benefits for Victorian customers and the
State in general.
Options for reform are currently being studied,
together with commercial relationships in a new
market structure, regulations covering pricing,
environment, safety and community service
obligations. The government must ensure that any
review of the industry is thorough and properly
considered and that an appropriate implementation
path is determined. Therefore, in order to avoid the
premature demise of the State Electricity
Commission, I commend the motion to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr THOMSON
(Pascoe Vale).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 April.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a Bill to
amend the Stamps Act 1958, the Transport
Accident Act 1986 and the State Taxation
(Amendment) Act 1992 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

ETHNIC AFFAIRS COMMISSION BILL
Second reading
Mr KENNElT (Minister for Ethnic Affairs) - I
move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill replaces the Ethnic Affairs Commission Act
1982 with a new Act that will implement
government policy to establish a commission with
revised fWlctions and membership and a
strengthened advisory role. The 1982 Act brought in
by the former Labor government is confused and
lacks direction.
The Act has provided the commission with a
disparate, diffuse and overly detailed set of
fWlctions which have never been fully exercised.
That has hampered the development of a
commission with a clear brief and focus that could
make a real and sustained contribution to Victoria's
ethnically diverse community. By contrast, the Bill
will provide for a streamlined, well-focused
commission with responsibility to directly advise me
on matters affecting Victoria's ethnic communities.
As stated in the coalition's ethnic affairs policy
released prior to the election, the commission will
comprise 10 members with a minimum of 7 at any
given time. That will encourage the development of
a cohesive team whose members will have sufficient
breadth of expertise and experience to work together
in the formulation of high-quality advice to the
government. The advice the commission may give
will not be narrowly defined as in the previous Act.
As well as advising the government on any matter
referred to it, the commission will, without
restriction, advise on factors inhibiting the
development of harmonious community relations
and on barriers to the participation of ethnic groups
in Victoria's economic, social and cultural life.
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A key objective of the new Act will be to give the
commission a pivotal role in promoting the
maintenance of harmonious community relations.
That role is increasingly important with events
overseas having potential repercussions for ethnic
groups in Victoria.
Mr MicaUef interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! 1 caution the
honourable member for Springvale. 1 will not
tolerate any further interjections; 1 will not warn him
again.
Mr KENNETI - Ways to avert or deal with
resulting intergroup tensions will be sought in order
to maintain multicultural Victoria's proud record of
tolerance, mutual respect and cooperation between
all sections of the community.
The legislation will also clarify the consultative role
of the commission in order to identify the needs of
ethnic communities. Consultation by the
commission with relevant bodies and persons will
provide government with a clear perspective on the
aspirations of ethnic communities.
The strengthening of the commission's adviSOry,
consultative and community relations functions will
ensure that it will be a more effective body than it
has been in the past.·
The new Act will eliminate inappropriate
administrative responsibilities and specify the
reporting relationship and responsibility of the
commission to me, as Minister for Ethnic Affairs. It
also introduces flexibility in the mode of
appointment of the chair to enable a full-time
appointment or, if the need arises, a part-time
appointment. This flexibility will enable the best
possible person to be recruited for the job.
There will no longer be a need for two full-time
deputy chair positions, since the new commission
will not have administrative or departmental
responsibilities. Locking two potentially valuable
sources of advice into inappropriate administrative
functions of this nature, with conflicting Public
Service and advisory responsibilities, was neither
cost effective nor appropriate and will not be
required in the context of the government's new,
more responsive commission.
The new commission will be an important part of
the advisory and policy framework established to
assist the government in ethnic affairs. The three key
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elements of the revised ethnic affairs portfolio are
the commission, an Ethnic Affairs Unit within the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and an
Ethnic Services Committee whereby members of
Parliament and advisers meet with key
administrators to monitor critical service delivery
issues. These three elements together will ensure
that the government is properly advised and that
ethnic affairs policy is implemented.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr KENNETI - 1 beg your pardon! Would you
like to repeat that. 1 ask the honourable member for
Springvale to withdraw his comments. 1 find the
comments he made to be offensive and 1 ask him to
withdraw.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier asks the
honourable member for Springvale to withdraw his
remarks. 1 ask him to withdraw.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - I withdraw.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - The commission's
role within this framework is central. It has primary
responsibility for all matters concerning community
relations, and it has unique responsibility for
consulting with ethnic groups themselves and
advising on their needs and concerns. This advice,
together with advice on service delivery issues
drawn from the monitoring activities of the
interdepartmental committee, will ensure that needs
and aspira tions are known, service gaps or problems
identified and services tailored to meet the needs.
The Ethnic Affairs Unit will maintain up-to-date
knowledge and data, develop practical guidelines
and implementation strategies, provide
authoritative briefings; liaise and negotiate with
other government departments on implementation
issues; and handle intergovernmental matters in line
with government policy.
Together, these elements of the portfolio will ensure
that the government is well advised and that this
advice not only has solid grounding in the views of
ethnic groups themselves but will be developed into
practical policies and programs that will serve to
fulfil the legitimate aspirations of ethnic groups to
participate fully in the social, political, economic and
cultural life of the community and provide their
own unique contribution to it.
1 commend the Bill to the House.
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Debate adjourned on motion of
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (Mill Park).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

AUDIT (TENDER BOARD) BILL
Second reading
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On behalf of the Minister for
Finance, I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Audit (Tender Board) Bill is a short Bill, which
amends the regulation-making powers found in
section 49 of the Audit Act 1958. This will enable the
Treasury regulations to be remade in relation to the
State Tender Board and the purchase, management
and disposal of goods and services.
Currently the Treasury regulations regulate Supply
matters in the inner Budget sector. However, the
Chief Parliamentary Counsel has advised that parts
of the Treasury Regulations 1992 which relate to the
State Tender Board, tenders, contracts and
quotations do not appear to be within the powers
contained in the enabling Act, the Audit Act 1958.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has
also raised concerns regarding the apparent lack of
power to make these regulations. The current
regulations relating to Supply matters expire on 30
June 1993. It is vital that any possible defects in the
Tender Board's authority be corrected and that the
government has the legislative authority to manage
the Supply function. The Bill provides that authority.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr KENNAN
(Leader of the Opposition).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION (REPEAL) BILL
Second reading
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.
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As part of the refocussing of the government's
educational perspective towards our students and
the educational opportunities offered to them, the
government has decided that the involvement of the
Directorate of School Education in the residential
conference and study centre that is the Institute of
Educational Administration should cease. It is also
inappropriate for the Victorian government to
operate this type of facility. However, the
government is mindful of the practicalities in this
decision and the Bill seeks to take these into account.
The Bill will facilitate the sale or lease of the institute
as a going concern to an outside organisation with a
wider catchment of educational interests. This
proposal should enhance the scope and quality of
the training options and educational outcomes
available to the institute. The Directorate of School
Education will continue to have access to the
institute and its programs, but a far wider group in
education at all levels, in training and in business
management and similar disciplines will also be able
to use the facility.
This proposal will protect the interests of the State in
relation to the developed plant and resources that
comprise the institute; will protect the interests of
the Geelong community in relation to the
recreational areas that surround the institute
buildings as well as protecting the direct and
supply-based employment that the institute brings
to Geelong; and will protect the interests of the
eventual purchaser or lessor of the institute, thus
ensuring that the best possible price can be obtained.
The proposal will enhance the value of the institute
to Geelong and will bring a greater variety and
volume of people to Geelong.
The Bill contains two main proposals. Firstly, it will
repeal the Institute of Educational Administration
Act to remove the legislative requirement for the
government's involvement in this activity. Secondly,
it will vest the land occupied by the institute in the
Minister to enable ease of negotiation and the
eventual disposal of the institute and the occupied
land.
Should the institute be sold to an existing
educational organisation - pOSSibly a tertiary
institution - consideration would be given, in
consultation with the local authorities, to offering a
Crown grant of the freehold of the land occupied by
the institute. Should the institute be sold to an
outside training group, consideration would be
given to offering the land on the basis of a Crown
lease.

TERTIARY EDUCATION BILL
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The land occupied by the institute is completely
surrounded by land permanently reserved for a
recreational reserve and under the management of a
committee of management. This recreational reserve
is an important asset for the city and citizens of
Geelong and is not in any way affected by the Bill.
The Bill provides for continued road access to the
institute site to be proclaimed by an order of the
Governor in Council following the proper survey of
the relevant roadways. The provisions will come
into effect upon a date to be proclaimed to permit
the greatest flexibility in the disposal negotiations.

enhance the quality and scope of its training
activities.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr SANDON
(Carrum).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

TERTIARY EDUCATION BILL
Second reading

I make the following statement under section 85(5)
of the Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons why it is
the intention of the Bill to alter or vary section 85 of
that Act.

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

Clause 14 provides that it is the intention of the
clause to alter or vary section 85 of the Constitution
Act 1975 to the extent necessary to prevent the
Supreme Court from awarding any amount by way
of compensation or remuneration because a member
of the council of the institute has lost that office or an
officer or employee of the institute has ceased to be
an officer or employee, or from awarding
compensation in respect of anything done under
Part 3 of the Bill. An exception to the limitation of
jurisdiction to award compensation for loss of office
or employment is made in relation to the right of
return to the Public Service or the Teaching Service
conferred by clause 7 of the Bill. Part 3 revokes
certain reservations over Crown land.
The following are the reasons for limiting the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in this way. To
ensure that the abolition of the Institute of
Educational Administration is effectively
implemented it is necessary to avoid delays and
legal proceedings resulting from compensation
claims for loss of office or employment in relation to
the institute. The right of return provided by clause
7 is considered sufficient compensation for officers
and employees in these circumstances. To ensure
that the site of the institute can be dealt with in any
way that the government considers is in the public
interest, and to prevent claims being made for
compensation because of any changed use or status
of that land, it is necessary to make clear that actions
for compensation in these circumstances cannot be
maintained.
In conclusion, the Bill fulfils the twin objectives of
obtaining budgetary savings by ending government
involvement in the institute while providing for the
institute's long-term future in a manner that will

PURPOSE OF BILL
The Bill provides for new arrangements for the
promotion, development and coordination of higher
education in Victoria. It repeals the Post-Secondary
Education Act 1978 and abolishes the
Post-Secondary Education Commission,
undertakings made in the coalition's policies on
tertiary education and training issued prior to the
recent State election.
The Bill makes provision for the replacement of
VPSEC by a new mechanism for effectively
coordinating policy consideration through an
advisory council to provide advice to the Minister
on the whole range of post-secondary education
sectors, including the higher education sector.
The Bill also makes provision for the approval of
persons or institutions to operate as universities and
the approval to offer programs leading to higher
education awards following a Commonwealth-State
agreement to take that action. It provides a
mechanism for the approval of the proviSion of
higher education programs by institutions, public or
private, that meet appropriate criteria.
The Post-Secondary Education Act was enacted in
1978, 15 years ago, at a time when the structure of
post-secondary education was very different from
what it is today. At that time there were 4
universities and 23 colleges of advanced education,
each of which was a constituent college of either the
Victoria Institute of Colleges or the State College of
Victoria. At that time technical and further
education was provided through a mix of TAFE and
other institutions.

TERTIARY EDUCATION BILL
1084

ASSEMBLY

In 1978, enrolments in the universities were
approximately 42 000 and in advanced colleges,

52 000, a total of 94 000. Enrolments in technical and
further education were 170000. Following extensive
restructuring in post-secondary education and
substantial growth in both TAFE and higher
education there are now seven Victorian
universities, a university college, and campuses of
the Australian Catholic University. In 1992, these
institutions had a total of 168 000 students enrolled
in higher education programs.
Technical and further education is now provided
through 30 TAFE colleges in which 228 000 students
were enrolled in 1992. This number includes 60 000
students in further education programs in TAFE
colleges. There were another 187 000 in programs
offered by community providers.
The total number of students involved is almost
650 000 in programs of initial and continuing
education in almost all professional and
occupational areas.
Post-secondary education is of fundamental
importance in Victoria's social and economic
development, not only in the continuing
strengthening of skills in the work force but also in
research and development in cooperation with
government and industry. In 1992 Victoria's
universities committed over $200 million in research
activity.
Mechanisms for the coordination and funding of
post-secondary education have been substantially
affected by changes at national level. The
Commonwealth government, which carries the
major responsibility for funding higher education,
has introduced a new system for planning and
provision of financial resources. These arrangements
give the States particular responsibility for
institutional accountability, links with other sectors
of education, and State strategic planning within a
national framework.
Changes are also being made in the planning and
funding of technical and further education involving
Significant additional resources and a new
Australian National Training AuthOrity.
The Victorian government is giving high priority to
links between TAFE and higher education and is
encouraging multisector institutions and links
between all universities and TAFE colleges.
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It is taking action through other legislation currently

before the Parliament to provide for council
employment of TAFE teaching staff. This will
strengthen those institutions and increase their
capacity to operate flexibly and creatively in meeting
the vocational education and training requirements
of the Victorian community.
The organisation of adult, community and further
education is also being strengthened through new
employment arrangements for regional councils
which will give security and stability while
maintaining the essential flexibility and local
responsibility which are particularly important in
this sector.
The Post-Secondary Education Commission has
carried out a very important role in the coordination
of higher education over the period of its existence.
The government appreciates the contribution made
by the chairman and commissioners, past and
present. In particular, the government acknowledges
the contribution and services of Dr Graham Allen,
chairman of the commission from 1978 to 1986, and
more recently of Dr Ron Cullen. Today's
circumstances call for a different kind of relationship
across the sectors of post-secondary education and
improved capacity for linking the activities of the
education system as a whole with planning and
development carried out by other arms of
government.
The government is committed to a rationalisation of
existing advisory structures, and provision is being
made in this Bill for a new advisory body. The new
body will be an advisory council comprising
independent persons appointed for their knowledge,
expertise and experience across all the fields of
post-school education and able to provide
independent advice to the Minister across all sectors.
MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
Part 1 of the Bill sets out its purpose and makes
provision for proclamation on a progressive basis to
coincide with the implementation of other
legislation affecting post-secondary education,
particularly that involving changed employment
arrangements for technical and further education
staff.
Part 2 of the Bill provides a number of mechanisms
for the coordination of post-secondary education.
Division 1 of this Part includes a provision for
establishment of a board, committee or similar body
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to advise the Minister on matters relating to
post-secondary education. It is the intention of the
government to establish under this provision a
Tertiary Education and Training Advisory Council.
Additional advisory committees may also be
established to provide advice on matters such as
approval and accreditation of courses of study by
persons or institutions other than universities.
Other provisions in this section include capacity to
obtain information from post-secondary institutions
if required for effective monitoring, planning and
delivery of post-secondary education, endorsement
of courses of study for overseas students,
requirements for making public information about
the use of student fees, and mechanisms to acquire
land for the purposes of post-secondary education.
Division 2 of Part 2 provides mechanisms for
approval of and controls over persons or institutions
wishing to operate as universities, and approval to
offer programs leading to higher education awards.
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Part 6 of the Bill provides for consequential
amendments to the Adult, Community and Further
Education Act and the Vocational Educational and
Training Act following repeal of the Post-secondary
Education Act 1978.
One important provision in this Part is the
establishment of a mechanism for accreditation of
further education programs. Power to accredit such
programs will be provided to the Adult, Community
and Further Education Board. It is intended that
accreditation functions will be delegated to an
accreditation board established for the purpose. This
board will operate in a similar way to the existing
accreditation boards which report to the State
Training Board.
CONCLUSION
The major changes in structure and operations of
post-secondary education since the passage of the
Post-Secondary Education Act 1978 call for a
different approach to the planning and coordination
of higher education in Victoria.

It is the intention of the government to provide

guidelines, establish criteria and institute
mechanisms for advice to the Minister on these
matters. These will ensure maintenance of the high
standards the community expects in higher
education programs, and at the same time provide
for thorough and fair consideration of proposals put
forward by persons or bodies other than public
higher education institutions.
Part 3 of the Bill makes a provision for incorporation
of councils of post-secondary education institutions
other than TAFE colleges.
This will provide for the continuation of Ballarat
University College while the government considers
the application by that institution for university
status. In the longer term, other post-secondary
education institutions may be reqUired for the most
effective and equitable provision of post-secondary
education throughout Victoria and could be
established under this Part.

This involves more effective coordination and
cooperation across the sectors of post-secondary
education and greater capacity for cooperative
planning between the education system, other arms
of government, community providers and the
private sector.
This Bill provides the legislative framework for these
reforms.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr HAMILTON
(Morwell).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

CARAVAN PARKS AND MOVABLE
DWELLINGS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading

Part 4 of the Bill provides for making regulations
and delegation of certain responsibilities to an
executive officer or an advisory body established
under the Act.

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) I move:

Part 5 of the Bill provides for the abolition of the
Post-Secondary Education Commission and for any
assets, liabilities or obligations of the commission to
revert to the Crown.

The Bill makes a number of significant amendments
to the Caravan Parks and Movable Dwellings Act
1988. Its purpose is to achieve a low-cost, workable
system for registering caravan parks, provide advice

That this Bill be now read a second time.
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to the Minister and administer standards in parks.
The Bill is designed to work in tandem with the
standards regulations.
Members will be aware that the Caravan Parks and
Movable Dwellings Act was passed in 1988
following concern about standards in caravan parks,
especially for long-term residents. The Act is divided
into two sections. Parts 2 to 5 detail the rights and
responsibilities of permanent residents and caravan
park owners. Those are administered by the Office
of Fair Trading. Part 6, which is administered by the
Office of Local Government, provides powers to
make standards, regulations and establishes
licensing and appeals mechanisms. Those are
centred on a Caravan Parks Committee with
government and industry representation. The
administration of licensing is effectively shared with
municipal councils.
It was originally intended to introduce regulations
immediately after passage of the Act in 1988.

However drafting proved very difficult, partly
because of the strongly divergent vested interests
involved. Draft regulations and a regulatory impact
statement were circulated in December 1991. A large
proportion of the public comment received was
strongly negative. In particular, the responses
indicated that standards desirable for permanent
residents were inappropriate for tourist parks and
would cause some to close and raise costs for tourist
users and short-term users.
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parks and will save the industry around $145000
per annum.
The Bill, in line with the government's policy of
minimum regulation, offers an opportunity to
achieve simpler, cheaper and more equitable
advisory and appeals mechanisms. The Bill contains
three major legislative changes to support the
interim measures and achieve further reductions in
costs. Firstly, the Bill will repeal the original
licensing provisions established under the Act.
Those were originally designed for a more complex
regulatory regime than is now proposed. Licensing
will be replaced by a simplified and low-cost
arrangement for parks to be registered by councils.
The system will be established under regulation. The
State government's administrative, licensing and
inspectorial functions as established under the Act
will be repealed. Administrative costs to local
government will be offset by the fee of $2.50 per
serviced site per annum.
Secondly, the Bill will abolish the State-based
Caravan Parks Unit and Caravan Parks Committee.
Those costly administrative and advisory structures
are no longer necessary. The regulations have now
been developed and the simplified registration
scheme does not require a complex licensing
structure. Advisory processes will be enhanced. The
changes will provide the Minister with an increased
ability to seek appropriate advice from a wider
range of organisations or individuals as and when
required.

The previous Minister for Local Government
announced in August 1992 the then government's
intention to introduce substantially revised
standards. Those would have provided basic health
and safety standards while protecting traditional
low-cost holidays. The then Minister also noted that
many submissions had been critical of Part 6 of the
Act. On 3 December 1992 the Minister announced
major changes to the licensing arrangements
together with basic health, safety and design
regulations and amendments to Part 6. I would
therefore expect bipartisan support for this Bill.

Thirdly, the composition of the Caravan Parks
Appeals Board will be at the Minister's discretion
rather than being drawn from members of the
Caravan Parks Committee. This offers several
advantages. Most importantly, the new provisions
will enable the appointment of disinterested
members. The original industry-based arrangements
are a source of concern, particularly to residents
living in caravan parks. Present perceptions are of a
board structure which is heavily weighted against
the interests of residents.

The announcement in December made interim
amendments to the caravan parks licensing
regulations, which lowered the licensing fees paid
by caravan parks. Long-term site fees were reduced
from $9 to $2.50; short-term site fees were reduced
from $5 to $2.50; and camp sites faced no fees - that
was unchanged. Those fees are paid directly to
councils with the State no longer receiving any
portion of the moneys collected. The move was
strongly supported by both councils and caravan

The new arrangements will free-up the structure of
the board so that members may be selected with
regard to the relevance of their qualifications,
including the legal knowledge required for the
operation of such a tribunal. The new provisions
will also extend access to the referees board to
residents. Although existing provisions leave the
question in doubt, permanent residents living in
caravan parks will now be able to appeal against the
application of a regulation.
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Other amendments consequent on the main changes
outlined so far include a revised system of
exemptions. There are three levels. Firstly, the most
important of them return the ultimate discretion on
exemptions from Part 6 of the Act to the Minister. At
present the Minister has no power to override the
decision of the committee where he or she believes a
refusal is inappropriate. Secondly, the regulations
may exempt some park or site types from all or
some of the regulations. Thirdly, the Caravan Parks
Referees Board may exempt parks from standards or
modify the application of the regulations.
Finally, the Bill revises the regulation-making
powers to enable the new registration system to be
introduced effectively. It also rationalises the
location of certain legislative provisions and corrects
the terminology to ensure consistency with the
amendments.
I deviate from the speech to direct the attention of
honourable members to the building referees
boards. Although some complex regulations have
been in force in Victoria since 1945 the building
referees system, under which professional and
qualified people have issued exemptions from
building regulations, has worked without
controversy. This Bill represents a move towards
that approach so that basic regulations can be laid
down and exemptions can be made in appropriate
circumstances. That approach will lead to the better
management of the industry.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mrs WILSON
(Dandenong North).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

FORESTS (S.E.A.S. SAPFOR LTD
AGREEMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to ratify a commercial
agreement between the Treasurer, the Minister for
Natural Resources, the Secretary to the Department
of Conservation and Natural Resources, and S.E.A.S.
Sapfor Ltd for the supply and processing of
softwood sawlogs from the State's Portland
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plantations. The Bill is similar in form to the Forests
(Bowater-Scott Agreement) Act 1986, the Forests
(Dunstans Agreement) Act 1987 and the Forests
(Victree Forests Agreement) Act 1989.
The Bill implements the government's practice of
entering into long-term contracts with customers
wishing to process annual log intakes of 100 000
cubic metres or more. It implements government
policy in ensuring long-term resource security and is
another example of industry and government
cooperating in State development.
Contracts such as this between government and
industry lay the foundations for continued
prosperity and economic growth. It is important that
the contract be brought to this place for ratification,
both to indicate the degree of commitment which
the government is prepared to give to such
arrangements and to allow the people of Victoria the
opportunity to know the terms and conditions of the
contract that the government is entering into on their
behalf.
The agreement requires the establishment of a new
industry in the State and provides for the
progressive expansion of the industry by making
available an increasing volume of sawlogs. It allows
the company the opportunity to take advantage of
economies of scale and to invest with confidence
knowing that the raw material for the industry is
secure.
The expansion of the supply of raw materials will
increase employment opportunities. As part of the
agreement, the company is required to undertake
Significant new investment by establishing and
commissioning by 31 July 1994 a new state-of-the-art
softwood sawmill with the capacity to process a
minimum of 180 000 cubic metres of logs each year.
I move on now to specific provisions of the
agreement. The right to the supply of softwood
saw log has been granted for some 40 years till 2030.
A plan of utilisation is required to be drawn up each
year and this will specify the locations from where
saw logs are to be obtained. The supply of logs is to
come from 20 000 hectares of State plantation found
within the Heywood, Rennick and Casterton forest
districts.
The agreement provides for an increasing volume of
sawlogs to be supplied over the contract period. The
minimum annual supply for the period 1994-95 shall
be 60 000 cubic metres, for the period 1995-96 till
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1999-2000,142000 cubic metres a year and 180 000
cubic metres a year for the period 2000-01 to 2029-30.
The supply of increased volumes of sawlog is not
contingent upon purchasing land for plantation
extension, although it is intended to establish
plantation upon land purchased for such purposes
but as yet unplanted. It is also planned to increase
the productivity of the existing plantation estate by
replanting with genetically improved stock,
applying fertilisers, and utilising other silvicultural
practices.
The agreement requires the company to guarantee a
minimum amount to consolidated revenue being
90 per cent of the royalty for the sawlogs to be made
available each year whether the timber is actually
taken or not. Any payment made with respect to
saw logs not actually taken is available as a credit if
an excess above the minimum annual supply is
taken during any of the next three years.
Royalties are payable on the timber at standard
royalty rates. In addition an annual licence fee is
payable with respect to the acquisition by the
company of the guaranteed access to the public's
softwood plantations. The licence fee is based on
specified rate per cubic metre indexed annually and
the company is to pay a higher fee for access to
softwood sawlog to that which is paid under shorter
term licenSing arrangements. The total revenue from
licence fees and royalties is expected to increase
from $2.1 million in 1994 to about $6.5 million in
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I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms MARPLE
(Altona).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

LAND (MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS)
BILL
Second reading
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill provides for the revocation of permanent
reservations of land which are described in the
schedules to the Bill, the surrender of certain land to
the Crown to enable appropriate reservation and for
other enabling provisions associated with the
various land transactions proposed by the Bill.
The Bill removes reservations where the purpose of
the reservation is no longer applicable or where the
reservation of the land is no longer appropriate to
the existing or proposed use.
I turn now to the particular parts of the Bill. Part 1 of
the Bill sets out the purposes of the Bill and provides
for the commencement of the various provisions of
the Bill.

2001.

The agreement includes force majeure provisions
which allow the department to be released from its
obligations in the event of major disaster such as fire
and there are provisions which allow the company
to be released from all or part of its obligations in the
event of overpowering circumstances. There are
several situations covered in the agreement where
agreement between the department and the
company is required, and failing agreement,
arbitration is to be entered into according to the
Commercial Arbitration Act 1984.
The major benefits of this negotiated agreement
include a guaranteed market for sawlogs and
provision of a secure resource base for the
development and operation of the industry, thus
allowing sustainable employment opportunities.
The agreement will further assist the company to
make further investment increments secure in the
knowledge of its log supply.

Part 2 deals With the revocation of the permanent
reservations which form the Prince Henry's hospital
site. The revocation of these reserves will remove the
last impediment to the sale of the site.
Prince Henry's hospital ceased clinical services in
September 1991 and the last remaining use of the
site, the police hospital, was closed in the middle of
1992. The land has now been rezoned for mixed use
development and processes for dealing with the
eventual sale of the land are proceeding.
A portion of the Prince Henry's hospital site may be
used as the exit for the proposed Domain tunnel and
planning for the use for this purpose can proceed
once reservations are removed and the site becomes
unalienated Crown land. The issue will be taken into
account before the finalisation of any sale.
It is no longer in the community's interest to have

these empty buildings prevented from being sold.
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This part of the Bill will remove the last legal
impediment to the development of this site.

houses are located. This will enable the land to be
offered for sale to the existing tenants.

Part 3 deals with the South Melbourne abattoirs site,
which is an area of approximately 2.2 hectares of
land permanently reserved for abattoir purposes in
1903 and which was conditionally granted to the
City of South Melbourne in 1952. The land is
currently leased to J. R. Ralph Ltd until the year 2000.

Parts 7 and 8 deal with areas of land at Carrajung
and Laen. These areas were permanently reserved in
1893 and 1895 respectively as mechanics institutes
and free library reserves. Neither of the two areas is
used for these purposes. The Bill will revoke the
inappropriate permanent reservations. The
government will then facilitate re-reservation of the
areas as areas for the conservation of an area of
natural interest and for the protection of wildlife and
recreation and pass management for these areas to
the local authorities for these purposes.

The government is keen to effectively deal with the
site and it is proposed to achieve this by proViding
an ability to the City of South Melbourne to
surrender the grant of the land and upon surrender
to subsequently revoke the permanent reservation of
the land for abattoir purposes and sell the site.
This will allow negotiations in relation to the sale of
the site to proceed with the lessee and the City of
South Melbourne. The rights of the lessee are not
affected by the Bill and the City of South Melbourne
is not required to surrender its grant of the land.
The Bill therefore does not affect the existing use of
the land, rather it provides a mechanism for
commencing negotiations in relation to the sale of
the site, which will unite the use and ownership of
the land, rather than the government and the City of
South Melbourne maintaining a commitment to the
use of the site as an abattoir.
Part 4 deals with a small parcel of land at Drysdale
which is sited at the rear of the historic Drysdale
Free Library and a timber hall constructed in 1881
and 1884 respectively. The reserve is managed by
the Historic Buildings Management Committee
which leases the library building as a craft shop and
the hall to a local scout group. The land which is the
subject of this Bill is used as a car park for the
buildings on the reserve and adjoining local shops.
The Rural Ci ty of Bellarine has expressed the desire
to obtain title to the land used as a car park to ensure
that it is properly constructed and maintained as a
car park to service the surrounding area. This Bill
therefore revokes the portion of the Drysdale Free
Library reserve which is used as a car park to
facilitate sale to the Rural City of Bellarine.
Parts 5 and 6 deal with two areas of land on which
Rural Water Corporation houses are located. The
two areas of land at Gunbower West and Dingee are
no longer required by the Rural Water Corporation.
The houses have been declared surplus to the
corporation's requirements. The Bill revokes the
permanent reservation of the land on which the

Part 9 deals with two areas within the Mildura
Sewerage Reserve which are at present
inappropriately reserved. The Bill revokes those
portions of the reserve to enable the areas to be
reserved to reflect their existing use. The eastern
boundary of the reserve is partially occupied by a
substantial bitumen road which, after revocation
takes place, will be proclaimed as a road under the
provisions of the Land Act 1958. The proclamation
of that portion of the reserve as a road will isolate a
small portion of the reserve. The reservation of that
area of the sewerage reserve will also be revoked to
enable the area to be added to the adjoining public
purposes reserve.
Part 9 of the Bill regularises existing uses of the
reserve and does not alter existing uses of the land
or remove any land required for the management of
the existing sewerage reserve.
Parts 10, 11 and 12 provide for land at Myamyn,
Oxley, Peechelba and Carrajung to be surrendered
to the Crown by the local shire councils. That will
enable the areas to become Crown land and provide
for reservation of the land to reflect the current uses
and for management by the relevant local authority.
Those areas of land represent parcels that were
granted to local residents at the turn of the century
or before. As none of the grantees is available to
surrender the grants of the land, the only way to
surrender the land is to include the land in
Schedule 2B of the Land Act 1958, which enables the
local councils to make application to the
Attorney-General to surrender the land to the
Crown. After applications to surrender the land
have been considered the land will become
unaliena ted Crown land and will be subsequently
reserved for the purposes required by the local
management authorities.
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The remaining provisions of the Bill are generally
applicable to land Bills of this type and detail the
consequences of revocation, provide for the
Registrar-General and the Registrar of Titles to make
necessary amendments to titles and provide that no
compensation is payable in respect of the
revocations and other matters dealt with in the Bill.
I make the following statement under section 85(5)
of the Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons why
clause 20 of the Bill alters or varies that section.
Clause 20 provides that it is intended to alter or vary
the Constitution Act 1975 to the extent necessary to
prevent the Supreme Court from awarding
compensation in respect of anything done under or
arising out of this Act.
The reason for preventing the Supreme Court from
awarding compensation is as follows: to enable the
Crown to change the use or status of reserved land,
it is necessary to ensure that the land is no longer
subject to any interests or rights arising out of the
former use. The existence of those interests and
rights and claims for compensation based on them
or on the former use of the land could delay or
prevent a change in the use or status of the land that
is for the benefit of the community as a whole. To
facilitate use of some of the land to which the Bill
applies, it is also necessary to revoke a Crown grant
to enable the surrender of certain land to the Crown.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr THOMSON
(Pascoe Vale).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

POLICE REGULATION (DISCIPLINE)
BILL
Second reading
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The primary purpose of the Bill is to improve the
disciplinary system applicable to police. A key part
of the changes proposed is the provision of greater
disciplinary powers to the Chief Commissioner of
Police, which will bring the Victoria Police Force
into line with most other State police forces of
Australia.
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The chief commissioner's current power to
discipline his work force is extremely limited.
Although he is held responsible for the performance
of the Victoria Police, the maintenance of
diSCiplinary standards is largely outside his control.
He has to rely on external agencies to consider
diSCiplinary misdemeanours and apply an
appropriate sanction. It is somewhat incongruous
that the Chief Commissioner of Police can exercise
disciplinary control over other categories of staff
employed by him, such as public servants,
protective service officers, police recruits and
reservists, and yet cannot exercise these same
powers over police.
The provision of wider diSCiplinary powers has been
sought by Victoria Police command for some time.
The provision of these powers at this time is
appropriate as during this session of Parliament the
government intends to provide police with greater
opera tional authority. Increased operational
authority should carry increased accountability. The
chief commissioner would then be in a position to
deal directly with any misuse of increased authority
bestowed on police and apply an appropriate
sanction, including dismissal, if the case so required.
That move is supported by the findings of the
1985 Neesham commission of inquiry, which stated
at page 490, volume 1:
Confidence in the police is influenced by the public
perception of how police powers are exercised, how
complaints are investigated, and the credibility of
police disciplinary mechanisms.

The proposed disciplinary system will be structured
so that disciplinary measures can be timely and
applied at an appropriate level. Breaches of
discipline will be investigated by senior police
officers or the Internal Investigations Department as
the case requires. Due recognition is given in the
proposed system to natural justice and any member
subject to disciplinary action will have the
opportunity of receiving a fair hearing.
The Bill establishes a Police Review Commission to
conduct reviews of action taken by the chief
commissioner in relation to disciplinary matters. The
commission will also hear and determine appeals
against non-selection for promotion and transfer.
Previously those functions were undertaken by two
different boards. It is anticipated that allocating
those functions to one commission will assist to
streamline hearings and reduce associated costs.
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It is my intention to appoint a retired judge or senior

public servant with relevant management
experience as Chairperson of the Police Review
Commission.
Following the conduct of a review concerning a
disciplinary matter, the commission may
recommend certain action to the chief commissioner.
The chief commissioner is to take due regard to the
commission's recommendations and vary or confirm
them. He will be required to annually report to the
Minister on action taken by him following a review.
The chief commissioner must also notify the
member concerned and the Police Review
Commission of his decision within 14 days of
receiving notice of the outcome of the review.
It should be noted that under the current provisions
of the Police Regulation Act 1958 the Minister may
refer any matter relating to the administration of the
force to the Police Board for an inquiry. That could
include, for example, the effectiveness of the police
diSCiplinary system.

I wish to make a statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons why clause 17
of the Bill alters or varies that section.
Clause 17 provides that it is the intention of that
clause to alter or vary section 85 of the Constitution
Act 1975 to prevent the Supreme Court awarding
compensation for a reduction in salary consequent
upon a reduction in rank or dismissal following
diSciplinary action.
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Debate adjourned on motion of Mr SERCOMBE
(Niddrie).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

MARINE (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

While this is essentially a remedial Bill, it
nevertheless makes important amendments to the
Marine Act 1988 especially in respect of blood
alcohol offences and procedures as well as to the
application of the Act.
CHANGES TO BLOOD ALCOHOL PROVISIONS
The blood alcohol provisions of the Marine Act are
largely based on provisions contained in the Road
Safety Act 1986. As honourable members will be
aware, the Road Safety Act has been amended in
this area with great regularity over the years due to
policy initiatives, which usually have enjoyed the
support of all parties, and also as a result of court
decisions which would have adversely affected the
operation of the legislation if action were not taken
to overcome them.

The reasons for limiting the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court are: action to reduce the rank of or
dismiss a member would be the sanction imposed
following disciplinary action. That item is necessary
to enable an effective disciplinary system to operate
in the Victoria Police Force. That is consistent with
provisions applying to public servants pursuant to
the Public Sector Management Act 1992.

Given the close relationship between these Acts in
this area it is a matter of considerable concern that
the Marine Act blood alcohol provisions were not
also regularly amended so that appropriate
uniformity was maintained. The Bill corrects this
anomalous situation and, to ensure it does not arise
again, the Minister for Roads and Ports has given
instructions which will result in both Acts being
amended in future in a single Bill where common
issues arise.

I believe the proposed system has been structured to
achieve the changes sought by the Chief
Commissioner of Police and provide adequate
safeguards to ensure that the new disciplinary
system is impartial and fair. The proposed system
will vastly improve the administration and
effectiveness of and enhance the community's
confidence in the Victoria Police Force.

The Bill also enables police to issue infringement
notices for blood alcohol offences along the same
lines as provided in the Road Safety Act. This
streamlined enforcement procedure has worked well
under that Act. It maximises police and court
resource use and it is also convenient for defendants,
who can, if they wish to exercise the choice, request
that a court deal with the matter.

I commend the Bill to the House.

I do not intend to detail the other blood alcohol
related amendments in this speech. I simply indicate
to the House that each amendment has been
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considered on previous occasions in debates in
Parliament dealing with road safety Bills.
Honourable members may wish to consult the
clause notes to the Bill which explain the
amendments and cross-reference the clauses to the
corresponding provisions already contained in the
Road Safety Act.

those vessels already listed in section 6(3) unless
specifically provided otherwise in the Act. This
resolves any ambiguity surrounding jurisdiction in
respect of matters such as compulsory pilotage of
vessels and ensures that State power is cast as wide
as pos~ible. This is most desirable and is a position
supported by the Commonwealth.

I wish also to express the government's satisfaction
that the integrity of the Marine Act blood alcohol
provisions will now be restored, especially by
eliminating technical defences, so that the provisions
will again be effective in minimising deaths and
injuries on State waters arising out of irresponsible
alcohol use by those in charge of boats and other
vessels.

MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS

SECTION 85(5) STATEMENT
I wish to make a statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act 1975 of the reason for altering or
varying that section by the Marine Act 1988 as
proposed to be amended by this Bill.
Clause 14 of the Bill inserts a new section 107A in
the Marine Act 1988 that is intended to alter or vary
section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975 to the extent
necessary to prevent the bringing before the
Supreme Court of an action of a kind referred to in
proposed new section 31A(7) of the Marine Act 1988.

The Bill also makes a number of other miscellaneous
amendments to the Act. The Bill enables the Marine
Board to conduct investigations into dangerous
incidents whereas the board's powers are currently
confined in the main to investigating accidents
involving vessels. This increased power is essential
to enable "near misses", for example, which could
have resulted in a disaster, to be thoroughly
investigated by the board. The remaining
amendments are primarily of a routine nature.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr BATCHELOR
(Thomastown).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 6 May.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading

Clause 8 of the Bill proposes to insert a new section
31A in the Marine Act 1988. Proposed new section
31A(7) provides that no action lies against a doctor
in respect of anything properly and necessarily done
by the doctor in the course of taking a blood sample
which the doctor believes on reasonable grounds
was required or allowed to be taken under the new
section.
The reason for preventing the bringing of
proceedings against doctors who take blood samples
under the new section is that, without such
protection, a doctor would be reluctant to take a
sample of blood from a person who had not
voluntarily agreed to the procedure.
CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF THE ACT
The amendment made by clause 13 of the Bill is of
much importance as it will resolve doubts
surrounding the application of the Act. Concerns
have emerged that the Marine Act fails to apply to
various classes of vessels. The amendment puts the
issue beyond doubt and provides that the Act
applies to any vessel within State waters including

Debate resumed from 8 April; motion of
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance).
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - The opposition
supports the Bill and endorses its interest in
removing certain loopholes that have previously
been detected and are due to more recent
examination and inspection of the Act. The question
of property and land taxes is a broad issue that has
concerned the Western World for a long time.
Many Australians have been raised in families that
were subjected directly or indirectly in various
degrees to the ideas of John Stuart Mill and his
notion of economic rent, and, more recently, in the
middle of the last century, to the ideas of Henry
George and, in this century, Major Clifford Douglas.
I am sure anyone who has taken an interest in these
issues knows that Major Douglas actually came to
Australia, if I remember correctly, in the 19405 or
19505 and went on a quite well received lecture tour
around the country. He attracted much interest and
encouraged a great deal of debate about the basic
issue of the various forms and options for collecting
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taxation in a manner that is fair and spreads the
burden across the people, and in a way that gives
major cognisance to capacity to pay - a central
element of any argument or debate about methods
of taxa tion.
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and misfortunes which have dogged us in recent
times, and regardless of their effects on Victoria's
budgetary situation, within the nature of the Budget
and the tax raising options available at this time we
would still have serious difficulties in making the
numbers run happily in modem Victoria.

In around the late 1800s a significant Henry George

League emerged and its remnants and those
prescriptions are still with us, particularly in
Victoria. I am sure the honourable member for Swan
Hill will agree that remnants still exist in farming
areas. Farming people in particular are quite taken
with the notion of land tax so long as it is reasonably
applied and so long as it is not on arable land. They
like some of the baggage that travels with the Henry
George concepts - particularly the idea of printing
money!
I shall not go into detail about Major Douglas or
Henry George and particularly not John Stuart Mill,
who is not one of my foremost heroes. However, I
note that Major Douglas -a Canadian -had a
huge influence in that country, which has a Federal
system similar to that in Australia. As honourable
members probably know, he formed political parties
known as the Douglas Credit Parties which to this
day, I believe, form the government in some States
of Canada, particularly in Alberta.
The relationship of this Bill to the broader context
may at first blush and from a narrow perspective
appear to be rather limited. The question of evasion
and avoidance is a major consideration. The levying
of any form of tax and particularly property tax
must be seen to be equitable and fair.

That is very much related to the reduced revenue
raising opportunities and to the nature of
Federal-State financial relationships - not only the
vertical relationship with tax sharing powers
relevant to the Commonwealth but also the
equalisation relationship between Victoria and New
South Wales, which are the major and the most
wealthy States, when compared with the less
populous States.
All those who are interested, and who have the wit
and wisdom to do so, believe that the further
element to be considered - and the characteristic
that I believe in a theoretical or intellectual sense is
what we must come to terms with - is how to
change the tax base to fit a changing community,
particularly in what economists in their jargon or
argot call sectional shifts in the economy. Regardless
of proper attempts to get our current account deficit
into shape, the difficulty - as I have suggested in
passing and particularly in one debate during the
past 48 hours - and the real problem that must be
confronted in the future is what do we do when the
traditional options for taxation such as the
manufacturing industry base that has been so strong
and so much part and parcel of Victoria's economic
geography or profile have disappeared in favour of
knowledge-based, quality-based and ideas-based
economic activity, because I think everyone would
agree there are useful and buoyant signs for Victoria.

My interest in this debate comes not only from my
particular interest in debate in this House in the past
48 hours but also from the quite worthy, rigorous
and far-reaching contributions offered, for example,
by the Treasurer and the honourable member for
Box Hill, who have said that many members on both
sides of the House understand that free from the
daily run of politics and the various plays that come
with the daily run of politics, of claim and
counterclaim, rhetoric and counter rhetoric, there is
a need for us to seriously consider the manner in
which taxation options, particularly for Victoria, are
debated, renovated, changed or amended for the
future.

An ideas-based economy is the major option
available to us, when looking to the not-too-distant
future, if we are to be successful in a modem world
and if we are to take our place in a post-industrial
global economy.

We certainly have agreement that a Significant
structural problem exists in our budgetary situation
and, putting aside the various more recent elements
that have attracted so much public attention, the
opposition believes that regardless of the mistakes

Rather than the old mass production lines with
which we have been brought up and which have
been so much the basis of our economic strengths
and so much the major component of our tax base
and rather than thousands of workers clustered in

As it always has done, Victoria is using its strong
skills base and its tradition and culture of a State of
ideas and of intellect, of technology and innovation.
The State is now moving the proportion of its
economic activity to elements of that kind, which do
not pay payroll tax.
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those purely industrial situations in an industrial
revolution sense we will have in the future a
post-industrial economic geographic profile which is
characterised by a series of small firms who in
numbers are well under the 19-employee benchmark
or level on which payroll tax is calculated.
One option is to lower that tax base. At first glance I
am not sure that I favour that option because it
would be a major disincentive, but a way has to be
found to tax ideas - a way that is fair and equitable
and relates to the economic profile of the electorate
we are dealing with.
There are no easy answers. I do not claim any
monopoly on wisdom. All I am signalling is an
interest in some preferably bipartisan
problem-solving and future-gazing to see whether
we can put forward propositions that are not just
quick-fix solutions at the margin.
As we are coming up to the hundredth anniversary
of Federation, proposals should be put forward for a
change in the Federal-State financial mix - options
that are viable to the States. Based on straight
domestic product comparisons, Victoria is still the
wealthiest State in the Commonwealth but our tax
base and options for taxing that wealth do not
properly reflect the nature of the wealth profile of
the late part of the twentieth century.
To develop that thesis, taxes certainly will not
adequately reflect what will be the nature of
Victoria's economic, business, social and wealth
production profile 5,10,15,20 or 30 years from now.
Unless those who are interested, or required to be
interested, in Treasury matters and the health and
financial position of the State, and unless the State
government, whichever the party in government,
can usefully solve the problem for X years, we will
not be able to solve structural problems within
public finances or be able to reasonably, fairly and
equitably garner the required amount of taxation to
provide infrastructure and the services that the
community expects a State government to provide.
I raised in debate yesterday an option to be
considered, that is, the prospect of a financial
transactions tax, a financial accommodation tax,
which would replace the first variations of
movement from the financial institutions duty and
the bank accounts debits tax which we discussed
yesterday at considerable length.
Mr Hamilton - At great length.
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Mr BAKER -Some would say at significant
length. That option would reflect the nature of
comparative economic bases in New South Wales
and Victoria in that, in comparison with other States,
they are major centres of financial activity. That
would help give some weighting to our significance
away from that of the less populous States.
The other problem compounding our Federal-State
fiscal imbalance is that the tariff barriers which were
given in the early days of the emergence of fiscal
equalisation are being eroded. Even though the
Australian Grants Commission was strongly
influenced by its own culture and traditions and the
less populous Texas-size States in the way it
dispersed money, it has shifted the goalposts, so to
speak. There is no opportunity to take real
cognisance of the changing situation, particularly in
our own State. That is of great concern to me and is
something for which a simple solution cannot be
produced. Nevertheless it is our duty to find some
solutions that are intellectually sound, rigorous and
logical.
A good philosopher would find such questions
exciting - a logician, of course. Our problems relate
to issues of logic rather than magic. I certainly do not
propose to be a magician, although I had some
pretensions in another life to be in the other category.
Within that extremely broad framework, we are
considering what appear to be minor amendments
to the Land Tax Act. Land and property taxes,
together with financial duties taxes, give the best
short-term solution to the conundrum that I posed.
The Bill deals with loopholes that the previous
government identified. They have been identified
and dealt with in various ways in other States. The
proposals will produce, in major part, the effects we
seek, albeit by different means in some cases. I am
delighted that the government has shown wisdom
in dealing with this problem.
The Bill contains anti-avoidance provisiOns to take
effect on 1 January 1994. They are designed to catch
arrangements whereby title is held by a variety of
owners through a trust, thereby avoiding land tax in
that each holding would be less than the threshold.
An example of this might be shopping centres.
The current provisions extend to all special trusts
and require people to establish why they should not
be subject to land tax. The State Revenue Office is of
the view that apprOximately 97 per cent of those
arrangements should quite properly not be subject
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to land tax. Rather than going through that process
the amendments allow the commissioner to
determine which schemes fall within the scope of
the Act rather than requiring everybody to prove
tha t they do not.
It is somewhat unusual but, given the proportions
involved, some element of logic exists. The
administrative costs of approaching it the other way
would far outweigh the revenue flows that may
come from closing the loopholes. The Bill also
contains some tidying-up provisions.
Land tax across Australia has been the subject of
increasing scrutiny in recent years. That arises partly
because of the reassessment of all forms of taxation
during a time of economic downturn and partly as a
result of major shifts in the way economic and
business life operates. The shifts are due to
increasingly apparent distortions of the most
alarming kind in the operation of the land tax
system arising from significant swings in land
values, particularly the tendency in most of the
schemes not to run moving averages but to run in
four-year leaps across the system.
The land tax that is levied at any given time does not
necessarily bear a true relationship to the current
values. Leads and lags cause distortions and pain to
people who are subjected to the tax, including the
business community, especially small businesses
within the central activities area of Greater
Melbourne.
The understandable concern of taxpayers has been
reflected in a series of formal reviews. In one form or
another the existing tax arrangements by most State
governments around the country are an attempt to
ensure that the land tax system operates as
efficiently as possible. It is understood by taxpayers
in the community at large that a good tax is a simple
tax. A tax must be perceived to be fair by those upon
whom the burden falls - that is not the case with
the poll tax - and it must be reasonably easy to
administer.
There is no such thing as a new tax. I indicated to the
House yesterday that the Roman emperors thought
of every form of taxation possible, there are some the
government has not taken up. I mention in passing
that the emperor who introduced the poll tax was
Tiberius, whose administration led to the ultimate
fall of the Roman Empire. Although he was a rather
bloodthirsty fellow, he showed some concern for
equity. His best line on taxation was that a good
shepherd shears his flock, he does not skin it. Those
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words should be applied to what the House is
considering today. A good shepherd also rounds up
his flock, and that is what the Bill does by blocking
off the avoidance provisions and loopholes.
Land tax by simple definition is an annual tax to the
unimproved value of land, and it is administered
principally through the Land Tax Act. Unimproved
value is defined as the site value of land calculated
in accordance with proviSions of the Local
Government Act, which is the price the land would
bring if sold, assuming improvements to the land
had not been made, multiplied by the prescribed
equalisation factor, if any, applying to land within
that area in respect of that tax year.
The tax is calculated on a calendar-year basis and is
the aggregated value of all unimproved land owned
as at noon on 31 December of the preceding year for
which land tax is assessed subject to legislated
exemptions. Land tax for the 1991 assessment period
is based on the aggregated land holdings of the
liable owner as at noon on 31 December 1990.
Limited exceptions to the application of the
important aggregation principle exist due to the
operation of sections 8(2) and 43 of the Land Tax
Act. The type of land on which land tax is levied
includes land purchased and in posseSSion, land
purchased and owned subject to any mortgage, land
sold but still in possession as at noon on
31 December of the preceding year for which the
land tax is payable, land leased from the Crown,
land subject to live tenancy and land vested in a
trustee of a trust.
The general minimum exemption for land tax is
applied each year and for the assessment period all
land owners with aggregated land holdings less
than $150 000 are not liable for land tax.
Land values are used for land tax assessment
purposes and they are based on either actual or
equalised municipal values of site value. As
metropolitan municipal valuations are undertaken
on a four-yearly basis equalisation factors are used
by the Valuer-General to adjust values between
these re-evaluations. Equalisation factors are also
used to smooth out increases in unimproved land
values in non-metropolitan areas where
municipalities are required to undertake valuations
at least every six years. Those factors are used to
bring all unimproved land values to a common date
three and a half years prior to the commencement of
the land tax assessment. That is a simple definition
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of the system that has grown up and to which this
State is accustomed and wedded.

is leading the way in the new knowledge-based
industries. Victoria is the intellectual capital.

One then needs to examine the profile of the
distribution of that taxation to determine what it
means. In Victoria, real tax revenue in 1989-90
reached $50 per capita. It is interesting to look at the
pattern from 1984-85 to 1989-90 because that
illustrates some of the inherent problems we have.
Between 1985-86 and 1988-89 land tax as a
proportion of total taxes, fees and fines decreased
from 5.31 to 4.54 per cent. This was the result of a
real decline in land tax revenue and a real increase
in other sources of State revenue. In 1989-90 this
proportion increased markedly, representing
5.65 per cent of total taxes, fees and fines. That was
reflected in the large increase in land tax in 1990
combined with the downturn of the property market
and the consequent decline in stamp duty.

It is time to put aside the negative comments coming

As I said, in 1989-90, as a proportion of total taxes,
fees and fines land tax revenue had reached 5.65 per
cent as a proportion of property taxes; it accounted
for 20 per cent of property taxes.
How many people actually pay? I believe only 5 per
cent of property owners throughout the whole of the
State pay land tax. We must find alternative taxation
measures - the Federal government is chary about
the States taking this action -or find options to
improve the vertical or horizontal imbalance
between the Federal government and the States and
between Victoria and the less populous States, to
whom Victoria pays $1 billion a year.
Over the past four years I have said that Victorians
who are annoyed by people from Queensland and
Western Australia making jokes about this State's
difficulties might care to say, "All right, make your
jokes but we will take back the $1 billion that we
give you. You can say what you like, but we are still
the wealthiest State in the Commonwealth".
Victorians need to understand that Victoria is still
the wealthiest State. It is wealthier than New South
Wales on a per capita basis and on a production
basis. Victoria would be happy to take back the $1
billion if those States wished to secede, as they have
been threatening to do - we will see how they go.
Quite often they say, ''You will starve if you don't
have us", but the reality is that Victoria produces
23 per cent of the gross value of Australian
agricultural produce; it produces the widest range of
goods; it is the most efficient food producer; and it
has the biggest manufacturing base, the best artistic
community and the best sporting facilities. Victoria

from those on the other side of the House in a
constant attempt to talk Victoria down. It is time
someone said to the community, ''Lift your heads,
pull up your socks, we are still the best". If the
people who are making the jokes care to give back
the $1 billion, we will be happy to take it. If they
want to secede, they should do so and see how they
like it. The reality is that many would probably
starve. How long can a person live on pineapples,
mangoes, pawpaws and lantana scrub? Those
people would not be happy eating the fruit of the
chinee apple tree, which is bitter. How long would
they last if they did not have Victoria? That is the
message that should be given to an over-fed smart
alec that one might meet in a caravan park during
the holidays, who says, ''You are all broke in
Victoria". Your response may be, "That is all right,
pal; buzz off, but give us back the $1 billion and we
will go our own way".
The opportunity of a much broader base that is
cognisant of wealth is a notion that has travelled
through politics on both sides from the days of John
Stuart Mill. I am not sure there are many true
liberals on the other side of the House: they may
know John Stuart Mill but they are not necessarily
taken with his ideas! If there are any true liberals on
the other side of Parliament they would recognise
the circumstances I have described as options for
dealing with the problems that confront us.
Land tax as a proportion of property taxes in
Victoria declined from 1985-86 to 1988-89, although
an increase occurred in 1989-90. This increase was
the result of two major factors: firstly, an increase in
the 1990 land tax base of approximately 71 per cent.
That is a significant increase. Those bumps are
deficiencies that are inherent in the mathematical
computations, which cause anguish to the
community, especially those in business. It is agreed
by many that changes must be made to the way
large increases occur when properties are revalued
by councils. The increase in council property
valuations in 1989-90 as compared with those at 30
June 1986 and the non-indexation of those values are
factors that are reflected in the growth in land tax
revenue in 1989-90.
Secondly, there has been a relative decrease in stamp
duty collections on capital and financial transactions
over the period 1988-89 to 1989-90 as a result of the
downturn in the property market. Between 1988-89
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and 1990-91, stamp duties on property and financial
transactions decreased from $1260 million to
$1033 million. Around that time the revenue
collected from stamp duties on financial and capital
transfers demonstrated the volatility I have pointed
to. In 1984-85 stamp duties represented 15.2 per cent
of total taxes, fees and fines, while in 1988-89 they
represented 25 per cent. In 1989-90 the proportion
had decreased to approximately 19 per cent.
Revenue from stamp duties on capital and financial
transactions represent the largest source of revenue
from property taxes at the State level.
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or jointly in Victoria. The application of land tax on
land used for primary production is a contentious
area. I do not suggest as a first position that land
used for primary production should be taxed,
although I believe that should be put on the table.
Most land used for primary production is exempt
from land tax. Land used for primary production is
land which is primarily used for the cultivation of
crops for sale; the maintenance of animals or poultry
for sale or breeding or for the sale of their bodily
produce; the keeping of bees for sale of honey; the
growing for sale of plants, seedlings, mushrooms or
orchards; and the conduct of commercial fishing.

In the Fordham report on land tax, an excellent

report, table 3.2 shows the types of swings that
occurred through the period from 1970 to 1990. The
percentage increases in the real tax base are
demonstrated clearly throughout that period. For
instance, in 1973 the change in the real tax base was
6.6 per cent; the following year it was 61.8 per cent;
and the year after it was 13.9 per cent. In 1976 the
change was 13.3 per cent, and in 1978,62.7 per cent.
Land taxes increased as the valuation of land
increased dramatically. In 1982 the increase was
18.1 per cent, and in 1990, 64.8 per cent.
Under a fairer system we would consider the
exemptions - not just the anti-avoidance and
anti-evasion questions that the House is debating
today -when a review of this kind is conducted in
the interests of establishing best practice and fitting
the circumstances to modem times.

Land in an urban zone in the metropolitan area that
is used for primary production is exempt only if it is
used by the owners for the business of primary
production and the owners work for most of their
time in the type of primary production that is
carried out on the land. If relatives of the owners
work for most of their time on the owners' land
carrying on approved primary production activities,
the owners may be exempt from land tax.
Other exemptions include land which is the
property of the Crown; land vested in any public
statutory authority constituted under the laws of
Victoria; land vested in trustees appointed by an Act
of the Victorian Parliament which is held in trust for
public or municipal purposes; and land used
exclusively for charitable purposes.

Those issues should be considered free from the
accidents of history. One should at least know in
one's own mind what it is one would do when
dealing with complex problems of this kind, but that
does not occur. That is political life! The other option
is to say, as so many people in public life do when
faced with complex problems, 'What can I get away
with? What changes can I make at the margin?"
Under that scenario nothing happens, and my own
training tells me that is a serious problem.

Originally land taxes had the dual purpose of
encouraging the subdivision of large holdings and
providing revenue. Recently, the revenue objective
has become predominant, and all States, with the
exception of Tasmania, exempt rural properties. The
tax has now become essentially an urban tax, with
the main burden falling on the corporate sector.
Distribution of the tax liability depends mainly on
exemptions in urban areas and on the scale of the
tax. Those questions give rise to issues relating to
equity.

Change should not be made for change's sake, but
when contemplating complex systems affected by
cultural and economic changes on the scale I have
described, one needs to know in one's own mind
how one would do it or whether one should do it, if
one is to start afresh and not carry the baggage of
culture, traditions and district.

I have already said that in a modem society, given
the changing nature of our tax base and the
economic activities on which taxes are levied and
the reduced options available to State governments
to levy taxes, land and financial duties taxes, and
perhaps a tax on knowledge-based activities are
issues that have to be taken into account.

The exemptions should be put on the table.
Landowners receive a general exemption of $149999
based on 1991 land tax scales for the aggregated
unimproved value of all land or lands owned solely

The application of land tax highlights the problems
that occur in Federal-State financial relations. One
needs a mathematical formula that will provide, to
the satisfaction of the community, both horizontal
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and verticle equity. Horizontal equity is concerned
with ensuring that individuals with identical taxable
capacities, however defined, should pay similar
taxes. Vertical equity is concerned with the differing
abilities of taxpayers to pay. In other words, those
with the deepest pockets should pay more. That is a
basic notion of taxation that is accepted by the
Australian Labor Party. It was also accepted by
coalition heroes such as John Stuart Mill. He
propounded the notion of economic reason, implicit
in which is the value of land. If it is worth more, you
pay more.
It is not like the State deficit levy which the

honourable member for Forest Hill supported,
albeit, one suspects, with some sense of shame and
remorse. At the State level there are factors that
make the attainment of vertical and horizontal
equity for a particular tax less important - Mr McNamara interjected.
Mr BAKER - I would think that wealthy wine
growers and real estate agents from Nagambie
would be reasonable targets in a fairer system, not to
mention wealthy poultry farmers from the Western
District and, dare I say, beef farmers. To continue: to
the extent that the Victorian taxes are part of a larger
structure with a progreSSive Commonwealth tax
overlay and an effective redistributive expenditure
side, the pressure for seeking vertical equity in
Victorian taxes is reduced.
The question of who pays and why is important.
There is a strong body of theory, material, literature
and understanding that we carry with us, wittingly
or unwittingly, because we have been brought up on
the notion of land taxes and that gives the
community a sense of adequate rationale for such
methods of taxation.
State land taxes were originally introduced, but they
had their other purposes, and governments used
taxes in various ways and for various means not
only for the purpose of raising revenue. State land
taxes were originally introduced as a means of
breaking up large land holdings but nowadays they
do not even apply to rural land. Those examples in a
fair system have to be put on the table and
considered.
As the former Minister for Agriculture, and as
someone who has spent some time on the land in
my younger days, I do not approve of a result that
would drive farming families off the land. No-one
would want to produce a result which drives a
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family or the next generation of family off the
standard family farm.
People splitting up their holdings in the interests of
tax evasion is a matter that lacks some sense of
equity. Because of that, one needs to craft a taxation
system that picks up people who are prepared to
play such games and indulge in that form of
chicanery.
Land tax has been important in the English-speaking
world because land was the major productive asset
in society and its ownership conferred political and
social status.
To put the Bill in context, I believe other elements or
characteristics of a fair tax system should ensure that
everybody knows that it would be the evaders of
tax - those who flout the law; those who would
seek to escape either through fancy schemes crafted
by lawyers or through trusts designed to evade
tax -who would be caught, and that it is not on. I
commend the Treasurer and the government for
dealing with this problem. It is not easy to guarantee
that one can cover in every regard the mysticism of
modem lawyers - certainly modem commercial
lawyers, many of whom are most gifted, and we
need to see the results of these measures. I suggest to
the government that there should be a test or some
review period to see whether the methods that have
been applied actually produce that effect.
On behalf of the opposition I am delighted to
support the Bill in its entirety and congratulate the
Treasurer on bringing it to this stage.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) - I congratulate the
honourable member for Sunshine on his eloquent
and well-reasoned address on the Bill. I did not have
the opportunity of hearing all his remarks, but I
certainly agree with much of what I did hear.
The principal measure in the Bill relates to how to
handle tax avoidance through the use of
discretionary trusts and similar devices. The
provisions in the Act, which the Bill removes in
order to deal with the problem in a different way,
are provisions that were inserted following the
Fordham review of land tax. That review was
generally a thorough and well-argued document,
but it picked up the point about imposing a penal
tax on discretionary and other trusts without enough
consideration and as something of an aside.
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The experience since then, and all the professional
advice coming from the State Revenue Office and
from the legal profession and others generally, is
that it too, created a lot of work and pain for many
innocent people who have perfectly genuine reasons
for having discretionary trusts. It was also not
necessarily the most effective way of dealing with
avoidance problems. For that reason, the
government, having considered the situation,
decided the problem would be better dealt with by
ensuring that the general anti-avoidance measures
could be effectively applied. The legislation makes it
clear that this can be done, and the State Revenue
Office is ensuring in its administrative processes that
this can be followed up.

and refer to overweight Queensland and the
inequity of the current fiscal equalisation
arrangements, which has resulted in the adequacy of
Victoria's revenue base depending largely on taxes
such as land tax.

The honourable member for Sunshine sensibly
suggested that the operation of the provisions
should be monitored and examined to ensure they
work effectively in dealing with any attempt at tax
avoidance or evasion. It is intended that the
operation of the legislation will be closely watched
and any efforts to avoid tax through the use of
special trusts will be dealt with vigorously. I
welcome the support of the opposition and
commend the Bill to the House.

Traditionally Victoria received less money than the
other States because it had the responsibility of
supporting the establishment of the other States and
was protected by tariffs. That tariff protection has
declined, which is reflected in the fact that the
government now needs to collect more payroll and
other taxes than before to raise revenue. I admit that
the diminution of tariff protection is the only way to
go if Australia is to become competitive, but that has
resulted in less growth and a diminishing tax base.

Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I support the
amendments contained in this Bill. I do not intend to
cover the matters I discussed when a similar a Bill
was introduced in the early days of this government.
I am concerned about some of the provisions
because my electorate has been affected by the
changes in land valuations that have occurred since
1986. I have received many representations from
people expressing considerable concern about land
tax and the State's dependency on it. I am also
concerned about the provisions of the Bill because
the revenue gained from properties in the City of
Melbourne accounts for more than 60 per cent of the
State's land tax bill.

Victoria will not be able to get back to the wealthy
situation it has previously enjoyed unless other taxes
such as stamp duty are increased. Unless property
values increase and the market picks up Victoria
will not have the growth it needs to enable it to
anticipate future income. That will mean that
Victoria will become more reliant on land tax.

Although I agree with the elimination of the trust
provisions I still have a few problems with the
application of trusts. It is often hard to find out who
is using trusts to avoid paying land tax. The
Treasurer said that he knows of no case in which it
has been proved that someone has used a trust to
avoid paying land tax; but that is not good enough.
The matter should be investigated to ensure that
people who are hiding properties in trusts are made
to pay land tax.
Another important matter is the
Commonwealth-State financial arrangements. I will
not go as far as the honourable member for Sunshine

Although land tax is not inequitable it can be
applied inequitably. Victoria has come to rely more
and more on the collection of land tax because the
Federal government is not providing enough
revenue for the State. Not only is that an
equalisation question, but also it has to do with the
fact that although Queensland and the Northern
Territory collect less tax than Victoria, they receive
more revenue from the Federal government.

As the honourable member for Sunshine said,
Victoria should broaden its land tax base, because at
the moment it is too narrow. A most important issue
for Victoria is the diminution of tariffs and the
declining revenue base. Victoria needs adequate
support from the Federal government, because it
cannot continue to subsidise the other States.
I do not intend to disagree with people, but if the
money that goes to the Northern Territory is
deducted from the fiscal equation, the figures are not
that bad. I am not saying that we should not
continue to support the Northern Territory, but
Victoria cannot continue to rely on land tax for the
provision of its services. That does not mean that
land tax should be abolished or should not be fair, or
that its base should not be broadened; but it is not
appropriate for Victoria to rely solely on land tax.
ApproXimately $460 million a year in land tax is
raised from a small number of people. The New
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South Wales land tax base is much broader than that
of Victoria. Aside from the lack of revenue coming
from the Federal government, the government faces
no issue more important than the State's lack of
adequate revenue-raising methods. The size of
Victoria's share of the Federal fiscal cake is
diminishing. The 1985 agreements have shown that
Victoria is consistently receiving less money, and
that cannot continue.
My fear is that because this government has a
strident and right-Wing commitment to reducing
services and expenditure it will be difficult for it to
ask the Federal government for more money. The
Federal government will probably say, "You want
more money! But you are the people who want
smaller government". The government will get what
it has asked for - smaller government. Because the
government wants to reduce expenditure and the
size of government the Federal government will
send it on its way.
I refer now to what happened to land tax in 1990-91.
Victoria must receive more money from the Federal
government because it cannot continue to rely on
land tax to pay for the provision of services. In
1990-91 a land tax assessment on 1986 valuations
was made on all properties. In 1990 the Labor
government did not adjust the rate in the dollar for
land tax assessments, which meant that if a property
was worth $1 million in 1982 and rates were levied
at 1 cent in the dollar, the owner would still be
paying 1 cent in the dollar on the earlier assessment
when the value of the property increased to
$5 million in the 1986 property boom.
It was just left as it was, which meant that mammoth

land tax bills were sent to people. To put it mildly,
the amounts were prohibitive. As the honourable
member for Sunshine said, the amount and the base
of land tax was broadened, literally overnight.
I was heavily involved in the debate at the time. I
can remember being in this Chamber, hearing
members of the then conservative opposition speak
at length about how terrible it was that land tax
assessments had not been altered to take account of
the change in property values. It was twice as bad,
because in the past ratepayers would each receive a
land tax assessment that had a certain value on it;
then in the fourth year they would get a big one
because of the valuation changes, even with an
adjustment to the rate in the dollar. It was felt that
the assessment was too much of a burden on
ratepayers. I believe it was the former Treasurer,
Rob Jolly, who introduced a system of
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equalisation - not of Federal fiscal equalisation but
of equalisation among rates - so that each year
ratepayers would pay a little extra in line with rate
assessment notices across all municipalities
according to an equalisation scale requiring that an
additional amount should be paid each year. When
it came to the crunch, over four years there had been
an incremental increase so that a ratepayer would
not be hit with a large bill, although he or she might
suffer an increase because the equalisation system
may not always be correct.
To have maintained the rate in the dollar at the level
it did, the former government was probably, to put
it mildly, a little inconsistent. One reason - and this
is the crux of the whole issue with this Bill - is that
the assessment system was not adjusted. Although
the rate in the dollar was marginally reduced in the
1991-92 year, it was still roughly at the 1982 level
when it should have been at the 1986 valuation level.
The then shadow Treasurer, the honourable member
for Brighton, said if he had been in government it
would not have happened. There was a good reason
why it probably would not have happened under
the Liberals. They would have increased other
taxes - deficit taxes, poll taxes or any sort of tax
such as those it is coming up with at the moment increased SEC rates by 10 per cent and sold off the
farm. They did not have to worry too much about
people paying land tax even though the values their
properties had gone up dramatically.
The crucial point is that, irrespective of any of those
issues, the rate in the dollar is currently too high. It
is not enough of an argument for those of us who are
on the left - and I do not mean the honourable
members for Forest Hill and Glen Waverley-Mr Richardson - The New Right regard me as a
dangerous Bolshevik!
Mr COLE - I must say that the New Right is
pretty extreme.
People argue that if a property has increased in
value by 100 per cent over four years, the owners
can afford to pay this extra amount. I am not sure
that that is true, but even if it is, and even if they are
wealthy corporations like AMP Society - although
it is not so wealthy these days -an element of
unfairness still exists. The tax is unpredictable. We
should not have a tax that increases unexpectedly. In
some cases, the tax increased by 300 to 400 per cent,
which is unacceptable.
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The most significant point with taxes like this is that
invariably the little people are the ones who get hurt.
The little people are small business operatorsthose who either own or lease a small business or
who have within their lease a condition that they
will pay the land tax. There is nothing innately
wrong with a provision like that so long as there is
disclosure and an understanding that a tenant is
entering into a contract with a landlord. The tenant
needs to know what he is getting into and that he is
the person responsible for paying the land tax.
Once again, one of the big issues of the day the
government must address is the question of
certainty or, more to the point, uncertainty as to
what will happen next. I must say, with the Premier
it is hard to know what will happen next.
Mr Steggall- You wouldn't have it any other
way.
Mr CO LE - At times the flamboyancy is
desirable. What happened to small business people
in the city - and I know many of them as a result of
this issue - was unfair. Landlords, of course,
passed it on. They were entitled to do that, it was in
their lease agreements; but the price was far too high
and was unexpected, and it was damaging. I know
one person who has eight restaurants in the city,
whose land tax went from $30 000 to $200 000. You
cannot run a business on that basis. Most people
would acknowledge that; most people would
acknowledge that the taxes were too high.
Land tax legislation is unusual in that each year
legislation is required to adjust the rate in the dollar
used to assess land tax. The government when in
opposition supported the legislation, which resulted
in a reduction in the rate of land tax, and argued that
the measure did not go far enough.
It concerns me that between last year and now the
government, which says it supports and has the
allegiance of small business, particularly in the City
of Melbourne, seems to have sat on its hands and
not addressed the issue. The government has been
concerned only about ensuring that tax avoidance in
relation to trusts and other provisions is addressed
sufficiently. Although I do not pass judgment on
that, it does not go to the crux of the problem, which
is the rate in the dollar used to assess land tax,
particularly for small businesses.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank the
opposition for supporting this important Bill. The
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tenor of the debate reflected the concern of all
Victorians about the adverse impact of land tax.
There are difficulties with the Bill; there is no simple,
neat or completely effective solution to some of the
problems raised by the structure of the land tax
system in Victoria, particularly problems of
grouping provisions and the potential use of
schemes using trusts, groupings of companies and
other artificial and contrived arrangements to avoid
land tax. It is the government's view, however, that
the Bill is more workable and compatible with the
realities of commercial life than the provisions it
replaces. The remainder of the Bill concerns mainly
technical matters.
The government shares concerns about the adverse
impact of land tax on Victorian businesses and, to
some extent, Victorian households and the
progressive nature of the current land tax scale.
Those issues warrant further attention, and the
government will examine the land tax base on a
continuing basis.
In one sense the problem in the immediate future is
on the other side of the ledger in that the pattern of
valuations is not uniform. Large divergences in
prospective changes in valuations across the Slate
will only compound the difficulties that arise from
the present structure of the land tax system. The
government will address that matter during the
balance of this year in preparation for the usual
review of the land tax system in the run-up to the
commencement of the next land tax year in 1994.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.
Sitting suspended 12.56 p.m. until 2.5 p.m.

PHOTOGRAPHING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the House that
I have approved a request from the Sunday Age
newspaper to take still photographs of question time
today. No additional lighting or flashlights will be
used.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
ll02

ASSEMBLY

Thursday, 22 April 1993

member for Richmond. If he continues to interject I
shall take action against him.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
RACIAL VILIFICATION BILL
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - As it
is now almost 12 months since the Premier, at a State
of Israel anniversary function at the Southern Cross
Hotel, gave a bipartisan commitment to support a
racial vilification Bill which was subsequently
introduced by the then government in the Upper
House, I ask the Premier: why it is that since the
election on 3 October the government has not
introduced and passed a racial vilification Bill,
which still has the bipartisan support of the Labor
Party? Is it the case that the reason - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member has asked his question, I believe, or is he
getting to the point?
Mr KENNAN - Is it the case that the reason he
has not done so is because the Attorney-General has
dumped the Bill?
The SPEAKER - Order! The last part of the
question is out of order. It proffers an opinion.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I thank the
temporary Leader of the Opposition for his question.
I respond in three parts. Firstly, next Monday night
at my invitation the community of Israel will be
welcomed to Parliament House to celebrate its
national day. It will be the first time this has
happened.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mr KENNETT - I trust opposition members will
be present.
Mr Kennan interjected.
Mr KENNETT - You will be there? I am pleased
about that. Second, as the Leader of the Opposition
would probably be aware - because he is a
self-appointed Queen's Counsel- the Federal
government is legislating in this area at the moment
and Federal legislation overrides State legislation.
Mr DoIlis interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! This is not the first time
this week I have had to caution the honourable

Mr KENNETT - As I said, the Commonwealth
is introducing legislation. To introduce legislation in
Victoria would be unnecessary. It would simply be
duplication for the sake of duplication.
The third reason, although it is not as relevant today,
is that until the coalition knew the Federal
government was moving in this area I was
somewhat taken by the arguments put by a former
Attorney-General in this place, who is now the
temporary Leader of the Opposition. I did not know
he was going to ask this question today, because I
thought he had agreed he would ask it next
Tuesday. However he is on record as saying that he
thought such legislation was unnecessary and we
should have an education program rather than
legislation that considered only one issue. We
obviously have an education program in place.
The Commonwealth legislation will override any
State legislation. Parliament is looking forward to
welcoming the Jewish community here next
Monday night. Thank you for the question.

NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
SYSTEM
Mr WELLS (Wantirna) - Will the Premier
inform the House of the implication for Victoria of
the Prime Minister's announcement yesterday that
the Federal government will introduce a new
national industrial relations system?
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I thank the
honourable member for his question and for his
continuing interest. Most honourable members
would know that just over six months ago, after the
last election, we introduced reforms in an attempt to
make Victoria more competitive. Because of the
speed of change that we thought was necessary to
make Victoria more competitive we have
encountered some resistance. However, the
government has never lost faith or confidence that
ultimately the measures we have been pursuing are
right.
I am on record as saying that regardless of whether
the coalition government was elected Federally or
the Labor government was re-elected there would be
major change in the way in which industrial
relations was addressed in this community. The
Federal Labor government was re-elected. Before the
election the Federal Labor government had made no
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change in industrial relations. Yesterday was a
watershed for this community, not only in Victoria
but in Australia. Not only has Paul Keating come on
down, but he has joined the reform train - and we
welcome it.
Yesterday, for the first time, the Prime Minister
articulated that we must put an end to a centralised
wage fixing system. My government has been
arguing that for more than a year. Australia is the
only country in the Western World that still retains
the system which stands as an impediment against
growth and employment. We support the Prime
Minister in that edict.
Yesterday the Prime Minister said that major
reforms for the Industrial Relations Commission which, he said, was established with an adversarial
role in mind - now needed to be implemented to
recognise a system where employees and employers
were left to negotiate changes in good faith - not
only in good faith, but with commonsense!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNEIT - Congratulations, Prime
Minister! He is starting to position himself to assist
Australia into the 21st century.
The Prime Minister continued to talk about "safety
nets": how often have we on this side of this House
talked about safety nets? Yesterday the Prime
Minister said tha t the net would not prescribe
conditions of work but would catch those unable to
make workplace agreements with employers. What
does Victoria have in place? A safety net!
Yesterday's speech by the Prime Minister is the first
step towards fundamental and important industrial
relations changes in Australia. Now we must see
that step put in place in legislation, as the Prime
Minister said, within three or four months. There are
still many areas where we can progress.
Late last year I said that once we unleashed the
reform genie in this country no-one would be able to
put it back in the bottle. That is not to say that the
people will accept everything we have done, but
they will certainly accept it in part.
Now the Prime Minister has accepted in part the
reform genie that we allowed to spread throughout
the country. Now the real test is to ensure that when
the legisla tion comes down it mirrors the direction
and philosophy outlined by the Prime Minister.
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For the first time Australia has a very real
opportunity to position itself, to become competitive
and to participate in the 21st century. As I have
previously said, I am prepared to work with the
Prime Minister and the Federal government to
achieve that end: yesterday's announcement was
significant in its direction and in its detail.
I hope honourable members opposite understand
and now recognise that it is time for them to join the
reform train. They cannot remain isolated from the
needs of our community; they cannot remain
isolat~d from those who work in the trade union
movement!
The government of Victoria is proud of the role it
has played to date. It has been in office for only six
months; it has at least another three years to run
before the next election, and four years after that.
The reform genie is out. It will move throughout
Australia so that this country will become
competitive and an exciting place in which to live in
the 21st century.

PUBLIC SECTOR SUPERANNUATION
LEGISLATION
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - My question without
notice is directed to the Premier. In light of the
importance of the public sector superannuation
issue to the lives of hundreds of thousands of
Victorians, and given the commitment made by the
government in the Governor's speech to respect the
primary importance of Parliament "as the central
institution in our democracy", will the Premier give
an undertaking to the House that any changes to
superannuation entitlements for retired and current
public servants will be enshrined in legislation?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not intend to rise
again to ask for order. I warn several members on
my left, and one or two on my right, that if the
barrage of interjections continues, I will name them.
If they think I am kidding, try me!
Mr KENNEIT (Premier) - I thank the
honourable member for Sunshine for his question
because what the government is now doing results
from 10 years of mismanagement by the former
government when it had the trust of Victorians.
Were it not for the mismanagement of the Labor
government we would not be in this position today.
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It is not only the superannuants and employees, but
the vast majority of Victorians who must fund the
superannuation for those in the scheme today, and
who are our responsibility. I give this undertaking:
as we have said before, we will negotiate. We will
consult. The Minister for Finance is doing that day
and night with members of the community and
employees of the government.
Mr Sheehan - They were not consulted.

Mr KENNEIT (Premier) - As I have already
said, yesterday'S announcement by the Prime
Minister gives Victoria and Australia the
opportunity to participate relevantly in the rest of
this decade and into the 21st century. It builds on the
work we in Victoria have done. The statement is
potentially the most important we have heard from
the Prime Minister for a long time. There are still
areas that can be pursued, to add to the base created
by him yesterday.

Mr KENNETf - The honourable member
opposite is friendless - not only on this side but
also on his own side! There is no doubt that when he
had the opportunity to participate in government his
own members rejected him. Now that his party is in
opposition, and has only 27 members in this place,
he cannot even get on to the opposition's front
bench!

What has been recognised is that Australia has to get
back to work; Australia has to become productive.
There is no place either now or in the next seven and
a half years for individuals who show, by inhibiting
and restricting people's opportunities, that they are
not prepared to be part of the movement for change.

The government is going through the consultative
process; the Minister for Finance is consulting on a
regular basis, day in and day out. We are trying to
develop a scheme that is fair to all Victorians -not
simply fair to some. At some stage in the not too
distant future the Minister for Finance will announce
the results of consultations and what he proposes.

Questions interrupted.

Legislative changes are needed before this
Parliamentary sessional period concludes. We may
not have finalised all the consultations, but I give
this undertaking: the legislation we introduce will be
no different in substance from the Federal legislation
and the powers it contains for employees of the
Federal Public Service. In other words, the measures
we will introduce in Victoria - potentially before
the end of the sessional period - and for which we
will ask the support of the opposition will protect
present superannuants, employees and the people
who fund the system.
We can pass legislation to ensure that we can afford
the superannuation requirements that are currently
in place, and that we have the ability to actually pay
the recurrent expenditure every year. Therefore, the
legislation we will introduce will in the main be no
different from that introduced at the Federal level
under a Labor government.

PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL ACTION
Mr McLELLAN (Franks ton East) - Given the
Prime Minister's announcement yesterday, will the
Premier advise the House of the impact of the 5 May
strike called by the Victorian Trades Hall Council?

Mr Micallef interjected.

NAMING AND SUSPENSION OF
MEMBER
The SPEAKER - Order! I name the honourable
member for Springvale, and I ask the Leader of the
House to take the necessary action.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the honourable member for Springvale
(Mr Micallef) be suspended from the service of the
House.

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 58
Ashley,Mr
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
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, 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.
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Hyams, Mr (Teller)
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiIl,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan,Mr
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Smith, Mr LW.
Spry, Mr (Teller)
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

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

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

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Springvale to leave the Chamber.
Mr Micallef withdrew from Chamber.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL ACTION
Mr KENNEIT (Premier) - For those who have
forgotten the question, the honourable member for
Frankston East asked about the appropriateness of
the strike on 5 May being called by the Secretary of
the Trades Hall Council, Mr John Halfpenny.
Before I was interrupted, I said that, given the Prime
Minister's new position and the preparedness of this
government to govern clearly for all Victorians, I
thought the strike to be held on Wednesday, 5 May
to be totally unnecessary. That is especially so now
that the Prime Minister and the Federal government,
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many of those in the Australian Council of Trade
Unions and some whom I would describe as modem
trade unionists at Trades Hall Council, have
recognised that it is against the national interest and
spirit for the strike to continue.
It is clear that Mr Halfpenny wants to keep

Australian workers chained to old conditions that
are no longer relevant to th,e future. That is
recognised by the Federal government, the
Australian Council of Trade Unions and the present
government. It is sad that the Secretary of the Trades
Hall Council wants to misuse the goodwill of people
employed in the public sector by calling on them to
strike when clearly the new direction of Australia is
towards growth and employment.
I do not know if public servants fully understand the
reason why Mr Halfpenny has called the strike on
5 May. I have been restrained in my comments
about the matter because I had hoped that at the end
of the day Mr Halfpenny would show some sign
that he would work in the public interests. However,
I believe Mr Halfpenny is misusing the goodwill of
so many of Victoria's public servants to pay homage
to his mentor. May 5 is the birthday of Karl Marx.
For those who do not know, I inform the House
most of Mr Halfpenny's training was done in Russia.
I call on all Victorian public servants to recognise
that there is a new form of leadership emerging in
this country today, whether at the Federal level,
within the ACTU or among the modem trade
unionists at the Trades Hall Council. John
Halfpenny and Karl Marx have no future in the
development of this State.
I call on public servants who are paid from the
public purse to think twice about participating in the
strike of 5 May and to get on with the job of
educating, treating patients and delivering public
transport. Let Victoria work its way to a new period
of recovery and prosperity. If Mr Halfpenny does
not want to be part of it, let us leave him behind; if
the members of the opposition do not want to be
part of it, let us leave them behind as well.
Victorians want work, social security and reward for
their efforts, and the government will provide those
things!

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - In
the light of the Premier's enthusiastic embrace of the
Federal industrial relations system, will the Minister
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for Industry and Employment assure the House that
the government will forthwith abandon its
intervention in courts and tribunals in its attempts to
prevent Victorian workers wishing to do so from
moving to the Federal system?

whether they be producers, retailers, wholesalers or
consumers.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - In a word, no.

Mr COOPER (Morning ton) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct to your attention
Standing Order No. 124, which states:

MELBOURNE WHOLESALE FRUIT
AND VEGETABLE MARKET TRUST
Mr TRAYNOR (Ballarat East) - Will the
Minister for Agriculture advise what action the
government is taking to ensure the relevance of
current legislative and regulatory management
arrangements to the operation of the Melbourne
Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market Trust?
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - Fruit and vegetables are an
important aspect of Victorian trade, and some 60 per
cent of Victoria's fruit and vegetables are traded
through the Fresh Centre, the Melbourne Wholesale
Fruit and Vegetable Market.
Two Acts of Parliament control the Fresh Centre the Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable
Market Trust and the Farm Produce Wholesale Act. I
have been concerned for some time that the
legislative framework restricts the trust and its
affiliates from acting effectively in the interests of
growers, wholesalers, retailers and consumers.
The government's agriculture committee comprising
the honourable members for Mildura, Monbulk,
Gippsland South and Shepparton will review the
work done in 1990 by the former Public Bodies
Review Committee and report on how the
recommendations have been implemented.
The government needs to look at the economic costs
and the benefits of the trust, and it also needs to
consider occupancy arrangements and security of
tenure at the Fresh Centre. The government now has
the opportunity to consider in a sensible way the
corporatisation and privatisation of the Melbourne
Fresh Centre.
Some concerns have been expressed recently about
investigations by the Victoria Police Force and the
National Crime AuthOrity. I stress that the review of
the legislative framework is not related to either of
those investigations. The review of the legislative
framework is a positive step by the government to
assist all those involved in the horticultural sector,

The SPEAKER - Order! The time for questions
without notice has expired.

A member may be at liberty to ask an oral question
without notice at the time of giving notices of motion.
Provided that such questions may be asked from the
time Mr Speaker calls on questions until the lapse of (a) 45 minutes on Tuesday; and (b) 30 minutes on other
days.

I raise the point of order because of the matter with
which the House had to deal in question time today,
a matter which occupied a considerable time.
Question time is special to the backbench members
of both sides of this House; it is the only time during
a sitting day when they have the opportunity of
asking questions of Cabinet Ministers. That time
should be preserved at all costs.
I understand that your hands, Mr Speaker, are tied
in that you cannot stop the clock, therefore I suggest
that the matter should be referred to the Standing
Orders Committee of this House so that the rights of
backbenchers can be preserved.
I ask you, Sir, to take up this matter so that the full
time allotted for question time is preserved
regardless of whether the House has to deal with
extraneous matters.
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - On
the point of order, Mr Speaker, it is the usual
practice that when the Speaker names a member the
Leader of the House allows tha t member the
opportunity to apologise to the Chair and withdraw.
The SPEAKER - Order! This is not the same
point of order.
Mr KENNAN - It is, and I wish to elaborate on
it. I have a right to be heard. Had that course been
followed-An Honourable Member -It is a separate point
of order!
Mr KENNAN - No, it isn't. Members of the
government may not want the opposition to be
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heard in this place. They may want to approach this
place with their jackboot tactics - The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is out of order.
Mr KENNAN - The time that was taken up by
the matter to which the honourable member for
Momington referred was unnecessary because had
the government followed the normal practice the
procedure could have been avoided.
The nub of the point of order relates to the time
taken out of question time as a result of the division.
The honourable member for Momington expressly
referred to the time taken up by the division. The
words "the division" were used several times by the
honourable member and that is why the matter 1
raise goes to the heart and the core of that issue.
The SPEAKER - Order! What is the honourable
member's point?
Mr KENNAN - I am speaking to the point of
order raised by the honourable member for
Momington. 1 have a right as a member of this
House and as Leader of the Opposition to reply to
and to speak on points of order raised by other
honourable members, because even in this
Parliament the minority still has some rights. We
propose to exercise those rights, despite the
jack-boot approach of the government.
The government chose to precipitate a division
rather than follow the normal course by giving the
honourable member the opportunity to apologise to
the Chair and to make any amends that he saw fit.
That is the usual practice and it would have been
particularly appropriate. On this occasion the
government did not allow that to happen. The
honourable member for Springvale had not
interjected immediately before the interjection which
led him to be named. His was an isolated
interjection.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNAN - It was precipitate, provocative
and arrogant of the government to dispense with the
normal form and move directly to moving the
motion and proceeding to a division. It was the
government's action that led to the call for a
division. It did not seek to minimise the loss of time.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr KENNAN - Honourable members opposite
continue to interject but they are not being thrown
out. After Mr Speaker named the honourable
member for Springvale the loss of time could have
been minimised if the Leader of the Government
had followed the normal course of action. The
government chose not to do that but to seek to
exercise the authority of its numbers and have the
honourable member ejected. Government members
knew there would be a division; they brought it on.
It ill behoves the government to whinge about it.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - I shall
address the point of order raised by the honourable
member for Mornington. 1 join with the honourable
member in urging you, Mr Speaker, to ignore
everything that was said by the Leader of the
Opposition because nothing he said had anything to
do with the point of order raised by the honourable
member for Momington. It was irrelevant. It dealt
with the failure of the honourable member for
Springvale to apologise and the procedures that
followed the naming of the honourable member.
The point of order raised by the honourable member
for Mornington referred to the way in which the
House should deal with the loss of time when there
is an incident such as occurred today during
question time. He also asked that the matter be
referred to the Standing Orders Committee.
The Leader of the Opposition paid no attention to
the point of order raised by the honourable member
for Mornington. He was trying to bolster his own
position in his party; nothing he said was relevant to
the point of order.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RICHARDSON - You should ignore the
Leader of the OppOSition, Mr Speaker, in the same
way as the rest of the community does.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - The honourable member
for Mornington raised a point of order which related
to the time lost during question time when there is
an interruption such as the one that occurred today.
1 wish to address that point of order.
For many years the normal practice prior to action
being taken by the House consequent upon
Mr Speaker naming a member has been that the
Leader of the House appeals to the honourable
member named to apologise. I specifically draw
attention to the words that are available to the
Leader of the House when such an event occurs.
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Having had to use these words on a number of
occasions, I am well aware of them. A document is
prepared by the Clerks for the assistance of
members. It is headed "Suspension of a member". It
says:
Mr Speaker will call you after naming the member. If
you intend to appeal to the offending member for him
to apologise to the Chair, as is sometimes but not
necessarily done, you must do so before proceeding to
move as follows - -

Even in the most provocative circumstances in the
past few years that has been the course of action
adopted in this House except on the occasion when
the present Minister for Planning was a member of
the opposition and he raised a point of order that a
vote should be taken immediately on the matter.
I recall a number of other occasions when I
requested that the then Leader of the Opposition,
now the Premier, the Leader of the National Party
and the honourable member for Evelyn, now the
Minister for Energy and Minerals, apologise before
any action was taken. I remember the honourable
member for Evelyn taking the opportunity to
apologise and that was the end of the matter. On one
occasion it was clear that the then Leader of the
OppOSition would not apologise under any
circumstances - he was determined to be thrown
out and unfortunately that occurred because no
apology was forthcoming.
On this occasion there was not one tiny effort by the
Leader of the House to ask whether the honourable
member for Springvale would apologise, and the
Leader of the House in the same way that he moved
the guillotine motion on 24 occasions during the
spring sessional period - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is straying from the point of order.
Mr ROPER - He proceeded to move the motion
without taking note of the suggested words for the
Leader of the House that were provided by the
Clerks, which I understand date back to 1952. But
for the action of the Leader of the House, a
subsequent division would not have been called and
there would have been the appropriate time for
questions.
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Mr ROPER - In response to the interjection by
the honourable member for Swan Hill, it would be
quite improper for members on this side of the
House, when they believe a member is being
removed illegitimately, not to call for a division.
That is a separate point that will be taken up at a
separate time with the House and outside the House
as well.
In relation to the point of order raised by the
honourable member for Momington, it was
exceptional for the Leader of the House to do what
he did, which has cost a Significant amount of
question time today and has resulted in the
honourable member for Springvale being
unnecessarily suspended from the service of the
House.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley) - On the point
of order raised by the honourable member for
. Momington and supported by the honourable
member for Forest Hill, which was different from
the matters raised by the Leader of the OppOSition
and the honourable member for Coburg, I urge you,
Mr Speaker, when making your determination to
take into consideration the imputations made
against you by the Leader of the OppOSition and the
honourable member for Coburg. Reference was
made to jack-boot tactics being used and to the
honourable member for Springvale being ejected
illegitimately. Those remarks reflect on the Chair.
These matters should be taken into consideration by
you, Mr Speaker, when ruling on this matter.
Dr COG HILL (Werribee) -On the same point of
order, Mr Speaker, in some respects I agree with
what the honourable member for Momington has
said; but, as usual, he is behind the times. The
honourable member should be aware that the
Standing Orders Committee of the previous
Parliament addressed this very issue when it
reported to the House last year.
Mr Speaker, I know you were a member of the
committee from 21 September 1989. You were one of
the members of the committee who unanimously
reported to the House in March 1992 on the need for
a general revision of the Standing Orders. That
report is available for study by all honourable
members.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Steggall - They might not have called for a
division!

Dr COG HILL - An honourable member asks by
interjection why the revision of the Standing Orders
has not proceeded. It has not proceeded because of
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the decision made by the then Leader of the
Opposition, now the Premier, to reject the
progressive reform of the Standing Orders.
The SPEAKER - Order! This is not an
opportunity for a wide-ranging debate. The
honourable member will confine his remarks to the
point of order raised by the honourable member for
Momington.
Dr COG HILL - Absolutely; that is the very
point that I am coming to in detail. I direct to the
attention of the honourable member for Mornington
and the House proposed new Standing Order
No. 52, which states:
The Speaker may extend the time allowed to a member
under these Standing Orders, but only if the Speaker is
of the opinion that a member's rights have been
unreasonably infringed.

The proposed Standing Order could have been used
to achieve the purpose proposed by the honourable
member for MOmington in the point of order. There
is only one reason why that new Standing Order has
not been implemented - the failure of the Premier
and the Leader of the House to act on the
recommendations either in opposition or in
government. The recommendation has already been
dealt with by you, Mr Speaker, and by the Standing
Orders Committee of the previous Parliament. It
could be implemented today if the Leader of the
House had the will to move for leave to adopt the
new Standing Order, even by way of a Sessional
Order. That would give you, Mr Speaker, the
authority to extend question time or the speaking
time of an individual member in the event of an
interruption such as occurred today.
There are two aspects to the matter that has arisen
today. Firstly, that discretionary power ought to be
available to Mr Speaker. The Standing Orders
Committee recommended unanimously the
adoption of the new Standing Order. All of us have
had the opportunity of examining the report and the
draft proposals. The detailed examination of the
Standing Orders by the bipartisan Standing Orders
Committee encouraged discussion of the issues in
Parliament and in the community. The committee
met at lunchtime every sitting week Thursday
during the life of the previous Parliament.
Because it was productive the committee was able to
examine in detail all the proposals put forward. It
tossed proposals around and gave much thought to
the recommendations. There were times when
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suggestions and proposals were keenly debated
because some members felt it was not appropriate to
have included in the Standing Orders provisions
such as those recommended in the report. But they
were persuaded by the arguments, and the
provision became part of the committee's
unanimous report, which had the general support of
the House. Unfortunately, the implementation of the
recommendations requires the cooperation of the
Leader of the House.
Mr Speaker, the circumstances that led to the point
of order would not have arisen if the Leader of the
House had taken advantage of the established
practice in this place, certainly while I was in the
Chair and going back at least to 1952. I refer to a
report in Hansard of 9 September 1952, volume 239,
page 1819, which refers to the action taken in
moving a motion for the naming of a member of the
House. It clearly establishes that the Leader of the
House should have taken the opportunity to invite
the honourable member for Springvale to apologise
to the House and more particularly to apologise to
you and to express his regret at having behaved in
the manner he did, which you deemed as defying
the authority of the Chair.
The problem would not have arisen if the
government had followed normal practice and if the
Leader of the House had been professional and
diligent in the execution of his duties. There is no
reason why the Leader of the House cannot act now
to address the problem by moving a Sessional
Order, by leave, for the new Standing Order No. 52
to be introduced, at least on a trial basis.
Mr SERCOMBE (Niddrie) - I thank the
honourable member for Momington for his concern
about the forms of the House and the need to protect
the rights of honourable members who are not
members of the executive. His point of order raises
matters of considerable importance, as the
honourable member for Werribee outlined in
considerable detail.
The honourable member for Mornington should be
congratulated for his initiative in raising the matter
because the issues discussed at some length by the
honourable member for Werribee were the subject of
a great deal of work on a bipartisan basis by the
Standing Orders Committee. They are matters about
which the honourable member for Werribee has
issued a challenge. Let us pick up the
recommendations of the committee and deal with
them so that all honourable members, not just
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members of the government, are protected against
abuses of their rights such as occurred today.
The SPEAKER - Order! I hope that was no
reflection on the Chair.
Mr SERCOMBE - No, Mr Speaker, on the
contrary. The fault for the events today in my view
lies squarely on the shoulders of the Leader of the
House. He has failed to follow the normal customs
and practice of the Chamber. As the honourable
member for Coburg pointed out, the normal
circumstances in previous times dating back to at
least 1952 have been that where a member is
interjecting - particularly a member in the
circumstances in which the honourable member for
Springvale found himself; that is, a member who
had not been interjecting to any extent - you,
Mr Speaker, reasonably issued a general warning.
Today you issued warnings to a number of
members, but not the honourable member for
Springvale.
Far be it from me to be critical in this respect and
suggest that the honourable member for Springvale
is on all occasions a paragon of virtue in such
matters, but today he had not interjected. You,
Mr Speaker, had not warned him. You appropriately
followed the course of action that was before you as
Speaker.
The Leader of the House, probably through
inexperience, probably through being a bit of a
boofhead-Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order - The SPEAKER - Order! The remark made by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was offensive.
I ask him to withdraw.
Mr SERCOMBE (Niddrie) - I withdraw the
remark. The Leader of the House, probably through
inexperience on this occasion, failed to follow the
custom and practice of the House that would have
ensured that the rights of all members or
non-executive members were protected.
The honourable member for Werribee has pointed
the way forward and picked up the initiative by the
honourable member for Mornington. We should
now proceed to reassert the rights of members.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
and also heard a number of speakers on the point of
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order. As the honourable member for Mornington
pointed out, he realised that the Chair could not
uphold the point he was raising, but he was saying
that there should be some mechanism by which
question time can be suspended while matters like
the one that arose this afternoon are dealt with.
I agree, as the honourable member for Werribee told
the House, that the Standing Orders Committee
unanimously recommended that new Standing
Orders should be adopted. Until that is done I am
bound by the Standing Orders of the House. Before
question time resumed and expired I examined the
Standing Orders to see whether it was still in my
power to add extra time for question time.
As I suspected, the answer was no. There is no point
of order. The points raised by several honourable
members have been noted, and at the next meeting
of the Standing Orders Committee I will mention
them again.
Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - On a further
pOint of order, Mr Speaker, as a result of the naming
of the honourable member for Springvale I am
concerned about the circumstances in which such
namings occur. I think all honourable members need
some guidance when a naming will occur. Two
Standing Orders I have noted that appear to be
relevant are Standing Order No. 116, which refers to
highly disorderly conduct, and Standing Order
No. 117, which refers to the offence of disregarding
the authority of the Chair or of abusing the rules of
the House by persistently and wilfully obstructing
the business of the House or of disorderly conduct
or otherwise.
As you will recall, Mr Speaker, the honourable
member for Springvale was named after making an
interjection. Since that time many members on both
sides of the House have made interjections. There
has been far more disorderly conduct than occurred
at the time of the naming of the honourable member
for Springvale.
If I and other members of the House are to know

how we are to conduct ourselves in these
circumstances, and what circumstances will or will
not lead to the naming of members, there is a need
for you, Mc Speaker, either now or in the future, to
provide guidance as to your view of the
circumstances in which naming of members will
occur so that we can be satisfied that this will be
applied in an even-handed and impartial manner
and that members can be satisfied they are not being
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prejudiced for conduct on other occasions or the
victims of some other agenda.
It is important for the further conduct of this House
that all members, including myself, have some clear
guidance as to what is expected of us, and your view
of Standing Orders Nos 116 and 117 in relation to
disorderly conduct. I urge you, Mr Speaker, to give
some consideration to that.
Mr RICHARD SON (Forest Hill) -On the point
of order, Mr Speaker, if the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale had been here a little longer than he has,
and taken more notice of the proceedings and
interest in the forms of the House than he or any
other member of his disreputable party have so far
taken, he would know that he has made himself look
a little silly. The fact is that Standing Order
No. 116-Mr Thomson interjected.
Mr RICHARD SON - If you had a bit of
backbone to connect your wagging tail and flapping
tongue you might be taken notice of. You're a twit!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The remarks used by
the honourable member for Forest Hill are
disorderly and unparliamentary. I ask him to
withdraw.
Mr RICHARDSON - He is not a twit; he may
be other things, but he is not a twit. The fact is that
Standing Order No. 116 refers to a different set of
circumstances than those referred to in Standing
Order No. 117. The honourable member calls for
guidelines to be established by you, Mr Speaker.
There are guidelines already in existence. For the
information of the honourable member for Pascoe
Vale, there are two separate volumes one can follow:
one is called Standing Orders and the other is called
Parliamentary Practice by Erskine May. If the
honourable member did not know about those two
sets of guidelines on how he should conduct himself,
he has been dealt a savage blow and a disservice by
senior members of his own party.
Standing Order No. 116 refers to highly disorderly
conduct but does not confine that conduct to
conduct within the Chamber; it refers to disorderly
conduct by a member which, as I recall one
particular case, occurred in the gallery of another
Chamber of this Parliament. It can refer to
disorderly conduct in some other part of the
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building which brings discredit upon the particular
House of which the honourable member is a
member. In that circumstance a member is expected
to provide an explanation and then withdraw.
The House mayor may not decide to discuss the
issue. As I recall the one incident that I remember
vividly, the honourable member concerned
withdrew, having apologised to the House for his
conduct. The House chose not to debate or consider
the matter any further, the point having been made
and the member concerned having done the correct
thing by acknowledging his error by withdrawing
from the House.
Standing Order No. 117 refers precisely to the power
of the Speaker to maintain order in the House. There
is a clearly established procedure in the Standing
Orders. I will not introduce extraneous and
irrelevant material as did speakers on the other side
of the House during the previous point of order.
Standing Order No. 117 deals with the offence of
disregarding the authority of the Chair or abusing
the rules of the House by persistently and wilfully
obstructing the business of the House. It is
customary for the Speaker to warn the member who
is in contravention of Standing Order No. 117 before
the Speaker determines whether he will name the
member. In the event that the Speaker does name
the member, the action to be followed is clearly
outlined. The Leader of the House followed the
procedures laid down in Standing Order No. 117,
and it is irrelevant whether the Speaker invited or
accepted an apology.
Mr Speaker does not need to issue any guidelines
because they already exist in a form that is far
stronger than any guideline can be. The Standing
Orders are the set of rules for this House, bolstered
and supported by May's Parliamentary Practice. If the
honourable member for Pascoe Value is so ignorant
that he is unaware of those two important volumes,
the best thing he can do for himself and his party is
to buy a set!
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - On
the same point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale raised a point of order in
relation to Standing Orders Nos 116 and 117. The
burden of his point of order was that it would be
helpful for all honourable members to know the
guidelines. Standing Order No. 116 refers to highly
disorderly conduct and Standing Order No. 117
refers to the offence of disregarding the authority of
the Chair or of abusing the rules of the House by
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persistently and wilfully obstructing the business of
the House or of disorderly conduct or otherwise.
What does, "or otherwise" mean? Did the behaviour
of the member for Mordialloc fall into that category?
If so, why was he not named?
All honourable members recognise - I say this
objectively, not to make a personal attack - that the
Speaker of the day is always faced with the difficult
task of deciding where to draw the line. There is no
precise or scientific measurement that Mr Speaker
might use as a determinant when a number of
interjections are being made at anyone time. He can
act only on the quality of the words and on whether
they breach proper Parliamentary forms by erring
on the side of the line tha t requires a member to
apologise for conduct that members on both sides
agree should warrant an apology. That is the
method that is regularly practised in this House.
In a House where there is an imbalance of 61 to 27,
of which the government is so fond of reminding the
opposition and about which the government is
patently chauvinistic, it is important that the Chair,
as the honourable member for Forest Hill said when
he occupied the chair in the previous sessional
period, protects the interests of the minority. They
were his words and they will be found in Hansard.
The question of partiality is important. Members of
the opposition are confused and do not know
whether you said when giving your previous ruling,
Mr Speaker, that you had cause to look at the
Standing Orders before question time. If that is what
you said, it gives rise to grave concern. It may be
necessary to listen to the tapes - The SPEAKER - Order! I must interrupt the
point of order at that point. I find those comments
offensive. I did not say that I looked at the Standing
Orders before question time. I am becoming very
angry with the barbs that are being fired at the
Chair. I said that when question time was
interrupted by the naming of the honourable
member for Springvale and while the division bells
were ringing I had a chance to look at the Standing
Orders to see whether there was any mechanism I
could use to stop the question-time dock running.
That is what I said, and if the Leader of the
Opposition continues his point of order bearing that
in mind, I will listen to him.
Mr KENNAN - I am happy to bear that in mind;
but your actions, Mr Speaker, give rise to another
problem. It would seem that you had presumed in
favour of the point of order of the honourable
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member for MOrnington before he raised it. Open
debate on points of order should be encouraged, and
rules exist which restrict debate outside this place.
People who raise those issues outside this place are
in contempt of this Parliament and are dealt with
appropriately, which is why the freedom of the
Speaker and the rights of the minority must be
guarded jealously.
The point I make is that if you, Mr Speaker, were
considering extending question time after the Leader
of the House had moved his motion you prejudged
the decision of the House, and Hansard will reflect
that. That aggravates the opposition's concern about
partiality.
The opposition is also concerned about the failure of
the Chair to administer the rule of partiality.
Ministers must answer questions relating to the
administration of their portfolios.
The SPEAKER - Order! How many points of
order is the Leader of the Opposition raising? I will
hear them one by one. He is now raiSing a new point
of order.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale raised the matter of the application of
Standing Orders Nos 116 and 117. The honourable
member for Forest Hill said that the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale should have confined his
point of order to Standing Order No. 117. Standing
Order No. 116 deals with highly disorderly conduct,
whereas Standing Order No. 117 deals with
disorderly conduct. I accept the comments of the
honourable member for Forest Hill that the issue we
are dealing with - the suspension of the honourable
member for Springvale during question time - is
about disorderly conduct rather than highly
disorderly conduct. That is in accordance with what
is contained on page 394 of the 21st edition of May's
Parliamentary Practice, which deals with minor
breaches of order.
As Standing Order No. 117 says, the naming of a
member by the Speaker follows the individual's
persistent and wilful obstruction of the business of
the House. Before you name the member,
Mr Speaker, you should establish that he or she has
persistently and wilfully obstructed the business of
the House. It is important that members on both
sides of the House have confidence in your ruling
that a member has persistently and wilfully
obstructed the business of the House.
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During the time I have been a member of this
House, the practice of Presiding Officers has been to
follow a particular procedure, which might
commence with a stem warning to members of the
House, followed by a warning to an individual
member. If the member continues his or her
behaviour, a firmer warning is given with an
indication that it is the final one; and if such
behaviour persists, the member is warned that
action may be taken. If the behaviour continues, the
member is named. In my view, that is how one
establishes persistent and wilful obstruction of the
House.
That is why the honourable member for Pascoe Vale,
in raising his point of order, referred to the need for
guidelines. It is evident from today's debate that
opposition members are concerned that the normal,
commonsense practice that has prevailed in the past
has broken down.
If you decide that you will not establish the
guidelines requested by the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale, Mr Speaker, it is incumbent upon you
to at least meet and have an informal discussion
with the Leaders of the three parties in this House to
establish what practice and what commonsense
approach will be adopted in the future. Honourable
members must know whether they can expect to
receive a general warning at first and then a more
specific warning before they are named; or whether
it is your intention that the first time members
interject you will name them. I suggest if you choose
to go down that path you will no longer be meeting
the requirements of Standing Order No. 117, which
provides that disorderly conduct has to persistently
and wilfully obstruct the business of the House. If
you are not prepared to establish guidelines, given
that the practice has broken down on this occasion,
you should at least provide the House with some
explanation or guidance as to whether the disorderly
conduct of a member has been persistent and wilful.

The procedures outlined on page 394 of the 21st
edition of May were for minor breaches of order. The
House of Commons follows similar practices to
those in this House: if a member were speaking and
another interjecting, the Speaker would first give a
general warning; and if the member did not come to
order the Speaker would then give him a more
specific direction to either resume his seat, cease his
conduct or be quiet. Only if he or she disobeyed that
direction would the Speaker of the House of
Commons then proceed to name the member. I
express concern about what has occurred today
because it is not consistent with practices that have
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been carried out in the four and a half years that I
have been a member of the House.
I would appreciate your advice on whether in the
future you will give a series of warnings to an
individual member, including what should clearly
be taken as a final warning, before you proceed to
name an individual member of the House.
The SPEAKER - On the point of order, I admit
that I am not trained in the law. I am at a grave
disadvantage when I have to come up against the
talents of the honourable member for Pascoe Vale
and the Leader of the Opposition. I am but a simple
bush chemist; I have no training in the law. When I
took this job I assured the House that I would use
my skills without fear, favour or affection. I believe I
have done that to the best of my ability.
I shall give an interim ruling on the point of order
raised by the honourable member for Pascoe Vale.
There seems to be some doubt in the minds of
members of the House, a feeling that somehow, out
of the blue, I descended upon a particular member
and proceeded to name him. With the exception of
the honourable member for Werribee and the
Minister for Energy and Minerals, who are both
former Speakers, no-one knows how difficult it is to
keep order in this place and to rule impartially. I
have tried to do that to the best of my ability. Today
and over the last couple of days it has been difficult
to maintain order. In fact not so very long ago I
walked away from the sitting - something I
thought I would never do - so that I could maintain
order; but at all times I believe I have acted
impartially. I find any reflections on partiality
hurtful.
In speaking on the point of order, the Leader of the
Opposition seemed to suggest that there was some
predetermined or sinister underlying thought in my
mind when I said that I had consulted the Standing
Orders. He raised the point - one with which I
agree - that I have a duty to protect the minorities
in the House, so I have a particular duty towards the
opposition. I suggest that in all fairness I have done
that reasonably well - and that is not my ego
speaking. I have gone out of my way to ensure that
all members of the House, especially opposition
members because of the numbers in the House, have
at every time had their rights maintained. Although
I cannot elaborate from the chair, if the Leader of the
Opposition wants me to provide him with some
examples, I am prepared to see him in my chamber.
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The question raised by the Leader of the Opposition
about members' rights had also exercised my mind.
I checked and double checked that there was not a
mechanism whereby I could stop the clock to protect
the rights of members on both sides of the House. I
did so with no malice aforethought or premeditation.
As I said earlier, I am not trained in the law but I can
assure the House that the only reason I checked with
the Standing Orders during the division was to
ascertain whether there was some way in which I
could stop the clock so that members' rights could
be preserved.
Honourable members have raised whether the
Chair, perhaps hastily, named the particular
member. I have not seen the Hansard record of
question time today, but I know that I appealed a
couple of times for order during a question - and
the Leader of the Opposition nods in agreement.
Although I am not trained in the law, I believe I am
able to communicate a direction from the chair in
some way, albeit, old-fashioned.
I remind honourable members that I used the
following words:
Order! I do not intend to rise again to ask for order. I
warn several members on my left, and one or two on
my right, that if the barrage of interjections continues, I
will name them.

Hear the words:
I will name them.

I also used the words:
If they think I am kidding, try mel

I do not believe there is a point of order.
The honourable member for Pascoe Vale is trained
in the law and knows the Standing Orders. Anyone
who is in breach of the Standing Orders could incur
the Speaker's wrath. The Speaker does not have to
give an explanation or a warning; he has only to try
to satisfy himself that he is fair and impartial. I have
tried to do that.
I shall give further consideration to the matters
raised by several members on this point of order
and, at an appropriate time, I will report to the
House.
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Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - On
the separate point of order that I foreshadowed,
Mr Speaker, I ask you to consider the guidelines for
answers to questions without notice. The opposition
has been operating under the belief that the rules of
the House are that it is a matter for Ministers as to
whether they choose to answer questions and the
form of those answers but that they are reqUired to
make relevant answers to matters related to the
administration - The SPEAKER - Order! Does the point of order
you are now raiSing concern something that
happened in the immediate past or is it a general
point of order? I cannot see how it fits into what has
happened over the last couple of hours. I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to explain.
Mr KENNAN -It relates to the last 24 hours.
My point of order involves what I was getting to
during my previous point of order when you, Sir,
quite properly interrupted me and said that I was
making a separate point of order and agreed that I
should be allowed to raise it as a separate point of
order.
My point of order relates to answers given by
Ministers yesterday and today that have left the
opposition in a state of confusion about the
prevailing rules under your Speakership in relation
to answers to questions without notice.
Until now the opposition believed that Ministers
were not required to answer at all but that, if they
did, those answers had to be relevant to the
administration of their portfolios. The opposition
believed answers that did not relate to the
administration of government business or Ministers'
own portfolios or expressed opinions were out of
order. It believed Ministers were out of order if they
chose to refer to irrelevant matters. It also believed
that if Ministers chose not to answer a question or to
give an abbreviated answer the Speaker could not
intervene.
Yesterday in answer to a dorothy dixer the
Attorney-General went back over some nine
years -from 1983 to 1992 -and effectively cited a
lot of gossip and rumour that she had heard about
the honourable member for Coburg concerning a
renovation to his office in the then Ministry for
Planning and Environment which had been
commenced in 1983, four years before he became the
responsible Minister. That reference was clearly
based on gOSSip and hearsay. She also referred to an
incidence in 1992 that related to red wine, and
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seemed to be alleging that the honourable member
for Coburg was then the Minister for Planning and
Environment. There was no basis for that belief.

The opposition needs to know these things because,
depending on your answer, Sir, it may change its
attitude to the way the government seeks to behave.

The answer given by the Attorney-General did not
relate to the administration of her portfolio. The
Minister was saying, '1 have been told this about
this member and I understand this and that". It was
nothing but a recitation of gossip and personal
attack.

I raise these matters because they have been
instigated by the government, but in so far as they
are matters over which you have purview by reason
of your power to make rulings, the opposition seeks
your guidance, Mr Speaker, as to whether there has
been some relaxation or variation of the rules as we
understand them in relation to Ministerial answers
to questions without notice.

The previous Speaker used to interrupt Ministers in
the fonner government and say that question time
was not to be a vehicle for personal or political
attacks but was an opportunity to provide
information on matters relevant to government
administration. It seems that rule has now been put
to one side. Today, in the middle of an answer, the
Premier launched into a personal attack on the
honourable member for Werribee which, although it
may have fallen short of being unparliamentary or
objectionable, was a fairly nasty and personal attack.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNAN - Exactly! An honourable member
interjected and said that that is legitimate. That is the
very point on which I seek elucidation. Is it now
legitimate for question time to be used by a Minister
to make a calculated personal attack on a member
on the other side of the House who has not asked the
question to which the Minister is replying and who
is not relevant to the question that was asked?
I began to discuss that point during my previous

point of order because the opposition is concerned
about partiality. When we hear that sort of thing
happening without any sort of interruption under
the rules governing Ministerial answers, we are
concerned as to exactly what the rules are.
The opposition understands your ruling on the
previous point of order, Mr Speaker; in raising this
matter I am not seeking to debate that ruling. I am
seeking elucidation from you - I do not press for a
comprehensive answer now - as to whether it is
still the rule that Ministers must give answers that
are relevant to the administration of their portfolios.
I also seek elucidation as to whether it is now
permissible for Ministers to use question time to
laWlch personal attacks on ordinary members of the
House, as happened to the honourable member for
Werribee, who is not a fonner Minister and who had
not asked the question being answered.

Mr STOCKOALE (Treasurer) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the remarks the Leader of the
Opposition has just made are offensive to the Chair,
to Parliament, to the truth and to the workings of
democracy.
The Leader of the Opposition criticised the Premier
for criticising the honourable member for Werribee
in the course of giving an answer to the House. The
Premier criticised the honourable member for
Werribee because the honourable member for
Werribee interjected in a most aggressive manner
during the course of the answer.
Or Coghill interjected.
Mr STOCKOALE - Whatever purported
justification you think you have as a fonner Speaker
of this House it ill behoves the opposition to be
posturing to protect you when you breach the
Standing Orders tha t you so piously seek to uphold
in this House.
The Speaker, who takes on the task of upholding the
Standing Orders and maintaining even a minimum
level of order that is necessary for the effective
working of Parliament, is not open to the sort of
explicit criticism that the Leader of the Opposition
made. I for one support the Speaker, not just because
I support the institution of Parliament but because
the explicit attack the Leader of the Opposition just
made on the Chair was totally unwarranted,
completely at variance with the facts and part of a
continuing campaign to play up the argument that
somehow the opposition is at a disadvantage in this
House.
The opposition is at a disadvantage in this House
because it does not have the numbers. The
opposition has, therefore, resorted to the practice of
trying to abuse every form of the House in order to
create the illusion that democracy is somehow
working atypically against the Labor Party.
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This is a rejection of democracy! In the 10 years that
Labor ran the State into the ground and destroyed
the living standards of Victorian people and all but
destroyed the strongest economy in the nation - The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer is
straying from the point of order.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Speaker, I accept your
ruling, but I am making a point that what we see
here is not the poor, puny opposition fighting
against overwhelming odds like the good, old,
struggling Aussie battler, but the opposition's
fundamental rejection of the principles of democracy
and the idea of fair play. We are seeing a concerted
campaign to undermine the position of authority of
the Chair and every opportunity is being taken.
This was not an isolated interjection. Any suggestion
that the honourable member for Springvale is a
poor, blighted soul who had never interjected
before, who opened his mouth once and the Speaker
zapped him, flies in the face of reality.
Mr Kennan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The remarks of the
Leader of the Opposition are getting close to the
bone so far as the Chair is concerned. I ask him to
remain silent while the Treasurer completes his
point of order.
Mr STOCKDALE - If we needed any proof of
the point I am making it is the sort of tripe that the
Leader of the Opposition has just interjected.
To suggest that the honourable member for
Springvale is not a worthy recipient of the argument
the Leader of the Opposition has mounted is not to
suggest that anybody lined him up. He lined himself
up. He volunteered. He is one of a relatively small
number who constantly interject and abuse the
Standing Orders of the House and he is not alone; he
is joined by others on both sides of the House.
Mr Leighton interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Preston will restrain himself.
Mr STOCKDALE - As it occurs, Mr Speaker, I
am one who was expelled from this House on one
occasion without any opportunity given to me to
apologise. It is true that on another occasion the
opportunity was offered and I took it.
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Or Coghill interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - No, it was not an
interjection; it was a remark made during a speech
when I repeated something a Labor Party member
had interjected.
There are those on both sides of the House who have
repeatedly transgressed and the Speaker has
repeatedly warned them. The honourable member
for Springvale is not a complete bystander here. He
is one of the members who vigorously participate in
the theatre of Parliament. He is a persistent
interjector and it is not open to argument that he has
somehow been singled out or that this has been
premeditated by anybody.
With regard to the opportunity to apologise, a point
of order raised by the honourable member for
Coburg, the words provided by the Clerk make it
clear that that is not an acceptable rule and in the
circumstances of this matter where there was a great
deal of disorder, where on several occasions the
Speaker had threatened to act against members who
interjected, the course of action taken by the Leader
of the House was not only appropriate but necessary
to uphold the integrity of the Chair and therefore to
maintain that order which is basic to the workings of
the House.
Or COGHILL (Werribee) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, firstly I comment on some of the
references raised by the Premier and directed at me.
They were in response to what any Speaker would
have regarded, and you evidently did regard, as an
apt interjection which in fact directed attention - The SPEAKER -Order! Would the honourable
member for Werribee confine his remarks to the
point of order before the Chair?
Or COG HILL - Secondly, in commenting on
earlier contributions on this point of order, the
comments of the Premier directed at me reflect more
on him than they do on me, so I am not concerned
about them.
With respect to the point of order raised by the
Leader of the OppOSition, firstly, it is important to
remember the provisiOns of the existing Standing
Orders and I direct the attention of the House to
Standing Order No. 121 which is repeated in a
proposed Standing Order No. 123 in the report to
which I referred earlier. It states:
What questions may be asked of whom
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Questions may be asked:
of Ministers on matters relating to public affairs;
and
of other members relating to a Bill, motion, or
other public matter connected with the business of
the House in which that member is concerned.

The point made by the Leader of the Opposition is
that on a number of occasions government
backbenchers have asked questions which do not
relate to the business of the House which the
Minister is responsible for and Ministers have
answered and provided information which was
clearly irrelevant to their Ministerial responsibilities.
Accordingly, it is important that Ministers and
members asking questions be reminded of the
provisions of Standing Order No. 121 and that it be
observed by them in a manner that will not
undermine the way in which this House operates.
Secondly, there is the matter of what should be th~
nature of the replies by Ministers. That is covered m
the existing Standing Order No. 127 and, I put it to
you, more Significantly in the recommended
Standing Orders Nos 129 and 130 of the report.
These recommendations arise in large measure from
a paper prepared by the Honourable Alan Hunt, as
the then President of the other place, and me when
reviewing the basis of question time and answers to
questions without notice.
Proposed new Standing Order No. 129 states:
Content of answers
In answering any question the Minister or member:

must be directly relevant and responsive to the
question; and
must be reasonably succinct; and
must not introduce matter extraneous to the
question nor debate the matter to which the
question relates; and
must comply with the same rules and practices as
apply to the asking of questions.

Proposed Standing Order No. 130 states:
Declining to answer a question
A Minister may decline to answer a question or part of
a question:
on the ground of public policy; or
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if the Minister is unable to answer the question

fully and accurately without notice and requests
that the question or part of the question be placed
upon the Notice Paper; or
if the Minister informs the House that the question

requires a more extensive answer than is
appropriate to a question without notice and that it
will be the subject of a Ministerial statement or
announcement at an early opportunity.

That proposed Standing Order No. 130 is a new
matter which has arisen most directly as a
consequence of that paper prepared by the
Honourable Alan Hunt and me. The reason that that
came about was that on our investigations and our
analysis the basis of questions without notice arose
from a flawed premise in the nature of a ruling from
the Speaker of the House of Representatives in this
Chamber in July 1901 -26 July, if I remember
correctly. The opportunity is here now for the House
ledby-The SPEAKER - Order! I am not so sure the
honourable member for Werribee can canvass that
point. Although I am prepared to listen to him, I
suggest it may be more appropriate if he were to
give notice of motion on that point and the House
could decide.
Or COG HILL - I certainly welcome your
invitation. The need for it is unfortunate in the sense
that it reflects the lack of support from the
government - and from the Leader of the
Government in particular - in addressing these
important reforms to the way the House operates;
the reforms would resolve once and for all the issue
raised by the Leader of Opposition in his point of
order.

If a Standing Order of this nature were now in
operation the Leader of the Opposition would not
require to raise a point of order. The matter would
have been immediately ruled on by you and the
issue would not have arisen because it would have
been handled to the satisfaction of the entire House.
However, you are in the unfortunate position that
you and your office are being treated with disdain
and contempt by the Leader of the Government,
who has failed to act on these important issues to
resolve once and for all the point of order raised by
the Leader of the Opposition.
The opportunity is there for the House to deal with
it, as you have rightly pointed out. It is up to the
government to take the initiative to support you .and
the authority of the Chair. I make one further pomt
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about the authority of the Chair: if you knew you
could count on the support of the government, I am
certain you would then get the cooperation of the
opposition and you would be able to exercise far
more discretion.
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point of order is all about a direct attack on your
integrity as Speaker and on the authority and the
integrity of the office you hold. That is what it is all
about.
It is not the first time the opposition has attempted

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Werribee as a former Speaker knows
full well the path down which he is going. He is out
of order.
Or COG HILL - What I am getting to is your
capacity to exercise the discretion to which you
referred when you left the Chamber in the course of
proceedings recently. There is nothing about that
discretionary power in Standing Orders. It is a
proper exercise of the discretion of the Chair. It is the
sort of use of discretion which has been used and
developed successfully in, for example, the Indian
Parliament.
I suggest to you, Mr Speaker, that if you can at long
last gain the active support of the government, the
Leader of the House and the Premier, certainly you
will gain the cooperation of the opposition and be
able to exercise far greater authority and discretion
beyond the limitations of the Standing Orders than
is currently the case.
Unfortunately we are stuck with a Leader of the
House who does not understand or is not prepared
to exercise the sort of support that is so important
for the proper exercise of your authority and the
proper functioning of the House, Mr Speaker.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - On the same
point of order, Mr Speaker, I suggest this matter
should be brought to a speedy conclusion; it is
heading in a dangerous direction. The point of order
raised by the Leader of the Opposition purported to
be a questioning of your !:apacity as Speaker to
ensure that Ministers' answers to questions without
notice are relevant. That is what the point of order
purported to do.
However, it has become clear that it had absolutely
nothing to do with that aspect because the real
purpose of the exercise is to achieve two objectives:
firstly, to waste as much time as possible and divert
the business of the House. I suppose an opposition
can do that by any mechanism at any time, but that
is part of the reason for today's exercise.
The second and far more sinister reason for this
present exercise, and particularly the point of order
raised by the Leader of the Opposition, is that his

to do that; it was attempted during the 1992
sessional period. The opposition is at it again. It
could not have been made more clear than from the
remarks by the honourable member for Werribee
who repeatedly made reference to the failure of the
government to support the Speaker - a direct and
quite disgraceful attack upon the integrity and
authority of the office of Speaker and, indeed, upon
the very distinguished individual who occupies that
high office at present.
That is serious. The opposition's intent is clear. So
far as I am concerned, the opposition will not get
away with it. You can be confident that you have the
support of this side of the House, that you have the
support of the Leader of the House and that you
have the support of all your colleagues from whom
you were chosen to occupy the highest office in this
House, Mr Speaker.
For the opposition to mount the sort of attack it has
been mounting on you as an individual and on the
office you hold is disgraceful and scurrilous. It is an
attack upon the integrity of Parliament itself. It will
not be tolerated. I say to the Leader of the
Opposition and to the bunch surrounding him: if
you think you can go on down this path, there are
other ways of dealing with you and you ain't seen
nothing yet!
Mr Kennan - What does that mean?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RICHARDSON - It is time - Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, I ask that the honourable member
withdraw that comment. I take it as extreme
intimidation. The words "there are other ways of
dealing with you and you ain't seen nothing yet" are
not confined to Parliamentary proceedings; they
extend to physical and personal threats - they are
not just words. Perhaps the honourable member for
Forest Hill ought to sit down while I am on my
feet-Mr Richardson interjected.
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The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Forest Hill resume his seat?
Mr Richardson - I am happy to respond,
MrSpeaker.
Mr KENNAN - The words were offensive - The SPEAKER -Order! Will the honourable
member withdraw?
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - Of course,
MrSpeaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! Has the honourable
member for Forest Hill completed his point of order?
Mr RICHARDSON - I will round off that
sentence.
There is great danger for the institution of
Parliament in the path which the opposition clearly
intends to pursue. My comment to the opposition is:
it will not be permitted to pursue that path. My
comment to the Chair is: the Chair does enjoy the
support of the government, the Leader of the House,
and every honourable member on this side.
Whenever the opposition attempts an exercise of this
kind it will be treated with the contempt it deserves
and will be dealt with as it deserves.

1119

On the contrary, Mr Speaker, the objections have
been directed towards the behaviour of the Leader
of the House representing the government. What
concerns me, picking up on one of the broader
themes central to the remarks of the honourable
member for Forest Hill, and what I believe concerns
honourable members on this side of the House, is
that we need to establish whether there was any
sense of a predetermined decision on behalf of
government members to even up, so to speak, for
the events of yesterday and earlier in the week,
when it has been difficult--

The SPEAKER - Order! I must advise the
honourable member for Sunshine that he should
confine himself to the point of order, to the events of
the immediate past, please.
Mr BAKER -Mr Speaker, I do not think they
can be taken in isolation. We need some assurance
that there is no sense of vengeance or carry-over
malice in the threats that you quite properly had the
honourable member for Forest Hill withdraw, and
some other remarks and allusions made during the
course of his speech.

I suggest the matter ought to be brought to a
conclusion so the House can get on with its business.

I have listened to a series of points of order which
have been made very carefully. Some of the
contributions from the other side carried a whiff, a
hint, a twinge, perhaps just a dash or a suggestion of
some collective sense on the other side of the House
that the honourable member for Springvale would
be dealt with today in any way they could manage.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On the same point of
order, Mr Speaker, as honourable members well
know, I do not normally participate in debates of
this kind but I cannot let the contribution of the
honourable member for Forest Hill go without
passing some comment that I believe is relevant to
this particular point of order.

I do not suggest for a moment that you, Mc Speaker,
were in any way a party to that. I would not dare
suggest that. From what I know of you, I would not
entertain that proposition. However I am not
convinced that that was the cause of the collective
behaviour of government members. They were sore
because of media attention - -

I make it clear that in no way do I cast any
reflections upon the way in which you, Mr Speaker,
have behaved in the chair, from my observations
and from listening to the comments across a range of
points of order made by the Leader of the
Opposition and other honourable members on this
side.

The SPEAKER - Order! I must interrupt the
honourable member for Sunshine. I have already
dealt with the point of order to which he refers. We
are dealing with the point of order raised by the
Leader of the Opposition on Standing Orders
Nos 121, 126 and 127. I must ask the honourable
member for Sunshine to confine his remarks to that
point of order.

I can find nothing logical to suggest that apart from
asking you to establish the way in which you
proceeded through the events which led to these
points of order, and to establish the facts as you see
them, there has been any intention or intimation of
any wrongdoing on your part.

Mr BAKER - I will round off my comments. The
thing that moved me to become involved in the
debate was the contribution of the honourable
member for Forest Hill and the way that related to
some discussion that occurred before.

SUSPENSION OF HONOURABLE MEMBER FOR SPRINGVALE
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The SPEAKER - Order! It was a surprise to the
Chair that, by way of point of order, something that
happened yesterday to do with the interpretation of
Standing Orders Nos 121, 126 and 127 was raised.
As I have said before, it is difficult to rule on
questions as they are read out. There is no time for
reflection. On several occasions I have ruled
questions or particular parts of questions to be out of
order. I can remember when roles were reversed and
I was in opposition. I listened very carefully to
questions and, more particularly, to replies, as the
Leader of the Opposition acknowledges.
The Chair listened very carefully to the question that
was addressed to the Attorney-General. Whether or
not it was to do with government administration,
certainly the information was within the
Attorney-General's department. I assumed that that
was the case and let the question stand. I say to the
Leader of the Opposition that if there was some
doubt about my doing just that - whether it was
one of those fine decisions which could fall one way
or the other -he should have done as I did in
opposition and raised a point of order on the
question. I remember the relevant Standing Orders
quite well: Standing Order No. 126 is to do with
whether a question is admissible, and Standing
Order No. 127 is to do with debating the answer.
I advise the Leader of the Opposition that I will
check Hansard to see if in some way I have strayed. I
believe not; so far as the interpretation of the
Standing Orders is concerned there has been no
change, and I will continue to the best of my ability
to uphold the principles of the Standing Orders. If I
err - and no Speaker is infallible - I should take it
as a favour if the Leader of the Opposition would
draw this to my attention, under the Standing
Orders or just by point of order.

SUSPENSION OF HONOURABLE
MEMBER FOR SPRINGVALE
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I seek leave to move:
That this House condemns the Leader of the House for
his action in moving to expel the honourable member
for Springvale without seeking the apology of the
named member.

Leave refused.
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PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 April; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - I am sure members of
the House are aware that I have been speaking at
significant length throughout the past 48 hours on
matters relating to taxation policy; in all, I suspect,
about 4 to four and a half hours. If I get too much
cheek from members opposite I will speak at
considerable length not only on this matter but on
the two Bills that follow. Given the recent heat of the
moment, I suggest it would be appropriate if I were
heard with the courtesy that was extended to the
Treasurer when he gave his second-reading speech
on the Pay-roll Tax (Amendment) Bill.
The Bill contains some amendments to the Pay-roll
Tax Act. Primarily it addresses liability for payroll
tax on fringe benefits. Unless the loophole is dosed,
fringe benefit payments can be used for the purpose
of avoiding the payroll tax. Existing anti-avoidance
provisions in the Act were put in place before the
Commonwealth or other States had addressed this
issue. As I understand it, other States have since
developed provisions using the experience proffered
by Victorian operations, which were superior to the
operations in those States.
The Bill adopts provisions of the New South Wales
legislation which are similar to those in South
Australia and Tasmania. Methods of closing off
loopholes are brought up to scratch in what is
essentially new ground in taxation management and
taxa tion legisla tion.
As a result of the changes some taxpayers will pay
more payroll tax and others will pay less, but on the
whole the effect is expected to be revenue-neutral. I
would suggest, as I have done on other matters that
came before the House earlier today, that the
Treasurer and Treasury officials ensure that there is
an effective monitoring of the effect of these changes
after an appropriate period to allow some
assessment of whether they have worked. As the
Chair would know from his years in the House both
in government and in opposition, things are not
always what they seem to be. Quite often reactions
or developments are unforeseen.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I must point out that the Chair is neither in
government nor in opposition; it never has been. The
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honourable member for Forest Hill has been from
time to time. There is an important distinction.
Mr BAKER - I understand that, Mr Acting
Speaker, and I apologise and acknowledge the
experience the honourable member for Forest Hill
has spiritually brought to the Chair through his
presence.
The end result of increased uniformity will be a
method of collection and payment that is more
efficient and understandable for taxpayers, their
advisers and others who are involved. That is a good
result. It is a worthy objective and one that the
opposition would certainly support. The opposition
supports the Bill without any codicils other than to
seek an undertaking about the monitoring
requirement.
The Bill contains three further provisions: it ensures
that the commissioner has the power to vary payroll
tax assessments; it tightens the liability for payroll
tax of employers of foreign expatriates; and it
ensures that those who fragment their work forces to
come under the threshold of 19 employees will be
covered by the Act.
The Pay-roll Tax Act of 1971 provides for payroll tax
to be levied on salaries, wages, bonuses, allowances,
remuneration, relevant contracts and other benefits
in cash or in kind. Payroll tax was transferred from
the Commonwealth to the States in 1971 following
representation by the States seeking access to growth
taxes. At that time the then Premier of Victoria,
Henry Bolte, played a dominant role as a senior
Premier of significant experience in leading the
argument presented to the Commonwealth for the
transfer of that taxing power to the States. With the
wisdom of hindsight it may well be that we got a
rough deal. I suspect that if Sir Henry, as he later
became, were here today he might take a different
view on whether payroll tax is appropriate for
modem times.
In earlier debates over the past 48 hours I have
referred to the concern of the opposition about the
nature of the tax base, particularly the change in
value and relativity to modern economic and
business and tax-raising circumstances, and whether
payroll tax is an efficient measure.
When I was a member of the Cabinet, at times to the
chagrin of some of my colleagues, I expressed my
philosophical views about payroll tax as a form of
taxation. It is important that the Treasurer and the
alternative Treasurer demonstrate their
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preparedness to discuss taxation concepts and look
for ways of solving the problems of the impact of
taxation on public finances in Victoria.
I have a philosophical objection to payroll tax
because it is a tax on jobs and a disincentive to
employment. It is a tax peculiar to Australia; I know
of no other place in the world that still levies payroll
tax. I may be wrong, but it is not considered a
modem and effective form of taxation.
My main concern is that the tax is not commonplace
in Asian countries to our near north and the far
north. For many years I have shown a particular
interest in lining us up with Asia so that there is
mutual recognition not only in language and so on
but also in taxation. The taxation regimes of
potential traders must marry as closely as possible if
there is to be a continuing and regular association
leading to trade benefits and cultural exchanges.
People must feel comfortable in making the cross
from their own system; they must feel at home with
the tenets, and the laws and tax regimes when
dealing in joint business ventures.
I have been reading a book called The White Tribe of
Asia written by an Indonesian woman, who had
some pretty heavy things to say about Australia. I
commend the book to the members of the House
who see the need for joint business ventures with the
Asian markets. The honourable member for Box Hill
is one such member.
When joint ventures are on offer payroll tax could
represent a Significant barrier to closing the deal; it
could be the one nasty element when prospective
partners are considering a joint venture. Joint
vent".lres are a first step in generating trade in the
Oceania region, and for that reason I am only too
keen to find ways of marrying our tax regimes with
those of Asia and in time eliminating payroll tax.
Joint ventures are necessary for getting into the
Asian markets of Japan, Korea, Taiwan, South China
and Singapore. The advantage of joint ventures is
that the Asian partners understand the local
distribution system, and that understanding is a
bulwark for launching a beachhead in those
markets. The Japanese system dates back three
millenniums! Too many Western countries trying to
get into the Japanese market have made the mistake
of trying to establish their own distribution network.
Joint ventures are important, and one part of their
importance is making sure countries like Japan feel
comfortable when dealing with Australia. Those
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programs will develop a sense of mutual recognition
of the different health and safety requirements,
products, packaging and labelling specifications and
government regulations of this State and its Asian
trading partners.
As I said, payroll tax was transferred from the
Commonwealth to the States in 1971 following
representations by the States for access to growth
taxes. Honourable members will recall that the
Commonwealth in its usual munificent way then
adjusted the financial assistance grants so that it
would not be the loser - and it certainly was not!
The reason former Premier Henry Bolte was so
strong about picking up growth taxes was because
of the wealth of the manufacturing industry base,
which was then at its zenith. He knew that if he
could get some form of growth tax that was related
to that industry base, he would be free from Federal
intervention and he would have a tax revenue
stream that would reflect the wealth of Victoria's
manufacturing base.
The difference today is that the industry base is
crumbling because of changes in the way business
operates. I have had something to say about that
over the past few days. The one-way trend is
inexorably and inevitably towards smaller business
establishments, although in larger numbers.
Nevertheless, smaller individual entities with fewer
employees is the way it will be in the short, medium
and long term.
We must craft a system that takes account of a tax
system that is not based predominantly on the
collection of payroll tax. A decline in revenue from
that source is now showing up in the accounts, but
unfortunately at this stage it is not showing up in the
formula that the Commonwealth Grants
Commission uses, because it operates on a five-year
moving average. The first really steep difference in
those sectoral shifts in the Victorian economy is only
now starting to show, but it is not recognised in the
formula used by the commission or in the financial
assistance grants received by Victoria. The formula
is too inflexible to deal with sudden events or to
dramatically turn around economic activity in
Victoria or New South Wales.
Over the years, a number of changes have been
made to the tax rate and the structure of the tax
scale. Honourable members who are initiated in
these matters and who are interested will find a
good summary in Budget Paper No. 4 for 1990-91. It
shows the complete exemption from payroll tax that
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applies typically to a firm with 19 employees. The
comparable figure in 1983 was 9 employees, and in
1980 it was 13. The trend has been one way. The
Budget Paper identifies the threshold set by the
former government to offer encouragement and
relief from tax burdens to firms that were beginning
to establish in the new knowledge-based or
ideas-based industries. That is a worthwhile role for
a government to consider when fixing taxation of
this kind. The effect on public finances is serious if
no alternative package of taxation or revenue-raising
measures is produced, cobbled together, designed,
borrowed or innovated.
The present scale has operated from 1 January 1992
at 7 per cent, with the first $500 000 of payroll being
fully exempt. That was recently altered when the
Treasurer took up the propositions of the former
government. The increased threshold introduced in
January 1992 lowered payroll tax collected after that
date and will continue to affect revenue through
1992-93 as compared with 1991-92. That was
expected at the time of the last Budget produced by
the former government. Refunds of payroll tax were
also expected to be higher in 1992-93 than in 1991-92.
It was proposed in that Budget produced by the
honourable member for Northcote, the then
Treasurer, to index the exemption level from
$SOO 000 to $515 000. There has been agreement
about that and this will prevent employers being
subject to additional payroll tax as a result of
increased weekly earnings.
The average tax rate at different levels of payroll will
operate from 1 December 1992 and from the recent
take-up date at an annual payroll level of $600 000
the rate is 1 per cent; at $1 million, 3.4 per cent; at $2
million, 5.2 per cent; at $5 million, 6.3 per cent; and
at $10 million, 6.6 per cent. That is the scale we are
working with. Any further amendments to that scale
will come as the government, in its wisdom, makes
decisions about its efficacy.
It is worth noting that in 1990-91 payroll tax
accounted for approximately 30 per cent of
Victoria's total taxation. That is an indication of its
importance to the State's public finances.

In 1990-91 Victoria and New South Wales
standardised their single-margin payroll tax rate at
7 per cent with an exemption threshold of ~ 000
on all payrolls. But Victoria's wider coverage
definition, which includes employer contributions to
superannuation, means that it has a greater
revenue-raising capacity than New South Wales.
Queensland still has a basic rate of 5 per cent with
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an exemption threshold of $600 000. That is
progressively reduced for payrolls up to
$2.4 million. Examples of those rates demonstrate
the effective rates of payroll tax applying in the three
States. On a $1 million payroll the tax rate in New
South Wales is 3.5 per cent, in Victoria, 3.4 per cent
and in Queensland, 2.7 per cent. For a $10 million
payroll the rate is 6.65 per cent in New South Wales,
6.6 per cent in Victoria and 5 per cent in Queensland.
For the reasons I outlined earlier, Victoria's revenue
raising from payroll tax has remained consistently
above that of all other Australian States for the
five-year period to 1990-91. For example, it was
9.6 per cent above the average in 1990-91, and in that
year the Victorian payroll tax revenue ratio was
4.5 per cent higher than that for New South Wales
and 38 per cent higher than that for Queensland.
Victoria's payroll tax ratio was higher than those in
other States because of the size and structure of its
industry and its having a higher marginal rate than
any other State. Those days are gone. During the
two years since that peak was reached a slide has
been occurring. A further shake-out will occur in
Victoria's important textile, clothing and footwear
industries because of the reduction in tariffs and, as
the reductions bite elsewhere, in our manufacturing
industry base. The glum news of only a slight
reduction in unemployment, as outlined in the
Budget Papers, is hard to argue with, save for some
minor details.
Even if fixed private capital investment took off
tomorrow, the government made major investment
announcements - there have not been many in its
first six months - and the State's investment figures
experienced a dramatic turnaround in the next
quarter, we would not see the effects in extra payroll
tax collections for some 18 months to 2 years.
For the next two or three years, the revenue
prospects from payroll tax are not good. A
substantial fall in employment during the past two
financial years has reduced Victoria's actual payroll
tax collections, more so than has been the case in
New South Wales and Queensland. As part of its
1992-93 Budget the former Labor government
announced increases in the exemption threshold to
compensate for the expected increase in average
weekly earnings due to wage movements. That is
how the standard of 19 employees and above was
established.
As the Treasurer said in his second-reading speech,
the Bill makes various technical amendments to the
Payroll Tax Act. They are in themselves quite
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technical and are endorsed without qualification by
the opposition. The amendments replace the current
provisions of the Act that impose a tax on certain
benefits provided by employers with provisions
based on the Commonwealth fringe benefits tax
provisions. That provides for consistency in
administration and certainty of interpretation and
will reduce costs for taxpayers and their professional
advisers. It will make life more simple for
professional advisers who have to find their way
round the provisions of the Commonwealth fringe
benefits tax.
Similar provisions to those contemplated by the Bill
exist in the payroll tax legislation of other States. The
Bill also contains provisions ensuring that the
commissioner may vary payroll tax assessments and
that the payroll tax liabilities of employers of foreign
expatriates is determined on a monthly basis.
The Bill also ensures that the grouping provisions of
the Act apply to trustees. From their inception the
grouping provisions were designed to group distinct
entities that were linked in substantial business
senses. However, a New South Wales court decision
held that the grouping provisions did not apply to
group entities that are trustees.
The government has been advised that this decision
is wrong. I view that advice with some scepticism
and alarm because it offers opportunities to bankroll
members of the legal profession, so I hope the
Treasurer keeps a close eye on it.
The Nicholls report, which has been accepted by all
parties save for some minor points, is an excellent
document. I direct honourable members to page 222
of the report, which sets out total State revenue
ratios. It confirms the remarks I made earlier that
Victoria has consistently maintained its revenue
raising efforts above those of the other Australian
States for the past five years. With respect to total
State revenue, Victoria has consistently maintained
its revenue raising effort at above 6 per cent of the
average of all Australian States over the period from
1986-87 to 1990-91. The revenue raising efforts of
New South Wales began at 3 per cent above the
average and fell to 1.5 per cent above the average in
1990-91. Queensland's revenue raising efforts
remained at about 20 per cent below the all-States
average.
Payroll tax, stamp duty, franchise taxes, gambling
revenue, land tax and financial institutions taxes
constituted about 75 per cent of Victoria's total
1990-91 tax revenue. Over the period 1986-87 to
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1990-91, Victoria's tax rates and/or coverage was
greater than the all-States average in three of the
major categories: payroll tax, stamp duty and
financial institutions duty.
The revenue-raising effort of the Victorian
government for land tax declined significantly from
20 per cent above average in 1986-87 to 5 per cent
below average in 1990-91.
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prospect of achieving some forward movement over
the period of the current Parliament. The
government would certainly want to take up a
number of the matters that the honourable member
raised.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

The provisions of the Bill will ensure there is no
evasion. As I have said previously on taxation
matters, it is important for all people who are
required to pay payroll tax to understand that it will
be levied fairly on anyone who is in the same
category and that there should be no easy
opportunities for people to shoot through,
figuratively speaking, especially with regard to
fringe benefits tax, something that is new to us.

Passed remaining stages.

It is an only recently applied tax that has taken some
time to settle down and to enable revenue officers to
come to terms with whatever new developments
and options for evasion the tax brings with it.

Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I refer the
Minister for Ethnic Affairs to a press release he
issued on 7 April, which says in part:

I support the Bill in its entirety and commend it to
the House.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank the
honourable member for Sunshine for his support for
the Bill and for another thoughtful contribution on
the wider issues of payroll tax.
I do not propose to canvass all the issues he raised;
he dealt with the substance of the Bill. The
government finds it ironic that a government that is
opposed to increasing payroll tax and an opposition
that is also opposed to it - two parties that regard
payroll tax as an undesirable tax on jobs - are left
with no alternative but to continue to tighten the
payroll tax net.
That is a reflection of the entrenched difficulties of
fundamental taxation reform in Australia. The
positive side is a consensus that the tax is necessary
to have equity between taxpayers and that we
endeavour to ensure that the burden falls equitably
across the business sector and do not leave loopholes
or other opportunities for the unscrupulous to shift
the tax burden on to those who are prepared to pay
their share of State taxes.
The matters raised by the honourable member for
Sunshine will require ongoing attention. The degree
of consensus emerging in the Parliament on the need
for fundamental tax reform is encouraging, with the

ADJOURNMENT
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Interpreting services

The government will ensure that all services are
maintained and that funds are directed to the
communities via the provision of services rather than
by maintaining a large and at times unnecessary
bureaucracy.
Since our election to government, the coalition has
increased funding allocations to the Ethnic
Communities Council of Victoria, to the Victorian
Interpreting and Translation Service and to the Central
Health Interpreting Service.

It is clear the Premier is saying that those services
have been improved. In my electorate an interpreter
service from the Geelong School Support Centre has
been removed, particularly the interpreter service
that deals with Slavic languages.
This matter is the responSibility of the Ethnic Affairs
Division and, therefore, the direct responsibility of
the Minister for Ethnic Affairs, who is also the
Premier. It involves the loss of a highly respected
person who has had 17 years experience in
establishing very close relationships in the
community and who has performed a number of
important community functions. He has attended all
formal parent-teacher meetings, assisted in informal
discussions and encouraged families to allow their
children to participate in a range of school activities
and excursions. He has provided support to families
with children experiencing difficulties at school and
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has helped develop the Croatian community
language program in schools.
I have received a letter from the Bell Park Secondary
College expressing its concerns about the decision to
remove the interpreter services from the Geelong
School Support Centre. That letter states:
We are concerned that the decision to remove Filip has
not taken into account the needs of the communities he
serves. Council did make representations to retain
interpreter services as recently as 1991 and is surprised
that we again have to take action to retain an essential
service for our ethnic communities.

Is the Premier prepared to review his decision and to
reinstate the interpreter services at the Geelong
School Support Centre?

School closures
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Education an article in
the Macedon Ranges Telegraph of 20 April. The
article, which is headed ''No schools to close in '93",
states:
No schools will be closed this year as part of Budget
cuts announced by the State government, Tullamarine
MLA Bemie Finn told the Telegraph.
Mr Finn said he had been given assurances by
Treasurer Alan Stockdale that school closures were
definitely among the variety of options targeted by
Spring Street.

The first couple of paragraphs of that article attempt
to delude the people of the area into believing school
closures are not on. But the truth of the matter
emerges later in the article:
He warned it was likely some schools would close for
the next school year, but said this action would not be
taken lightly and the government would carry out full
consultation with the school committees before final
decisions were made.
''The basis for this process will be on the economic use
of resources and the educational benefit of schools
under consideration for closure," Mr Finn said.

The article then quotes him as saying:
The teacher unions have caused much unnecessary
distress by claiming schools would be closing this year
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- I wonder if these unions consider themselves more
important than students.

The comments of the honourable member for
Tullamarine have caused distress to the parents of
these students. Although on the one hand the
honourable member is saying that parents should
not be distressed over immediate closures, on the
other hand, he is saying, 'We are not going to hang
you today; we'll hang you tomorrow". It is time the
Minister for Education came clean about the
government's intentions concerning school closures.
If schools are going to close they need to make some
preparations. They must know whether they should
continue fund raising or undertake urgently needed
maintenance work. Parents must be given time to
make decisions and plan their children's education
for the ensuing year. It is time the Minister for
Education made it clear to the community exactly
what his plans are for school closures.

Port of Geelong Authority
Mr PATERSON (South Barwon) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Public Transport, who is
the representative in this House of the Minister for
Roads and Ports, an article in today's Geelong
Advertiser that refers to comments by the honourable
member for Geelong North. He made suggestions
about the Port of Geelong AuthOrity, which is a
major organisation that serves the Geelong
community.
The honourable member suggested that the
government is threatening the $30 million in
reserves of the Port of Geelong Authority, which
would be of great concern to me as a local member.
The honourable member is reported as saying that
the Port of Geelong Authority is now the subject of a
government audit. He is correct; currently
consultants are reviewing all the ports in Victoria
with a view of making Victorian ports more
efficient. I understand the report should be released
by the end of the month. The honourable member
questioned whether reserves to the value of
$30 million, built up for the benefit of the port,
would be "ripped out of the Geelong community".
As I have indicated, it would be of great concern to
me if that were the case. I express concern as to
whether his allegation is true or whether it is
another scare tactic by the opposition.
I ask the Minister to clarify the position concerning
the reserves and advise whether they are under
threat.
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School closures
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - I raise with the
Minister for Education the criteria used in
determining school closures and hope he will
provide a response. Over the past couple of weeks I
have asked him 10 questions but have not received
any answers.
It is incumbent upon the Minister to inform school
communities of the criteria used in determining
school closures. All Ministers should be accountable.
School communities should be consulted on the
criteria used for school closures so that they can
respond and, hopefully, overturn the decisions.

The Minister has said he will consult. That is long
overdue and welcome news, but I ask: will the
Minister consult about whether the death penalty
will be carried out using the noose or a firing squad
or about whether there might be some other way of
ensuring that the school stays open?
The opposition is aware that many one-teacher,
post-primary, and rural schools will close. In
discussions with the Minister's quality task force the
opposition was told that the government has put a
value of $60 000 on each primary school and
$700 000 on each post-primary school. The
government will close somewhere between 130 and
200 schools in 1994. It is hoped that in the
discussions it holds about the closure of those
schools the government will talk to people in the
communities concerned and inform them of the
criteria to be applied and whether they will have
rights of appeal.
Many of the schools that will be closed should not be
closed, and the outrageous amount of money the
Minister is spending on consultancies could be
better utilised in educating children, or at the very
least ensuring teachers are present when children go
to school, which is not the case now.
The Minister should respond to this issue, which I
have raised on many occasions in this House. The
Minister has refused to answer my questions and I
have been given only the mirror approach: he says
he is looking into it! In the interests of Victorian
children, it is time the Minister informed us of the
criteria he intends to use.
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Clifton Hill and Ballam Park primary
schools
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) -As the Minister for
Education is aware, in the past I have attempted to
raise with him the cleaning of schools in my
electorate and throughout Victoria. The Minister has
managed to avoid answering any of my questions or
other questions asked in this House in detail.
The principal, staff, parents and students of the
excellent Clifton Hill Primary School are doing a
brilliant job but cutbacks to the cleaning budget
have resulted in the development of unacceptable
practices which threaten the health of the children at
the school.
I ask the Minister to take a clear note of what I have
to say. At the moment, the pathways and asphalt
areas around the school and the drinking troughs
are being cleaned at weekends by voluntary labour
or working bees. The Minister should visit the
school to find out why the drinking troughs are not
being cleaned on a regular basis. That is the sort of
unacceptable practice that schools have been forced
to engage in following the cutbacks in education and
other areas.
In addition, students at Ballam Park Primary School
have been rostered to clean the school during school
hours. The honourable member for Frankston East
should take note of this matter as the school is in his
area.
I ask the Minister to visit the two schools I have
mentioned and to consider the cleaning budget to
ensure that the health and safety of children
attending those schools are protected.

Primary school education
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - I
raise with the Minister for Education the destruction
of the quality of education in our primary schools
through overcrowding and other issues.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr KENNAN - It is all very well for the
Treasurer to try to shout us down.
The SPEAKER -Order! We have already'had
one bubble in the House over interjections; we do
not want another one.
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Mr KENNAN - Despite what the Treasurer
might say this government must take responsibility
for what is happening in our primary schools.
Recently at the Parkdale Primary School a full-time
teacher was absent and five-year-old preps were
sharing a class with children from grade 5. Although
the Minister for Education effectively does not
attend question time and runs away from his
responsibility in answering questions relating to his
Ministerial portfolio, ultimately he will bear the
responsibility for what he is doing to primary school
education.
Also at the same school grade 2 children had to cope
with three different emergency teachers in one day.
Another classroom had an extra 15 children. When
the Minister and the government espouse the
rhetoric of excellence in education, that it is all it is:
rhetoric and air!
Banksia Primary School in the electorate of one of
the Ministers had an excellent domestic science
program that, because of the administration of
education by this government, has been effectively
abandoned. It operates only once a month instead of
once a fortnight. Interschool sport and a whole range
of other programs have been interfered with. The
quality of education is being eroded and people,
parents and teachers understand that this valuable
human resource at the primary school level is being
shattered.
The Meadow Heights Primary School knew at the
start of the school year that its enrolments would
exceed the number of classrooms available. It was
not until the opposition went out there and had it
shown on television that the government decided to
deliver some relocatables. The school had
90 children sitting on the floor in a gymnasium with
windows that would not open on a 35-degree day.
That is simply one snapshot of the government's
idea of improving the quality and standard of
education.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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athletics, swimming and football have almost no-one
involved in those important school sports. I
understand the Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Racing is also concerned about this matter, as he
should be. He must become involved in discussions
with the Minister for Education about the effect
these incredible cuts will have on school sport in this
State.
It is all very well to appoint a distinguished
sportsman such as Steve Moneghetti to chair a
review and to involve other important and useful
people from the sporting world in that review.
However the fact is that after the Minister has had
his way with school sport there will be nothing left
to review. I am informed that one of the traditional
areas of school sport is the Herald-Sun football
shield, in which secondary school participation has
dropped from 95 per cent to less than 20 per cent in
the brief time the Minister has been responsible for
education.

This matter must be of concern not only to
honourable members on this side of the House but
also to those opposite, because in the brief time that
the Minister has had responsibility for the education
portfolio more has been chopped from the school
sport program than at any previous time.
There is now a much lower base than ever for future
school sport in Victoria; the Minister has acted in
total disregard of the work done by the Senate
committee and by organisations concerned with the
physical education of our children and of sport in
Victoria.
The Minister for Education, who is not prepared to
answer questions in this place, has single-handedly
done more to reduce physical activity in our schools
than anyone could have imagined.

Aborigines and the criminal justice system
Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - The matter I raise
for the attention of the Minister responsible for
Aboriginal Affairs concerns the Aboriginal people,
the Kerrup-Jmara, in my electorate.

Interschool sports
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - The Minister for
Education is effectively destroying school sport as
Victorian parents and their children have known it
for a long time. The Minister has deliberately cut the
staff for the Victorian Secondary Schools Sports
Association from 13 to 3 and because of his other
actions in school staffing many areas such as

Honourable members will be aware that the
Aboriginal society is grossly overrepresented in the
criminal justice system, particularly in the juvenile
system. It is a sad situation and requires careful and
sensitive attention.
Most honourable members will be aware of the
concerns expressed by the community to the Royal
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Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody. The
Aboriginal community in my electorate and those
around Hamilton and Dunkeld certainly have had.
unfortunate experiences, particularly in the juvenile
criminal justice system.
I ask the Minister to advise the House and the local
Aboriginal communities what can be done to help
Aborigines in their endeavours to ensure they avoid
situations resulting in their being brought to the
attention of the criminal justice system. If preventive
measures do not work in particular circumstances
and when Aborigines come to the attention of the
criminal justice system - be they adults or
juveniles - their cases should be handled
appropriately to their needs and the needs of the
criminal justice procedures in Australian society.
That is a sensitive issue. I am confident that the
Minister, who has had a long history of dealing with
Aboriginal communities, will understand my
concern. I well remember his visit some years ago to
some of the Aboriginal communities in my
electorate; he showed much interest in their
development. Obviously he is attuned to the need to
deal with the problem with care and sensitivity and
in the best traditions of the Aboriginal community
and society generally.
On behalf of the Aboriginal communities in my

electorate I ask the Minister to advise the House
what action the government will take to ensure that
the experiences of Aborigines are dealt with
appropriately.

Maffra Primary School
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Education the Maffra
Primary School. It is about time someone stood up
for country schools and I am proud to stand in this
Chamber and represent Victorian country schools,
because the government has forsaken them.
The matter I raise for the Minister's attention
concerns a response to Maffra Primary School from
the General Manager, People Services, Department
of Education; the author of the letter, Mr John
Pascoe, has recently left the Gippsland region. I
thought John Pascoe was an educator, but it seems
more likely from the tone of this letter which the
president of Maffra Primary School council has
brought to my attention that Mr Pascoe is now more
interested in being a loyal public servant and
introducing the policies the government has
imposed on him. The letter from Maffra Primary
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School makes three points about the letter from
Mr Pascoe. I am in complete sympathy with the
matters raised. The letter states:
Firstly, your letter says you have designed your policy
to maximise contact time for teaching and learningdo you r:nean that there were times before when
teaching and learning were not going on -

The school was insulted, and rightly so, because it
has a very proud record. At least in our region
schools were maximising teaching and learning
processes. For the general manager, Mr Pascoe, to
write to the school in that tone is completely
unacceptable. The letter continues:
Secondly and by far the most infuriating is your
suggestion that you are attempting to minimise
unnecessary interruptions to students' education what interruptions? At Maffra Primary School, grades 5
and 6 camps have been cancelled as no emergency
teachers can be employed to replace staff required to
attend the camps. Our school council regards these
camps as an integral part of our program and certainly
not an unnecessary interruption. This more than
anything else has upset our parent community the
most, I might add.

The last point raised in the letter is of great concern
in Gippsland: the short-term replacement teacher
program. It is claimed that there are three short-term
replacement teachers to service around 30 schools in
the area. That is plainly inadequate, and short-term
replacement teachers will not be available at times. It
is an insult to this proud community with its great
record. The community has worked extremely hard.
I ask the Minister whether he can get his general
manager to reply more sympathetically to the
people who wrote this letter to him.

Educational program cuts
Mrs GARBUTf (Bundoora) - I bring to the
attention of the Minister for Education my concern
about the impact the number of staff leaving our
system will have on the nature, variety and spread
of educational programs in schools. The Minister has
spoken about 4000 teachers being taken out of the
system. He has implied that this will make no
difference and that schools will still be able to
provide excellent education. In fact, with that,
number of teachers leaving the system, the impact
on what schools can offer has been dramatic. I will
give a few examples from schools around the city
area.
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Bayswater High School has lost four staff members.
The Minister might not think that is a large number;
it may not sound like many for a secondary college.
Perhaps it will mean one or two extra students in
each class, but the impact of the teachers leaving has
been a significant curtailment of programs offered
by the college. For example, the special education
program has been curtailed; the special maths
program has been curtailed; and class sizes have
been increased.
At Doveton North Primary School, where 1.6 staff
have been lost, the English as a second language
program, the integration program and the special
needs teaching program have been lost, so right
across our schools programs are being curtailed,
cancelled or the number of students who can
participate in them reduced.
Watsonia North Primary School, which is in my
electorate, tabled a petition yesterday complaining
about cuts to its music programs. A whole range of
programs are being cut so students with special
abilities or disabilities are not having their needs met.

School retention rate
Ms KIRNER (Williamstown) - The Minister for
Education would have noted the school retention
statistics, which show that last year the Victorian
rate was 81 per cent compared with a national
average of 77 per cent. I would like the Minister to
explain why his system has in the past six months
reduced secondary school enrolments by at least
2000 students and why he has not followed up
non-attendance. Thanks to the Minister, 150 students
from Northland Secondary College, 50 students
from Flemington High School and at least
500 students from Coburg High School are not going
to school.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Responses
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The honourable
member for Geelong North referred to an
interpreter, Mr Filip Francesevic, and I confess
surprise that the honourable member appears to
have only just become aware of the matter. The
honourable member for Geelong raised the issue
with the government some weeks ago, and as a
result, the government has taken action.
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At the time the matter was initially raised, the
Minister for Ethnic Affairs requested his
Parliamentary secretary to examine the matter. He
consulted with schools in the Geelong area who
currently use Mr Francesevic's interpreting services
on a full-time basis. The Parliamentary secretary is
to meet tonight with representatives of Geelong
ethnic communities to discuss the issue.
I inform the honourable member for Geelong North
that, due to the earlier representations of the
honourable member for Geelong, Mr Francesevic
will be retained as a contract interpreter performing
the same duties with schools and other groups in
Geelong. That is in line with the current
government's policy as well as with the policy of the
previous government to phase out full-time
government interpreters and install in their place
contractors who operate not only on a more
cost-effective basis but who also provide a more
suitable and better service for their customers.
Mr Hamilton - Rubbish!
Mr STOCKDALE - The honourable member for
Morwell obviously does not realise he is criticising
the policy of the former government of which he
was a member. The interpreter service is continuing
to operate under the policy put in place by the
previous government, and there are Significant gains
to the schools and the other users of the service. In
both cases the cost is ultimately borne by the
Victorian government.
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
understand that my colleague the honourable
member for South Barwon referred to a media
statement from Mr Loony - An Honourable Member - Mr Loney!
Mr BROWN -It was certainly a loony statement
by Mr Loney! He said that the present government
was considering ripping out of Geelong some
$30 million from the reserves of the Port of Geelong
Authority. That fight has been fought; those reserves
were under attack some years ago. There are no ifs,
buts, or maybes about that. When the honourable
member for Coburg was the Minister for Transport
he did everything humanly possible to get those
reserves. He mounted a sustained attack on the
board and management of the Geelong port
authority so that he could get his hands on that cash
to use at the discretion of the Labor Party.
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One of the biggest challenges to democracy I have
seen occurred at that time. I was then shadow
Minister, and at the request of the fine citizens of
Geelong, I spoke with officers of the Port of Geelong
Authority about what could be done to save
Geelong from the attack the then government was
sustaining to rip the reserves from Geelong. I went
down to Geelong, and when my colleague and I got
to the gates two staff members were there holding
their hands up saying, 'We are very sorry, sir, we
have been instructed by the Minister not to allow
you to visit port property".
Mr Cooper - I was there!
Mr BROWN - I said, '1t's not 1 April; I am a
member of Parliament and I represent Her Majesty's
opposition. I am here officially to discuss the desire
of the Labor government to rip out the reserves of
this port". The two staff members said, "Sir, we
understand why you are here. We support your
cause. We oppose the government's and the
Minister's attack on the Port of Geelong AuthOrity
and their desire to get our reserves, but we have
been directed by a telephone call from the Minister
for Transport to the chief executive officer not to
allow you on to the property because the staff of the
Port of Geelong Authority are not allowed to talk to
the shadow Minister". Even when the Labor
government was at its lowest ebb, I could not
believe it would not allow a member of Parliament
on Crown property to talk to people who had
invited him.
What Mr Loney says is true. In the past the reserves
of the Port of Geelong Authority were well managed
and they were under attack by the Labor
government, which only cared about the City of
Melbourne and did not understand that Victoria
extended beyond the tram tracks. The former Labor
government tried to gamer those reserves for use as
it saw fit - which would have meant that the
reserves were squandered - but, because of the
support of a competent opposition and the shadow
Minister and because of the total support of the
community, the government was not able to rip the
heart out of the Port of Geelong Authority.
I remember the sustained and bitter attack on the
management of the authority. I remember the
sustained and bitter attack on individual board
members by the Labor government. However, they
were able to sustain that pressure and the reserves
remained intact.
An Honourable Member - Did you get in?
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Mr BROWN - I would not subject the staff to
instant dismissal because they disobeyed a direction
from the Minister. They knew I would become
Minister after the next State election.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister will ignore
interjections.
Mr BROWN - I can assure the House that the
government has used the Port of Geelong Authority
differently from the way it was used by the former
government. We know it is a valuable institution for
that important city. We know that the port needs to
use its reserves, which it has built up through
efficient and competent management, to remain
viable. It is the view of the government that those
funds should be centrally managed to upgrade the
port of Geelong so that it can compete effectively
with other ports and provide good service.
My colleague has raised this matter with me in my
capacity as the representative of the Minister for
Roads and Ports in another place. As I have a
background knowledge of this issue, I thought I
would say what I understood the situation to be.
It is a loony assertion and quite scurrilous for any

member of the Australian Labor Party to now
suggest that the government would attack the Port
of Geelong Authority. If ever in the future, perhaps
20 or 30 years down the track, the Labor Party were
to be returned to government in Victoria and those
reserves were still there, they would be under attack
and ripped out.
Acknowledging the importance of not only the port
of Geelong but also of the fine city of Geelong, I shall
take up this matter with my colleague in another
place, who will personally respond to the
honourable member. I am certain he will give an
assurance along the lines I have given, that those
reserves are not under threat by the government but
were under threat from the former Labor
government.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! During an earlier point
of order the Leader of the Opposition said that I
should indicate when a point had arrived during the
proceedings in this place where interjections were
being frowned upon. May I say that we have arrived
at that point.
Mr JOHN (Minister responsible for Aboriginal
Affairs) - The honourable member for Portland
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referred to me matters relating to Aboriginal affairs.
I acknowledge the honourable member's great
concern on social issues, particularly on Koori issues
in his electorate.
Sadly, I confirm that Koori people in Victoria are
grossly overrepresented in the correctional and
juvenile justice systems. This has been known for
some time and is not a new issue. It is clearly
documented in the volumes of the Muirhead Royal
Commission report.
I outline to the House one project that has bipartisan
support - the Koori juvenile justice project. The
government is involved in many excellent projects in
partnership with Koori people and is promoting the
partnership concept in its approach to Aboriginal
affairs.
The government is keen for Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal people to work alongside one
another, thus creating better harmony for all
Victorians. The Koori juvenile justice project
involves government support for a worker usually
auspiced by Aboriginal cooperatives in various
regions to work closely with Koori youth who get
into trouble or who are likely to get into trouble with
the justice system.
The main purpose of the project is to support and
assist those young people and refer them to generic
agencies so that they can be diverted away from the
correctional and juvenile justice systems. That will
stop the cycle which often begins with youth
training centres and ends at Pentridge Prison.
Centres have been established at Swan Hill,
Robinvale and Shepparton, and I recently launched
a program at Morwell. The government will monitor
the success of the programs, but so far, with only
preliminary data available, they are exciting projects
giving satisfactory results.
For example, at Swan Hill, since the middle of 1992
only one Koori youth has faced the law courts. The
program has also had successful preliminary results
at Shepparton. We are excited about it and
monitoring it closely. The project is a partnership
between the government, local government,
Aboriginal cooperatives and, in particular, the
Aboriginal elders. It is important that Aboriginal
elders become involved in the project. It is a
partnership in the community and, as honourable
members know, partnership is the theme of the
International Year for Indigenous Peoples.
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The early results appear to be successful. The
government will continue to monitor the progress of
the program and it is hoped to have positive results
in the longer term. The government will enlarge the
program so long as those results can be improved
and sustained.
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
thank all the honourable members for their interest
in education and for the trouble they have taken to
raise these matters on a Thursday afternoon after
two late nights. The honourable member for Van
Yean raised the matter of school closures. All the
matters raised were Budget related.
One point should be made from the start and should
be made time and again: the problem that exists
with the Budget, whether it be in education or any
other department, was brought about because of the
mismanagement of the Labor Party.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAYWARD - That is hard fact; it is not a
matter of controversy. The Labor Party left a deficit
of about $2 billion, debts of about $35 billion and
unfunded liabilities of another $30 million.
A large proportion of the revenue of the State is
currently being used to pay interest on that debt,
which means there is less money available to pay for
services, whether it be in health, transport,
education or elsewhere. The problems with the
Budget are solely the fault of the Labor Party. They
know it as well as the general public know it; it is as
simple as that.
No decision has been made about closing any
school. A process of consultation will be undertaken
with local communities. The government will be
consulting with local school communities across the
State. The objective will be to ensure that education
provision in individual areas is of high and
improving quality while at the same time achieving
savings. I believe that is possible.
The honourable member for Carrum raised the same
matter. My answer is the same as that given to the
honourable member for Van Yean.
The honourable member for Richmond raised the
question of school cleaning.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr HAYWARD - I will come to drinking
troughs in a second.
The SPEAKER - Order! Would the honourable
member for Richmond just lean back a little. His
anxiety is showing.
Mr HAYWARD - The contracting out of school
cleaners has proceeded smoothly and the majority of
schools and cleaners are happy with the results. Not
only have there been better results so far as cleaning
is concerned - Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I know my level of anxiety is high but
the Minister is making some erroneous statements
and he should clean up his answer. I ask you,
Mr Speaker, to tell the Minister to answer the
question truthfully and accurately and to get to the
point.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is no point of
order. The way Ministers respond during the
adjournment debate is entirely up to them, so long
as their remarks are relevant to the matters raised.
The Minister's response has been relevant, and
whether the honourable member for Richmond is
satisfied is not within the control of the Chair.
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - In
many cases cleaning contracts have saved schools
money, and those savings have been used for other
school projects.
The honourable member for Richmond asked about
the drinking trough at the Clifton Hill Primary
School. That drinking trough is cleaned thoroughly
every week by a contract cleaner, and other cleaning
carried out at the Clifton Hill Primary School is
adequate.
The Leader of the Opposition asked about
emergency teachers in Victorian schools. The
provision of emergency teachers is being handled
adequately and, in the majority of schools, teachers
can be replaced. If replacement teachers are not
available, money is provided to pay for casual
replacement teachers. For a number of reasons some
schools have experienced difficulties in managing
those arrangements.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition was quick to point out today that the
Chair has an obligation to protect the minority. The
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Chair also has an obligation to protect the majority
and the Minister from a barrage of stupid
interjections.
Mr HAYWARD - It was interesting that the
honourable member for Coburg referred to school
sport, because it suffered a decline during the term
of the Labor government. The honourable member
for Coburg has got his facts wrong, as he often does.
It is not correct that only three teachers are available
to assist in the organisation of school sport.
Adequate numbers of teachers are available and
competitive school sport is alive and well. For
example, this week 16 teams are competing in the
under-IS Victorian schoolboys football competition.
I recommend to honourable members the recent
comments of Mr David Code in the Herald-Sun, who
is a well-known commentator in the sporting area.
He said that sport in schools is going well because
many dedicated teachers are prepared to take an
interest and play their role. It is not necessary to
assign specific people to organise school sport. He
said that in country areas school sport is extremely
well organised and going well because teachers are
involved and committed to it. In some city areas
teachers are not prepared to play their full role and
to a large extent they have taken that action at the
instigation of unions, which has caused some
difficulty.
The honourable member for Coburg is not correct in
suggesting that only three people are available to
organise competitive sport. The government gives
sport and physical education in schools a high
priority. Unlike the Labor Party, the government
will play an important role in education in the future.
The honourable member for Morwell raised a
number of matters relating mainly to the contact
time between teachers and students. There is no
question that the key to quality education is the
maximum possible contact time between teachers
and students and it should be encouraged. Victoria
has a fine group of teachers, many of whom spend
more than the authorised contact time with their
students. The government considers it important to
emphasise the need for increased contact time
between teachers and students.
The honourable member for Bundoora referred to
staffing problems in schools. I advise her that the
teacher-student ratio in Victoria is higher than the
Australian average. I am unaware of any staffing
problems.
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The honourable member for Williamstown referred
to the retention rates in schools. Sadly, under the
Labor Party the quality of education in Victoria
deteriorated sharply. The only issue the former
government could boast about was retention rates.
Retention rates are not a true measure of educational
quality.
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Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.43 p.m. until Tuesday, 27 April.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 2.5 p.m. and read the prayer.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER - Order! I welcome the Mayor,
Councillor Ismail Ozay, and other officials of the
City of Canakkale in Turkey. Together with other
honourable members, I was honoured to be invited
to attend a luncheon held last Sunday by the
Melbourne Turkish Education and Social Welfare
Centre to mark the 78th anniversary of Anzac Day.
Cr Ozay and the delegation were special guests at
that luncheon. Canakkale is the city closest to
Gallipoli, which I understand is located in the
mayor's municipality. Canakkale is also a sister city
of the City of Moorabbin. On behalf of all
honourable members of the Legislative Assembly, I
make you welcome.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
The SPEAKER - Order! I also welcome to the
gallery Mr Abdul Rahman, a member of the
Lebanese Parliament, who is a guest of the
honourable member for Mill Park.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
SCHOOL CLOSURES
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - Will the Minister for
Education advise the House whether he has decided
which schools are to be closed, the criteria to be used
for those closures, whether he has told members of
the government and whether he will now advise all
school communities of his actions?
Mr HA YWARD (Minister for Education) - I can
give the House the facts. The first fact is that no
decision has been made to close any school. The
second fact is that no advice has been given to
anyone, least of all to members of the government,
about closing schools, simply because no decision
has been made to close any school.
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TOURISM
Mrs HENDERSON (Geelong) - Today the
Premier outlined the strategy for Tourism Victoria's
program as we approach the year 2001. Will the
Minister for Tourism explain to the House the aims
of that strategy and the expectations of the board of
Tourism Victoria?
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Tourism) - I
should say, firstly, that the government considers
the tourism industry in this State to be particularly
important. With that in mind, the Premier today
launched Tourism Victoria's strategy entitled A New
Future for Victorian Tourism, which sets out ways in
which new investment will be encouraged and,
more importantly, jobs will be increased in the
tourism industry for the good of all Victorians.
I am delighted at the progress over the past six
months of the new board of Tourism Victoria. As
members of the House will be aware, the
government appointed to the board people with
particularly high profiles and considerable
experience both directly in the tourism industry and
in a range of other areas associated with the tourism
industry, such as the media and, importantly, the
banking industry. The board is comprised of a
diverse range of people who are at the top of their
fields not only in Victoria but also throughout
Australia and South-East Asia.
The board produced the blueprint document the
Premier launched today, which will set in train a
process that will encourage investment in Victoria
and will also set the scene to provide a substantial
number of new jobs. The board estimates that by
1995-96 an additional 20 000 jobs can be established
in the tourism industry in Victoria, and by 2001 an
additional 50 000 jobs can be established.
The tourism industry contributes substantially $4.6 billion a year - to the State's economy. The
State can do better. The total contribution of the
tourism industry in Australia is some $27 billion. On
a quick mathematical calculation, Victoria's share is
some 17 per cent. During the past five or six years
Victoria has had a declining market share of tourism
from overseas tourists. The document addresses that
situation and sets the scene to turn it around.
The document deals with the industry warts and all.
It does not hide behind fluffy proposals that have no
substance. It has been prepared by a businesslike
group of men and women whom we are fortunate to
have serve the State.
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The document identifies six major issues. It targets
the lack of market awareness both in Melbourne and
Victoria; it addresses the need to extend and focus
the product range; and it looks at increasing
international air services, which, of course, are
particularly important to Victoria:
Recently I represented the government on behalf of
the Premier, and, with the Lord Mayor, I welcomed
councillors of the City of Osaka, which, as
honourable members are aware, at present is
constructing a new international airport that will
open in the middle of next year. It is hoped that
direct access will be available from Osaka to
Melbourne Airport. Melbourne Airport, of course,
unlike airports in some other States, has the
advantage of not having a flight curfew.
The government is looking at ways of improving
product information and sales distribution, a major
issue in the document. The document also addresses
effective coordination of all tourism organisations in
the State and the continuing development of
conventions, exhibitions and associated industries.
Many challenges exist. It is not appropriate for me to
make a Ministerial statement during question time;
later I shall take the opportunity of doing so. In the
meantime, I point out that the document launched
today offers exciting prospects for tourism in
Victoria.
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his electorate. Honourable members on the other
side should take a constructive interest in schools in
their electorates rather than pursuing the destructive
attitude they have now adopted.
It is important for the House to know by way of
background that under the Labor Party the Budget
costs for relief or emergency teachers blew out from
virtually no cost at the end of the 1970s to more than
$50 million. The worst thing about it was that there
was absolutely no accountability; it was in fact a
blank cheque for $50 million.

From 1 July this year the government will make
arrangements for schools to have their own budgets
for emergency or relief teachers. They will have
control over emergency or relief teachers and,
importantly, if the schools are able to achieve any
savings in the process, they will be able to keep the
savings and use them for the benefit of students.
Schools will not have to wait until term 3 to have
increased flexibility and control over emergency and
relief teachers. From term 2 of this year - that is,
this term - the government will provide an
additional $2 million that will be available through
regional general managers for use by schools. That
will be in addition to the 1800 short-term
replacement or emergency teachers already
available for use by schools.

PUBLIC SECTOR SUPERANNUATION
EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTS
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - Has
the Premier had any discussions or taken any action
in respect of making legislative or other changes
relating to the tenure of the office of the
Auditor-General or the Ombudsman with a view to
placing them on fixed contracts?

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - In light of the failure of
the Minister for Finance to obtain Cabinet approval
to negotiate with the appropriate trade unions
changes to superannuation entitlements for retired
and current public servants - The SPEAKER - Order! The first part of the
question is inadmissible.

Mr KENNETT (Premier) - No.
Mr BAKER - How is that, Mr Speaker?

REPLACEMENT OR EMERGENCY
TEACHERS
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) - Will the Minister for
Education inform the House of the initiative the
Director of School Education has taken to better
provide replacement teachers in schools?

Honourable Members - Start again!
Mr BAKER - Will the Minister now indicate
whether it is the government's intention to introduce
legislation to change superannuation arrangements
without attempting to negotiate an agreed position
with the relevant unions?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
thank the honourable member for his question and
the fine work he is doing on behalf of the schools in

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - This
problem arises only because of the ineptitude of the
previous administration in not addressing the
emerging cost of superannuation to the Budget. As I
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have previously indicated, the problem did not exist
10 years ago, when only 3.6 per cent of Budget
outlays were required to meet emerging
superannuation benefits for public sector employees.
At that time 63.7 per cent of public sector employees
were eligible. Because of the actions of this
government, 100-Honourable Members - Which government?
Mr I. W. SMITH - Because of the actions of the
opposition when in government, 100 per cent of
public sector employees are now eligible for
superannuation benefits, which is unsustainable.
The increased benefits were designed in a euphoric
climate of unrealism that the former government's
Treasurer termed "modem money management",
which meant: put everything on tick. That is
precisely what you did! This government has no
intention of shirking the responsibilities given to it
by the voters. The government will be formulating a
sustainable superannuation arrangement for public
sector employees.
As I have indicated previously, the government is
currently engaged in a process of consultation. That
process will continue - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH - I neither sought from Cabinet
nor did Cabinet force upon me the requirement to
negotiate, so don't believe everything you read in
the papers!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister will ignore
interjections and address the Chair.
Mr I. W. SMITH - This week the Trades Hall
Council - which is representative of some of the
interest groups with whom the government is
consulting, although there are many other interest
groups with whom the government is consulting requested that we provide a working party group
with some more factual information, which the
government did today. I am happy to make officers
and advisers available to the working party to
provide, as much as pOSSible, the detail that it
requests. That will enable the working party to
quantify to its satisfaction the problem confronting
the government, which the working party concedes
exists. In a responsible way it is trying to accurately
quantify the size of the problem. Each week the
government will review the position as it evolves.
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SALES EXPECTATIONS IN VICTORIA
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) - Will the
Premier inform the House of the results of the latest
National Australia Bank Quarterly Business Survey
and the advice he has received on output and sales
expectations in Victoria over the next 12 months?
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I hope honourable
members will gain some comfort from the
independent figures starting to flow from those who
do meaningful surveys based on long, traditional
periods of similar surveys. The latest information
from the National Australia Bank in its Quarterly
Business Survey again gives this State hope that it is
turning the corner economically and that
expectations for improved economic activity being
sustained are firmly based. As a result of this survey
Victoria is in as strong a position as Western
Australia and substantially ahead of the other States
of Australia in its expectations of economic recovery
in the next 12 months.
Anecdotal evidence also suggests that things have
turned the corner, especially for small to
medium-sized businesses. Larger businesses are
recording larger profits, but unfortunately many are
still readjusting their staffing. Without doubt many
medium-sized and small businesses are actually
now putting on staff and employing many of those
who, through no fault of their own, have been
unemployed.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr KENNETI - The honourable member for
Morwell continues to interject and laugh. It is a pity
the Labor Party in opposition does not have the
compassion and concern for people it used to claim
it had when in government. It is clear that
opposition members are two-faced when it comes to
developing opportunities in this State for long-term
development.
Today my colleague the Deputy Premier outlined a
major strategy in tourism that is designed not only
to increase tourism activities but also to create jobs
over the remainder of this decade. We are about to
embark on a strong campaign to attract direct flights
from Osaka to Melbourne. We are also about to
embark on a major campaign to attract tourists from
China through Hong Kong to Melbourne, and the
first 50 of those tourists have just visited Victoria
and have gone home impressed. We are now about
to undertake a three-month trial of receiving guests
from China direct to Melbourne.
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Mr Haermeyer - Are you going to show them
our schools?
Mr KENNETf - I beg your pardon?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will ignore
interjections.
Mr KENNETf - Much that is happening is
good, and we must build on it. People are gaining
confidence that the decisions that have had to be
made by the government, although it did not wish
to make them in the first place, will ultimately
provide a period of sustained growth and
opportunity for this State. I trust the results of the
National Australia Bank Quarterly Business Survey
will be repeated from quarter to quarter and that all
Victorians will take pride in the emerging economic
recovery of which we are all part, because we have
all had to bear part of the various increases and
taxes that have been levied to overcome the
problems we inherited. We are all part of this State,
and the recovery that comes about will ultimately be
as a result of everyone putting in.

VICTORIAN COMMISSION OF AUDIT
CHAIRMAN
Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - 1
refer the Treasurer to his press release of 23
December 1992 referring to the fact that in his view
the resignation of Sir Roderick Carnegie had become
necessary. Is it not a fact that the government
insisted on Sir Roderick's resignation from the
Victorian Commission of Audit because the
government preferred to have Professor Bob Officer,
with his close links to the Institute of Public Affairs,
as chairman of the commission rather than Sir
Roderick Carnegie, who had no such links?
Mr STOCK DALE (Treasurer) - It is rather sad
that shortly before the Victorian Commission of
Audit is due to report the opposition again cranks
up a completely nonsensical attack not only on the
commission but also on Sir Roderick Carnegie. The
implication against the government is totally
inaccurate. The implication against Professor Officer
is totally out of place and unwarranted, and the
implication against Sir Roderick Carnegie is
offensive to even - Mr KENNAN (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, 1 direct to your attention
Standing Order No. 127. It is clear from the question
that there was no implication against or attack on Sir
Roderick Carnegie; rather the reverse. The
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implication in the question was that the government
should have left Sir Roderick as chairman of the
commission, and it was the Treasurer who insisted
on his resignation. He is debating the question and
attempting to turn it around. He should be brought
back to answering the question.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has some
experience with Standing Order No. 127.1 do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - As a fellow
member of the bar it pains me to have to say that if
that is the level of logic of the Leader of the
Opposition it is little wonder he had to appoint
himself a Queen's Counsel, since nobody else would
do it.
There is a clear implication against Sir Roderick
Carnegie in this line of questioning, which the
Leader of the Opposition pursued recently, dropped
for a while, and now, with the audit report
imminent, is seeking to crank up. Sir Roderick gave
public reasons for his decision. I do not criticise him
for the decision he made. It ill behoves the Leader of
the Opposition to make such remarks, and if he
could see the faces of the honourable members
behind him he would see that they do not accept
what he is up to, either.

BENDIGO GOLDFIELDS
Mr TURNER (Bendigo West) - Will the Minister
for Energy and Minerals advise the House of recent
developments aimed at the resumption of mining on
the Bendigo goldfields and the potential benefits this
achievement could bring to the local community?
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - I thank the honourable member for his
question and for his interest in and support of any
economic activity in the Bendigo area. I am pleased
to advise the House that a few days ago I signed
documents that transfer the mining leases of the
Bendigo goldfields from Western Mining
Corporation Holdings Ltd to Bendigo Mining No
Liability. The company has a substantial local
shareholding and is dedicated specifically to the
reactivating of the Bendigo fields.
Historically Bendigo has been a rich field - in fact
the richest field in Victoria - and on Australian
standards it is second only to Kalgoorlie. On world
comparisons it is of major consequence, having
produced 22 million ounces of gold. Even though
there has been little activity of major consequence on
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the Bendigo fields over the past 40 years, I am
advised that the fields are still fairly prospective,
and in pursuit of that potential Western Mining
spent $25 million on exploration and underground
development. Its proposal would have produced
450 000 tonnes of ore per annum and would have
employed 450 people in Bendigo directly associated
with Western Mining and 810 people in the greater
Bendigo region.
It was with some regret that the government

registered the fact that Western Mining would
withdraw from that activity. That withdrawal was
associated principally with the corporation's
frustration with the convoluted licensing and permit
system, which required it to obtain 50 planning
permits, to place 6 separate advertisements of its
intentions on different occasions and to face 3
separate hearings of the Administration Appeals
Tribunal.
At the instigation of the honourable member for
Bendigo West I met with the board of Bendigo
Mining and discussed its plans; I also inspected the
Bendigo goldfields with officers of Bendigo Mining.
After 40 years of relative inactivity the mining
results may be a little further down the track of the
initial exploration the company intends to instigate.
The venture has the enthusiastic support of the local
community and the honourable members for
Bendigo West and Bendigo East.
As to the economic impact, about which the
honourable member asked, a survey of 125 local
businesses was conducted: 66 said that exploration
activities at local mines at present in the Bendigo
area were essential or important to their business
activities and their future. The survey also showed
that mining helped support the jobs of 1542 people
in the larger Bendigo region.
Therefore, the government welcomes the proposed
activities of Bendigo Mining and will do all it can to
assist it, provided the company, in turn, recognises
and accepts its environmental responsibilities.
This important local initiative will have the support
of the government. It will provide significant and
lasting improvement to the Bendigo economy and
enhance job opporhmities. I congratulate Bendigo
Mining on its decision to proceed with the venture,
and I particularly thank the honourable member for
Bendigo West for the local support he has given in
helping to get the venture off the ground.

FRANKSTON SCHOOL CLOSURES
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - Will the Minister for
Education give a guarantee that by June next year no
schools will be closed in the Frankston area; if not,
what criteria does he intend to use and will he
consult all school communities?
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - It is
important to realise that the Labor government over
a number of years constantly closed schools for a
range of reasons, including demographic reasons.
This government has made no decision to close any
school. There will always be consultation about
improving the quality of education provision in
particular areas.
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, my question was very specific. I asked
for a guarantee that there will be no school closures
in the Frankston area.
The SPEAKER - Order! As the honourable
member well knows, it is not up to the Chair to force
a Minister to reply in any particular way or, in fact,
to answer the question. The only thing the Chair has
to satisfy itself about is that the Minister's answer is
relevant. There is no point of order.
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) There will be consultation with local communities in
every area of Victoria about ways to improve their
educational arrangements and the education
available in every community in Victoria.

WILLSMERE HOSPITAL SITE
Mr DAVIS (Essendon) - Will the Minister for
Planning inform the House of the current status of
the redevelopment of the former Willsmere Hospital
site?
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - The
former government sold the Willsmere Hospital site
to Jennings Group Ltd. I am sure all honourable
members will honour the late A. V. Jennings for the
role he played in the building of so many domestic
and other buildings in Australia. However, after the
Labor government had flogged off Willsmere to the
Jennings Group, the group found the financial
difficulties it encountered under the Labor
government too much for it. After surviving for so
many years, it was unable to continue.
Under the former Labor government the only
vestige of redevelopment of the site was the

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1140

ASSEMBLY

Jennings Group guarantee of $5 million for the
construction of a hotel in part of the historic
building. If there is one thing Melbourne does not
immediately need, it is another hotel!
My colleague the Minister for Major Projects was
kind enough to transfer to the Urban Land
Authority (ULA) responsibility for the guarantee,
which had the hotel not been built was to take effect
by about the year 2003 - and that probably does not
matter now that the company is in receivership.
The Willsmere hospital site has attracted several
developers. The historic buildings are difficult to
deal with and are something of a challenge. With the
ULA and executive officers of the Historic Buildings
Council, I have been able to negotiate for the
development of the site for 250 apartments to be
constructed in the historic buildings and in some
complementary new buildings to be erected. The
very careful design will retain the buildings, the
gardens and various historic elements of Willsmere.
The proposal has been approved by the City of Kew.
The proposal is the subject of some ten objections,
which are now being negotiated. I am rather
confident that either the objections will be satisfied
or that the Administrative Appeals Tribunal will
make favourable decisions.
All this has been done in accordance with very
careful standards set by the Historic Buildings
Council, and with the consent and agreement of the
City of Kew. The development will be of Significant
value for that area and will be a competent answer
to a problem left by the former Labor government,
as it left many other problems for this government.
The former government flogged off that State
government asset but made no suitable
arrangements for a compatible development of the
site.
Admittedly, it has taken this government some
months to negotiate its way out of the mess left by
the former Minister for Major Projects, who is now
the Leader of the Opposition, but subject to the
matter being successfully negotiated or arbitrated by
the AAT, if necessary, in early May Victorians will
see the start of the construction of 250 apartments in
that vast and unloved building that had been left in
almost neglected circumstances by the former
government.
Victorians will see the historic nature of the building
honoured in the new development and the new
elements of the construction will be compatible and
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sympathetic to the historic character of the building.
The gardens surrounding the historic building will
be carefully and sensitively preserved. The
development will be effected by the coalition
government - which will obtain answers to
problems rather than create the problems!

REPLACEMENT OR EMERGENCY
TEACHERS
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - In the light of his
earlier answer today, in which the Minister for
Education recognised the inadequate provision of
replacement teachers, will he give a guarantee to the
parents of Victoria that from July 1993 all absent
teachers will be replaced without schools having to
resort to increased class sizes, cancelled programs or
cancelled classes?
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) -It is
important for the House to understand that the first
responsibility of dealing with a short-term absence
of a teacher lies with the school. That is the normal
and by far the best way. It is better to deal with the
absence within the school, as one can avoid the
disruption to the school of calling in a teacher from
outside the school.
Adequate arrangements have been made for
emergency teachers since the beginning of the year
and there will be improved arrangements this term
and in term 3. If there is a true emergency, of course
emergency teachers will be made available.

WESTERN SUBURBS YOUTH REFUGE
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - Will the Minister
responsible for Youth Affairs inform the House
about talks he has had with the Smorgon group of
companies on the development of a youth refuge in
the western suburbs?
Mr HEFFERNAN (Minister responsible for Youth
Affairs) - I thank the honourable member for
Tullamarine for his ongoing interest in the prized
possession of this State, its young people. As
honourable members are probably aware, in a recent
grievance debate I outlined a strong commitment of
the government to follow the policy on youth affairs
that was released prior to the election. This policy
was well accepted by every section of the youth
community and by the general community. I gave a
commitment to seek close consultation with the
opposition on this sensitive area. I have also taken
the opportunity to meet with Smorgons, which
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through the private sector has raised in excess of
$350000.
On behalf of the government 1 have passed on my
thanks to Smorgons for its ongoing commitment to
youth in that area. I congratulated it on the initiative
and on ensuring that action has taken place in that
area to assist in overcoming the problems of youth
homelessness.
Taking action in the western suburbs is a priority of
this government, and I can assure the western
suburbs that action will be taken to deal with the
problems left in that area after 10 years of Labor
government.
Prior to the election in October last year I released
the policy showing the coalition's major
commitment to youth. That policy received wide
support from the community, but 1 am still waiting
for support from the opposition. An honourable
member for Melbourne West in another place, the
Honourable Jean McLean, made a lot of noise and
attacked Smorgons for its commitment to and
interest in the problems of the young in the western
suburbs, and it is distressing that not one member of
the opposition has distanced himself or herself from
those remarks. I look forward to the shadow
Minister with responsibility for youth - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HEFFERNAN - I do not know who it is.
Either the opposition has not appointed a shadow
Minister or he or she may be in the Upper House,
but not one of them has distanced himself or herself,
or the Labor Party, from Mrs Mc Lean's statements.
Rather than complimenting Smorgons on its efforts
in having the private sector involved or saying that
the company's hard work represents a step forward
and provides hope for young people in Victoria, Mrs
Mc Lean said it was obscene that Smorgons was
raising funds for the young homeless.
It ought to be an embarrassment to the opposition

that the shadow Minister has not distanced the ALP
from those remarks. It may be that the honourable
member for Preston is the shadow Minister. We can
do no more than wait!
As I said in the grievance debate recently, in 10 years
the Labor government spent $700 million of
Commonwealth and State funding on youth, but the
problem is worse than it ever was in the history of
this State or this country, especially in the western
suburbs. Dandenong is the other area of Melbourne
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in which, as I said, youth homelessness is a gigantic
problem. It is a disgrace to members of the
opposition that they have made no commitment to
supporting - The SPEAKER - Order! I remind the Minister
that he may not debate the question.

Mr HEFFERNAN - There has been no
commitment from the opposition. The government
is delivering social justice in the western suburbs
and dealing with youth homelessness. The
opposition used the catchcry of social justice when it
was in government, but it delivered no social justice.
There is now a glimmer of hope, and even members
to the right of the New South Wales Labor Party are
looking to Victoria.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister may not
debate the question.

Mr HEFFERNAN - I can assure the House that
the New South Wales right is starting to look at
Victoria.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - I raise a point of
order, Mr Speaker. 1 direct your attention to
Standing Order No. 127, and point out that the
Minister is clearly debating the question. If the
Minister wishes to do so, he should make a
Ministerial statement. I would welcome the
opportunity of debating the matter with him.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already twice
warned the Minister that Standing Order No. 127
stipulates that he should not debate the question. 1
ask him to conclude his answer.

Mr HEFFERNAN (Minister responsible for Youth
Affairs) - I do not know whether the honourable
member for Preston supports the New South Wales
right of the Labor Party. It was very gratifying to
me, as the Minister responsible for Youth Affairs, to
know that a group so important in the Labor
spectrum is supporting me in my endeavours in this
area.
A seminar will be held next Friday at which I will
announce a major youth policy direction for
Victoria. I look forward to its receiving support from
the opposition. The honourable member for
Williamstown would be better off if she examined
these matters seriously instead of continually
interjecting and going on overseas trips.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister should
round off his reply and not debate the question.
Mr HEFFERNAN - The coalition will deliver on
youth policy. 1 remind the House that the New
South Wales right of the Labor Party is on its way
down here.

HOSPITAL CASE-MIX FUNDING
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I refer the Minister for
Health to comments by the Secretary to the
Department of Health and Community Services, Or
John Paterson. He said that as a result of Budget cuts
and the introduction of case-mix funding some
Victorian hospitals will close. Do Dr Paterson's
remarks represent the views of the government? If
so, what work has been done by the department to
assess which hospitals are at risk of closing?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for Coburg for his question,
which raises a very important point. It is obvious
that he does not fully understand the implications of
case-mix funding. It is a very important change in
the funding of Victorian hospitals.
For the last 100 years hospitals have been funded by
a bulk grant to each institution. It is only in recent
times that there has been some semblance of a quid
pro quo for the money granted. Over the past five or
six years health service agreements were introduced
and there was some agreement that funding must be
justified by the outcome.
As 1 explained to the House before, it is the first time
that case-mix funding has been used in Victoria, or
in Australia. It has been the subject of a very long
and detailed study over five years, with funding of
$25 million made available from the Commonwealth
government; it means that hospitals will be funded
based on the amount of work that they do.
Rather than immediately completely changing the
system, case-mix funding in Victoria will be phased
in over the next couple of years: 70 per cent of
funding will be by way of grant, so there will be a
certain predicability for hospitals based on what
they have received in the past; and about 30 per cent
of funding will be based on a case-mix formula of
payment for work done. If hospitals can work
efficiently, if they come within the formula, they will
have an opportunity to do more work and receive
more money for the work they have done. That is
how we will address waiting lists and treat more

Tuesday, 27 April 1993

people. It is our only hope of addressing the waiting
lists that the government has inherited.
An honourable member interjected.
Mrs TEHAN - I am coming to that. However,
there are those hospitals which have operated well
and have succeeded in treating more patients within
the formula and those which have not been able to
do so, again for the reasons that I have outlined in
the House before: they have not addressed questions
of efficiency; they have not looked at staffing
formulas and ratios; they have not looked at work
practices; and they have not taken the opportunity
that the government has given them to free up the
situation.
Some hospitals have remained within the constraints
of the past 10 years when unions dictated what
could or could not be done. Hospitals that position
themselves properly and are willing to improve
their management and communication techniques
will succeed at the expense of those that cannot do
so.
Mr Roper - Which ones will close?
Mrs TEHAN - We have no way of knowing
that. The challenge for those hospitals is to raise
their standards and ensure that they can continue by
using the new funding proposal.
Mr Roper - Dr Paterson said some will close!
Mrs TEHAN - Dr Paterson said some will close
and that there will be winners and losers in the
formula. The good hospitals that treat more patients
will win. Those that are unable to compete, those
that cannot comply with the criteria I have outlined
and those that, at the behest of unions, do not take
the opportunity of contracting out or taking
advantage of a number of other possibilities the
government has made available will face severe
difficulties.
The main aim of the government in providing health
services is to look after patients; the change puts the
emphasis on patients and services, not on
institutions. It is a radical but important change, and
it is the beginning of a completely new move not
only across Victoria but across Australia and the
Western World.
When I was in the United Kingdom recently I raised
the matter with a number of decisions-makers who
are watching the process closely.
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Mr Roper - Their system is run down!
Mn TEHAN - Their system is run down, and
they are considering the possibility of case-mix
funding to improve their performance.
Governments must ensure that new proposals are in
the interests of patients. I assure the House that the
government will be concentrating on patients. More
patients will be treated because hospitals will be
given incentives to work efficiently and will be paid
for the number of patients they treat.
If Victoria had stayed with the old system, it would

have run into the difficulties that became apparent
during the 1980s, when hospitals took the money
but were told by unions how to spend it. They were
told how many staff they had to have, what
practices and time frames must be followed, what
meals could be served, whether they were to be
cook-chill or otherwise - all those decisions were
made by unions. Those decisions will now be made
by hospitals, which will have the opportunity to
treat more patients and address the waiting-list
problems.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time for questions
without notice has expired.

No decision was made regarding the Chelsea police
station because the Chelsea City Council and
representatives from government departments were
involved in negotiations with individual owners of
buildings. Therefore, a number of preferred site
options were under consideration. Those ceased
when the new government took over.
It is ludicrous to suggest that I acted improperly,

and to do so is a reflection on the honourable
member who raised the issue. The honourable
member for Mordialloc is wrong and should have
the courage of his convictions to either repeat the
allegations outside the House or apolOgise.

PETITIONS
Pollutants in creeks
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
State of Victoria seeks that pollutants be eliminated
from the Mordialloc Creek, Kananook Creek and
Patterson River.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
By Mr Leigh (59 signatures)
Mr SAND ON (Carrum) - I desire to make a
personal explanation. On 21 April 1993, during the
adjournment debate, the honourable member for
Mordialloc raised a matter concerning the Chelsea
police station. In doing so he made serious
allegations against me -allegations to which I take
great exception.
For the record and for the benefit of the honourable
member for Mordialloc, who should have checked
his facts, the construction of police stations is not the
sole prerogative of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. Police station Siting,
particularly under the Victorian Accelerated
Infrastructure Program, which was introduced by
the former government, involved jOint funding with
government and the private sector. Therefore,
Fletcher Jennings, the builder-developer,
representatives of the Victorian government, acting
on behalf of the State Valuer-General, the
departments responsible for police and construction,
and the Victoria Police at the district and
headquarters levels, all had a central and integral
involvement. Further, because planning approvals
were involved, so was local government.

Institute of Educational Administration
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
State of Victoria seeks that the Institute of Educational
Administration continues to provide high-quality
residential training programs and other activities to
improve the administrative ability of certain persons in
accordance with the Institute of Educational
Administration Act 1980.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Leigh (12 signatures)
Laid on table.
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SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND
REGULATIONS COMMITTEE

Alert Digest, No. 6
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) presented report of
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee on
Alert Digest, No. 6 of 1993, together with appendix.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Oerk:
Mental Health Act 1986 - Report of the Community
Visitors for the year 1991-92
Planning and Environment Act 1987 - Notices of
Approval of amendments to the following Planning
Schemes:
Alexandra Planning Scheme - No. U8

UNIVERSITY OF MELBOURNE
The SPEAKER - Order! I have received a letter
from the Minister for Tertiary Education and
Training concerning the appointment of members of
Parliament to the councils of various statutory
bodies. Most such appointments are made by the
Governor in Council after recommendations made
by jOint sittings of Parliament. However,
Parliamentary members of the council of the
University of Melbourne are appointed directly by
each House, two from the Assembly and one from
the Council. The Treasurer and the honourable
member for Richmond have resigned from the
university council and it is necessary to recommend
two Assembly members to serve in their places for
the remainder of the term, which will expire on
31 December 1995.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That Mr Perton and Mr Thwaites be recommended to
the Governor in Council for appointment to the council
of the University of Melbourne.

Bairnsdale Shire Planning Scheme - No. L3S
Bendigo Planning Scheme - No. 1.34
Berwick Planning Scheme - No. L60
Brunswick Planning Scheme - No. L3l
Cranbourne Planning Scheme - Nos L82, L8S
Doncaster and Templestowe Planning Scheme No.U1
Dundas Planning Scheme - Part lA, No. U
Essendon Planning Scheme - No. L4l

Motion agreed to.

APPROPRIATION
Message read recommending further appropriation
for Gaming Machine Control (Amendment) Bill.

TREASURY CORPORATION OF
VICTORIA (DEBT CENTRALISATION)
BILL
Second reading

Geelong Regional Planning Scheme - No. Rl13
Hastings Planning Scheme - No. L9S

Debate resumed from 8 April; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

Healesville Planning Scheme - No. LI Part 2
Kilmore Planning Scheme - No. L62
Lillydale Planning Scheme - No. LIDS
Melbourne Planning Scheme - No. LID8
Morwell Planning Scheme - No. L36
Nunawading Planning Scheme - No. L5l
Preston Planning Scheme - No. Ul
Warrnambool City Planning Scheme - No. L24.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) -It is well known in
Parliament that this Bill owes its genesiS to the
former Labor government, and particular credit
accrues to former Treasurers, the honourable
members for Northcote and Coburg, because they
argued through the 1980s that such legislation
should come to pass to bring Victoria into line with
modem portfolio management practice in
governments elsewhere and to gain the advantages
similar centralised fund management operations
have achieved in other States, particularly New
South Wales and Queensland. Those advantages
include improved liability management, improved
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diversification of risk and lower interest rates on
borrowings.
It has been estimated that approximately 50 per cent
of the difference in relative trading margins between
Victoria and other borrowers is due to the
fragmented nature of Victorian borrowings and that
the other 50 per cent relates to the differences in
credit ratings. That is a substantial factor when
considering borrowings of the magnitude of
Victoria's in both the inner and outer Budget sectors.

The Bill gives effect to the establishment of a
Treasury Corporation and is similar to legislation
proposed by the former Labor government. It is
hardly necessary to point out to the House that the
then opposition and the then shadow Treasurer
were strident, for reasons that now seem patently
absurd, in their opposition to this financial
management mechanism. The Bill is another
example of a total turnabout in the coalition's stance;
it has again taken up the logical ideas, free from
ideologically driven prescription, of the former
government. It has taken up those ideas and made
them its own.
The former government could have done these
things had the coalition been a little more sensible
and a little less prepared to carp and knock
proposed legislation. The State of Victoria would
have benefited significantly if the coalition had
earlier taken a logical approach to the establishment
of mechanisms of this kind.
The Bill amends the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria Act, which applies to public authorities in
Victoria. The amendment allows for the gradual
transfer of existing financial obligations of the Gas
and Fuel Corporation, Melbourne Water and the
State Electricity Commission of Victoria to the
Treasury Corporation. It will not have the effect of
transferring the actual debt of the Budget sector, as
the authorities will continue to service the debt and
to hold it. The purpose of the arrangement is to
present a single face to the market - the Treasury
Corporation.
The Bill provides considerable advantages in the
financial marketplace. The Bill sets out two
mechanisms for effecting the transfer. Statutory
novation refers to the substitution of the Treasury
Corporation for the authority as the holder of the
security. This relates to securities held under the law
of Victoria. That is the appropriate legal mechanism
for bringing about that effect.
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Offshore securities will be transferred by way of
contract. The Bill does not transfer any debt; it
merely provides a framework for such transferring
to occur over time. Where a transfer occurs it will be
done by Order in Council and gazetted.
The Bill also clarifies the employment status of
Treasury Corporation staff. Public servants currently
employed by the corporation will have 60 days to
elect to transfer back to the Public Service. If they
elect to remain with the corporation they will
relinquish their Public Service pOSitions and will
then be in the same position as employees of other
statutory authorities.
This matter has undergone a long and arduous
journey. It is not a new idea; it was not even a new
idea in the life of the previous government. For a
long time in this State various governments have
been negotiating, arguing and debating the prospect
of consolidating the State's major debt into one
portfolio or one parcel under centralised
management.
The main form of resistance has come from the large
quasi autonomous non-government organisations known as quangos in the parlance of modern
political life. It is an indication of how much
authority those quangos had, particularly in the
~ake-up and composition of the Victorian public
structure. Since the 18S0s Victoria has had a
tradition of having established large public
authorities, usually in the resources and
energy-based areas - and certainly in water - to
run in a way that was independent from the
authority of the Parliament and the authority of the
central government of whatever time.
They have traditionally been run by eX-military
personnel or former engineers; in many cases
permutations of both. In the early days they set the
theme of fierce independence and at times open
hostility to the Parliament and the government of
the day. I do not wish to quote Churchill's remarks
about rogue engineers managing things, but by
comparison with other States, Victoria has effected a
loose control over such authorities. They have in
recent times developed within themselves their own
money marketing and debt management functions.
Mr Gude - Modern money management.
Mr BAKER - I did not use that term - debt
management functions. It is perfectly human that
these things become an end unto themselves and
people have a self-interest in ensuring that a high
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degree of mysticism attaches to or associates with
whatever they do; they ensure that they keep control
unto themselves. That has met with varying degrees
of success in recent times. There have been cases
where some have not obeyed the dictates of modem
portfolio management theory, which basically
requires - if I remember my own instructions in
business school -laying off the odds. It was
something called Markowitz's diversification
theorem. Markowitz was a very interesting character.
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr BAKER - I can also tell the honourable
member for Portland all about the formula if he
continues to bait me; it runs from one column to the
other and to do it manually in the days before it was
available in software packages was a chore. It is a
sophisticated version of laying off the bets; the
bigger the portfolio the more pieces there are in it. If
I remember correctly, you had to have about 25 per
cent of the components. You had to bunch together a
large component or numbers of investments to
smooth the risk across a range of factors: across time,
across various interest rate options, across various
financing techniques and, in particular, across
baskets of currency.
Some of the authorities got themselves into trouble
because decisions being made regarding certain
investments and various currency associations were
taking too long. Probably one of the best fund
managements in recent times, given that it has been
set up for the chop, is the Transport Accident
Commission. Of all the public and private sector
funds that have been in existence over the past few
years, the Transport Accident Commission was the
best performing fund in Australia. It is a great credit
to those people who were involved in it. If I
understand it correctly, the reason they did so well
in their investment strategies over the past couple of
years is because they focused on scrip to the
exclusion of property and because of that beat all the
so-called private high-fliers. The reward for running
an excellent operation is that the Treasurer will sell
the corporation to the private sector so that people
can make a profit out of it. It is outrageous! It is not
only outrageous; it is also foolish and an abrogation
of responsibility to the taxpayers of Victoria.
With all my qualifications, concerns and riders, the
opposition supports the Bill because it is the
opposition's Bill dressed up. The government has
hardly changed the lipstick on it. The Treasurer
when in opposition condemned the legislation when
it was introduced. He has learnt under the yoke and
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travail of being in government that a good idea is a
good idea no matter who produces it. It is absolutely
essential that the Bill becomes law.
I congratulate officers of the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria (TCV) who were involved in the
preparation of the corporation's first Victorian
Economic Review, which is for the March quarter
1993. My congratulations do not extend to some
blatant political nonsense in the first few pages. I
suggest to the corporation that a responsible
financial organisation should not run political lines
of that kind, no matter how much duress it is under.
I suggest the corporation will be judged in the
financial community in Melbourne and elsewhere
on the objective quality of the content of its future
publications. I encourage the corporation, despite
that bit of a whack on the way through, to continue
the good work.
A body that is responsible for such a large portfolio
will walk tall in the city and will attract much
interest from financial and business institutions
around Australia. Such a body will be able to talk
with a loud voice and negotiate from a position of
significant strength, which would not be possible for
authorities operating individually, no matter how
well intentioned, qualified or skilled the staffs
operating in their financial sections were. Individual
authorities would not have the clout that comes
from an accumulation of financial interests of the
type this combined portfolio will provide.
I note with amusement that the debt figures in the
publication - I assume the Treasurer endorsed the
publication - are the same figures the previous
government claimed were the real debt figures; not
the $60 billion, $70 billion, or the later figure that
was designed to engender crisis, but precisely the
figures put forward at around the time of last year's
election campaign by the then Premier.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr BAKER - The Minister at that time did not
make the distinction. The real figure was
$18.2 billion plus $13.4 billion. So, it is $31.6 billion
in both the government's language and mine.
Mathematics is just a language after all, as a
professor of mathematics under whom I studied
used to say. Mathematics is also a language that has
no barriers of class or sex; if you speak mathematics,
you speak it, and you do not have to worry about
which side of the tracks you come from.
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The establishment of the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria is a major initiative. It commenced
operation on 1 January this year and replaces its
predecessor, the Victorian Public Authorities
Finance Agency (VicFin). VicFin was established in
1984 as the prime borrowing authority for the
majority of Victoria's semi-government authorities.
However, those major authorities - the big quangos
I mentioned earlier - were able to lobby in the
machinery of government to maintain their
independence. This Bill brings an end to that farce; it
was a farce in modem times for those authorities to
be operating on that basis.
The amalgamation of the borrowings of the State
authorities means central borrowers will be able to
approach capital markets with larger, more
marketable issues of securities, so reducing the cost
to borrowers and prOViding secure, liquid
investment opportunities.
As I said earlier, the Bill brings Victoria into line
with all other Australian States, which by now have
a centralised issuing of government-guaranteed debt.
The TCV is the successor in law under this Bill to
VicFin and is charged with developing the Victorian
Development Fund and the Victorian Debt
Retirement AuthOrity. The Victorian Development
Fund accepts deposits from and lends funds to
bodies within the Victorian public sector. The
Victorian Debt Retirement AuthOrity receives
proceeds from the sale of assets and other funds that
have been dedicated to the retirement of debt.
The TCV has been structured as a corporation. It is
profit-oriented and accountable for its actions. It is
staffed and operated independently of the
Department of the Treasury but is subject to the
general direction and control of the Treasurer. I
sound a gentle note of caution. I believe those terms
are exactly the same as the terms that described the
freeing up of the operations of State Bank Victoria
when the previous government decided to set it free
and allow it to operate independently in the
competitive marketplace. At the time, that was
hailed by members on both sides of the House. I do
not think many people in the community are aware
that it was strongly supported and welcomed by the
current Treasurer.
I am personally worried about corporatisation. I am
still not convinced that under a Westminster system
one can have a halfway house. I am especially
concerned given the recent remarks of the
Auditor-General when he appeared before the
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Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. I asked
the Auditor-General what would happen to his
interest the moment a private proportion of any
enterprise in which State funds were involved
reached 51 per cent. He said, "would treat it in the
same way as I would treat BHP". In other words, he
would show no interest.
This corporatised model has all the characteristics of
the State Bank Victoria model: it will have an
independent board, which I suspect will seek its
own independent auditors in no time. For the record
I sound a note of caution that there may be costs
involved.
I suggest to all honourable members that if a
Minister of the Crown is responsible for an
organisation of this type - regardless of how it has
been established; no matter whether the Minister
says that it is a corporatised model which operates at
arm's length from government control and which is
allowed to operate freely and with all the benefits
that brings; and, given my own disciplinary training,
I do not deny there are many benefits in that - and
something happens to that organisation similar to
what happened with Tricontinental Corporation Ltd
and State Bank Victoria, it will be no good for the
Minister to argue that it was all done in the interests
of corporatisation and of allowing free market play.
We have seen a Premier and at least one Treasurer
brought down in this House on that basis.
When I was a Minister I thought that if ever I were a
Minister again and had to accept responsibility for
any organisation I would want to have control,
because without control one is in real trouble when
things go wrong. One thing that is certain is that the
Minister always gets the blame. A variety of models
have been tried here and elsewhere, but those
models still leave the Minister sitting there as the
patsy. If you are to cop the blame you may as well
make sure you have some influence over what
happens.
The primary objectives of centralising the debt in
this authority are to increase the depth and liquidity
of the Treasury Corporation of Victoria and to
improve the management of the State's liability
through consolidation and rationalisation of
Victoria's exposures in the market. At this stage it is
intended that TCV concentrate on centralising what
are known as the hot stocks of the larger
government business enterprises issued in the
domestic market, and the success of the TCV will be
dearly evident in the relative trading margins of its
stock. We hope that will happen almost immediately.
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As I pointed out earlier, the main value that will
come immediately is related to the estimation that
about half the difference in relative trading margins
between Victoria and other borrowers is due to the
fragmented nature of State borrowings and 1992
VicFin stock trading at an average of 90 to 100 basis
points over Commonwealth government bonds.
That is too big a disadvantage. Because of the
important link between the amount a State borrows,
its financial management policies and the cost of
capital, finance markets now consider that credit
quality is as important as liquidity, when assessing
State borrowings.
Finally, the reorganisation of Victoria's debt and
exposure management within the Treasury
Corporation of Victoria, combined with the
government's new policies and financial
management strategy, will be an important step in
reducing overall debt levels, in providing higher
quality investments and savings to taxpayers and
perhaps through time in helping to assist restore
Victoria's credit rating.
The opposition supports its own Bill and
congratulates the honourable member for Northcote
and the honourable member for Coburg in
particular who, through the 1980s and early 199Os,
did so much to bring an understanding of the need
for this form of modern portfolio management of
Victoria's debt.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I support the Bill because
it will ensure that, through the Treasury Corporation
of Victoria, both the direct government debt and the
debt of the major instrumentalities is organised in a
common way.
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forming a central borrowing authority (CBA). Unlike
the other States, which streamlined their
semigovemment borrowings into one centralised
authority several years ago, Victoria has four main
semis - the State Electricity Commission (SEC), the
Melbourne Metropolitan Board of Works (MMBW), the
Gas and Fuel Corp. and the Victorian Public
Authorities Finance Agency (VicFin, more or less a
central agency).

It goes on to point out that Victoria has deprived
itself of the efficiencies of centralised borrowings and I emphasise that there have been a number of
reports on this matter - the benefits of which show
up in lower borrOWing costs, reduced staff costs,
economies of scale and improved liability
management. In addition - this is of significance,
and I shall refer to it again later - they certainly
provide for a higher market profile, and that is more
easily recognised and appreciated by the finance
community.

Following my receipt of the Chase AMP Bank paper,
which was really only a proposal to be examined, I
became aware for the first time for some years and I had just been appointed Treasurer - that the
State had not proceeded to set up a central
borrowing authority. Some years before when I was
at the transport Ministry I had been asked by the
then Treasurer, the Honourable Rob Jolly, to
consider giving up what was then the transport
borrowing agency. Transport was then responsible
for its own borrOWings. We discussed the matter.
The advice from parts of the transport MiniStry was
that we should not give up the borrowing agency
because it was an important part of overall transport
operations and provided transport with a profile in
the market.

In my opinion this proposal should have been in

place some years ago. This matter was publicly
discussed on a number of occasions when the
proponents put forward the argument that
Significant savings could occur and the opponents,
those who had already made their own
arrangements, successfully prevented progress in
this area.
This matter was first publicly aired in the 1990s
when a paper prepared by the Chase AMP Bank Ltd
went into some detail on the benefits of
centralisation. That view was stated in an article that
appeared in Australian Business in July 1990:
The heavier borrowing costs borne by Victorian
semigovemment authorities are, many believe, largely
attributable to the stubborn resistance in that State to

I was convinced that it was a duplication and an
unnecessary cost to have a separate borrowing
agency for transport when indeed the central
Treasury agency - in this case, VicFin - should be
able to do the job. I felt no territorial imperative to
keep that agency and it was transferred to VicFin
together with a number of staff who had been
involved in the agency, and what had been a
successful small agency in transport became part of
the larger VicFin operation.
Having given up that small authority, it was not
until I became Treasurer that I became aware that
none of the other authorities had given up their
agencies. I do not know whether it was that I and the
transport Ministry were more prepared to look at
the overall situation, but certainly after the transport
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borrowing agency was surrendered to a central
authority no other activity occurred and the Chase
AMP Bank document suggested that we had lagged
behind in not having that repeated with the other
agencies.
I requested that Treasury seek external advice on the
benefits that would flow to the State from setting up
a central borrowing authority, and CS First Boston
prepared a document that set out the benefits from a
market perspective, from a government perspective
and from a money-saving perspective from so doing.
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Mr Johnson prepared an extremely professional

report, setting out from the financial market's point
of view the benefits, including the financial savings
that would occur from a central borrowing
authority. It was generally agreed in the market that
simply setting up a central borrowing authority
would not only save money because of the operation
of only one agency but would also result in a saving
of 10 to 15 basis points - which does not sound
very much but, in view of the debts of both the
Budget sector and the non-Budget sector, would
amount to millions of dollars a year in savings to the
taxpayers and the authorities of this State.

In response to that report and the fact that it was

being discussed, agencies such as the then
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works
(MMBW) used their own media operations to do
whatever they could to undermine the idea of a
central borrowing authority, and on one occasion
Mr Kingsley Culley, then head of the MMBW,
specifically organised a briefing for journalists to
advise them that the government, in making this
decision, had made a significant mistake.
One can only be less than impressed by
organisations that are there to serve the Victorian
public but take this possessive attitude. I can
understand the attitude of the management of the
MMBW. Extra interest and broadening of careers
was certainly provided by people being involved in
the finance industry. They may well have thought
they were doing a good job in this area but I have no
doubt that, at board and senior management levels,
the concern was as much about being seen to be
involved in these activities as it was about the
effectiveness of their activities.
On occasions the MMBW distributed material that
suggested its professional rivals were somehow
mistreating it or were less able than it, and I think on
one occasion the then shadow Treasurer, who is now
putting forward this view, took up the cudgels on
behalf of the MMBW or at least suggested that
inquiries should be made into the allegations that
the MMBW's public relations organisation was
busily feeding out to the media.
It is regrettable that at that stage the decision was

not made to set up a central borrowing authority;
nor was that decision made subsequently when a
further effort was made in that direction and when
we were fortunate to have the advice and assistance
of Ted Johnson, who had just been restored as the
General Manager, Banking, of the ANZ Banking
Group, and who subsequently took on the difficult
task at the State Bank of South Australia. Again

During my discussions with the British and
European banks in 1991, I became well aware of
their view that they would prefer to deal with one
Victorian borrowing authority. They made the point
that in their dealings there was not necessarily
confusion on their part but confusion among their
clients at having basically three separate Victorian
authorities from their point of view competing in the
market - the SEC, the MMBW and VicFin. The
resistance of the authorities to becoming one
organisation was a significant disappointment to me
and, in the end, as I said in a statement in August
1991:
... improving Budget sector arrangements could not
wait until agreement was reached with the SECV and
the Board of Works.

That was when we set up the Victorian borrowing
authority and appointed Mr Ian Ferres as its
chairman. After that authority had done its work, it
recommended that there be a new Treasury
corporation. That was announced and set in train
just prior to Christmas 1991 and that authority,
again chaired by Mr Ferres, would comprise Mr Reg
Nicholson, previously general managing director
and chief operating officer with the ANZ Bank. In
my continuing efforts to ensure that the non-Budget
sector came into a general authority, we also
appointed Mr Alan Freer, director of finance of the
SEC, and we were fortunate to get Mr Wayne
Jarman as chief executive officer.
I am pleased that honourable members now have
before them proposed legislation which, although a
couple of years overdue, will in effect provide
advantages that those involved in the market saw a
number of years ago.
I mentioned before that among the advantages is the
fact that one organisation will represent the State.
The experience of New South Wales and
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Queensland has been of assistance in relating the
needs and requirements of those two States to the
financial markets because the two authorities, the
New South Wales Treasury Corporation and its
Queensland equivalent, have a presence in the
market that the multitude of Victorian agencies have
not been able to achieve. That will be another
important aspect of the proposed legislation. This
legislation will save public funds and that is
desirable. It will also lift the profile of Victoria in its
debt and liability management.
I commend this Bill to the House and look forward
to the effective operation of the Treasury
Corporation.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank the
opposition for its support not only for the Bill but for
the initiative and the major Bill it amends. The
opposition has been consistent in supporting the
principles that the government has long subscribed
to in this area. I thank honourable members again
for their thoughtful speeches on the Bill. 1 believe the
criticism of the government is an attempt to rewrite
history in that the coalition when in opposition
made clear that it supported in principle the concept
of a central borrowing agency and took some time,
because of that position, to explain its reasons for
not supporting the Bill introduced by the then Labor
government. Subsequent events have confirmed the
wisdom of the action taken by the then opposition.
The coalition opposition supported in principle the
establishment of a central borrowing agency, a
policy it had adopted many years before the then
government introduced the legislation.
Members of the then government, such as the
honourable member for Coburg, had endeavoured
for many years to convince their colleagues and, in
particular, the boards and managements of statutory
authorities that the reform was desirable. In defence
of the management of those boards and authorities, 1
point out that the honourable member for Coburg
and 1 have not always been in the majority. When 1
first became a member of Parliament a number of
members of the business community were strongly
opposed to the establishment of a central borrowing
agency, not only for reasons of their own but also
because they believed it was not the best way for a
sovereign State to deal with the capital markets.
Although the honourable member for Coburg and I
have adhered to our views for some time, I
acknowledge the institutional pressures that he
faced at that time, pressures also faced by the then
coalition opposition. Nevertheless, the then coalition
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supported in principle the establishment of a central
borrowing agency, in line with its published policy.
The grounds of the then coalition's opposition to the
legislation introduced by the previous government
were clearly spelt out. The coalition was not willing
to trust the government with the powers that would
have flowed from the legislation as it was
introduced. In particular, the coalition opposition
was sceptical of the proposed role of the Treasury
Corporation of Victoria in the debt-equity swaps
that a former Treasurer, the honourable member for
Northcote, canvassed in the public arena.
Events to that time furnished good reasons for the
then opposition's anxiety on behalf of the people of
Victoria about widening the then government's
scope to engage in massive financial transactions. At
that time so-called debt-equity swaps involving
many millions of dollars were being discussed. The
coalition believed it had good grounds for not
trusting the Labor government with additional
powers, and subsequent events have shown that
belief to have been well founded.
The Labor government's record of mismanagement
has been further documented since the coalition
government has been able to gain access to the full
facts - including the abuse of powers and the
systematic rorting of the legislative requirements for
financial management. The magnitude of the
cover-up and the defiance of the Australian Loan
Council and the circumventing of its restrictions,
evidence of which has been publicly disclosed since
October last year, appear not to have been known
even to prominent members of the Labor
government. Those occurrences emphasise the
wisdom of the coalition's approach to the legislation
in the dying days of the then Labor government.
The Bill does not establish the Treasury Corporation
of Victoria. In the main it is a mechanical Bill which
makes technical amendments and clarifies the roles
of the boards and management of the authorities
and which is designed to facilitate a transfer of debt
by way of statutory novation. The Treasury
Corporation of Victoria has been in operation since
1 July and has enjoyed the success that the
honourable members for Coburg and Sunshine
contemplated. That has involved a close relationship
between the government on the one hand, the
Treasury Corporation on the other and its clients on
the third - if one can have three hands!
Mr Baker interjected.
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Mr STOCKDALE - It makes it a lot easier to
juggle all the balls you left in the air!

decline in Victoria's credit rating and the reduction
in the cost of raising money.

The relationship has been extremely fruitful. I
compliment the management and the boards of the
major statutory authorities. For a long time the
Labor government and the coalition opposition had
been made aware of the reservations expressed by
the management and boards of the authorities about
the wisdom of establishing a central borrowing
agency. Yet once it became clear that the
government intended to implement the policy, for
which it believed it had a mandate, and that the
Labor Party would adhere to its in-principle support
for the initiative, the management and boards of the
authorities made every effort to ensure that the
initiative was successful.

Honourable members will recall that under the
Labor government Victoria's credit rating was twice
downgraded. Immediately after the coalition
government was elected the State's credit rating was
again downgraded by Moody's Investors Service,
based on the previous government's performance.

They have worked closely with the government and
the Treasury Corporation to ensure the successful
introduction of the central borrowing agency. In
particular, the Premier and I have played leading
roles in the government's program of establishing
the corporation not only in world capital markets
but also in domestic capital markets -and that
program appears to be working extremely well.
The Premier and I have received positive responses
both here and abroad, and the reasons for the
establishment of the central borrowing agency
highlighted by the honourable member for Coburg
have been supported almost universally by capital
market participants. As a result, the Treasury
Corporation of Victoria has been strongly
established in the capital markets. The international
road show the Premier and I undertook - we have
made similar representations to the domestic capital
markets - has assisted in the process by building
the confidence of international capital markets in the
corpora tion.
No-one should pretend that the reduction in the cost
of Victoria's borrowings has resulted only from the
establishment of the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria. The most important resource the Treasury
Corporation has at its disposal is the palpable
commitment of the government to restoring the
State's finances to a sound footing with all
expedition. The overall financial management
strategy of the Kennett government is the major
resource that has established the corporation as a
reliable and authoritative borrower in the world's
capital markets. That is reflected not only in the
positive feedback about the way the government is
going about its task but also in the halting of the

Moody's had not had the opportunity to receive
anything but a preliminary briefing on the
goverriment's budgetary strategy. S & P Australian
Ratings Pty Ltd chose to wait not only for the
introduction of the government's first budgetary
statement but also to gauge the implementation of
the new government's responsible financial
management. As a result, S & P Australian Ratings
chose not to downgrade the State's credit rating and
has since issued positive statements welcoming the
initiatives the government has taken, the most recent
of which is the 6 April economic statement.
Barring unforeseen developments, the governments
preparedness to address the State's budgetary
problems and to restore Victoria's finances to a
sound footing has arrested the decline in the State's
credit rating. The remaining task for the government
and the Parliament is to restore the credit rating, the
,ultimate goal being the restoration of the State's
AAA credit rating. All of us must recognise that that
will not happen overnight or even within the space
of a year.
Another manifestation of the benefits of government
policy is the narrowing of the State's borrowing cost
spreads. Victoria's borrowing costs are often
measured by the extent to which they exceed either
the Commonwealth or the New South Wales
Treasury Corporation rates. From their disastrous
level immediately after the downgrading by
Moody's, the spread of Victoria's borrowings
through the Treasury Corporation have narrowed
significantly when compared with those two
benchmarks. Given the substantial refinancing
program to be implemented over the next couple of
years, savings in the order of hundreds of millions of
dollars will be made over the life of the instruments
the government will issue.
The government's financial management strategy
and the establishment of the Treasury Corporation
of Victoria are two important parts in rebuilding
confidence in Victoria as an entity with which
people can do business on a firm and secure footing.
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The Bill is an important part of the process of
implementing the central borrowing agency
initiative. In world capital markets it is important
that there is bipartisan responsibility for this
initiative. That bipartisan support has been strongly
reiterated in the course of this debate, and I am
appreciative of the fact that the opposition has been
so forthright in its support for the corporation and
for this measure. I commend the Bill to the House.
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amalgamation of local government in this State.
During its 10 years in government it tried very hard
to encourage councils to consider appropriate and
sensible amalgamations. It believed amalgamations
would accommodate and assist ratepayers in many
different ways. Although the opposition does not
oppose the Bill in principle, it opposes the process
used to force through Victoria's first major
amalgamation of councils without first having a poll
of ratepayers.

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

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
Senate vacancy
Message received from Council acquainting
Assembly that they have agreed to joint sitting to
elect a person to hold the place in the Senate
rendered vacant by the resignation of Senator the
Honourable John Norman Button.

Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences,
Swinbume University of Technology,
Victoria University of Technology,
Deakin University, La Trobe University
and Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation
Message received from Council acquainting
Assembly that they have agreed to joint sitting to
recommend members for appointment to the
councils of the Victorian Institute of Marine
Sciences, Swinbume University of Technology,
Victoria University of Technology, Deakin
University and La Trobe University and to elect a
member to the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation.

The opposition also questions the almost
unsubstantiated argument that great financial
benefit will automatically flow from amalgamations.
The opposition believes the major emphasis should
be placed on community of interest rather than
economies of scale.
Over the past 10 years the Labor government
generated more debate about the costs and benefits
of restructuring than had occurred at any time since
Federation. More research has been done on
amalgamations in the Geelong area than in any
other part of Victoria.
During the 1980s the Victoria Grants Commission
report was published and that generated a critique
and rejoinder. The Morris report in 1986 generated
option papers that covered the entire State, and a
further critique was prepared in response. The
Geelong region received particular attention in both
those reports. The Heath report of the early 1990s
generated many thousands of petitions and another
critique which was the subject of an inquiry by the
Local Government Commission.
As a result of that inquiry and the Labor
government's desire to push the amalgamation issue
along, a costly legal battle ensued with some
councils against the Local Government Commission.
There was no winner, as is often the case in these
matters, and there was a stand-off in the debate as
the October State election was imminent.

CITY OF GREATER GEELONG BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 April; motion of
Mr KENNETI (Premier).
The SPEAKER -Order! I inform the House that
I am of the opinion that the second reading of this
Bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority.
Mrs WILSON (Dandenong North) - The Labor
Party has a long record of support for the

Prior to the State election the then opposition
assured the people of Geelong that any
amalgamation or restructure of local government
would be driven by the community. That promise
now lies shattered, as do so many of the other
promises of this government.
When the Labor Party was in government it did not
force a single amalgamation of any municipality,
and it still upholds the principle that such moves
should be driven by the community. The opposition
vigorously upholds the principles of autonomy of
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local councils and believes councils and their
communities have the right to make those decisions
for themselves.
For many years the coalition has portrayed itself as
the champion of local government but this Bill
shatters that myth. At the first opportunity to
uphold its pOSition on local autonomy the
government has failed, deceiving the people of
Geelong and Victoria in the process.
A number of provisions in the Bill are unacceptable
to the opposition and to local government generally.
Firstly, the Bill represents a fundamental attack on
the autonomy of local councils. The wishes of local
communities need to be established, but the Bill
does not provide for a poll to be undertaken. The
opposition will seek to amend the Bill to include
provision for a poll so that the people of Geelong
may have their wishes heard.
Secondly, the government has relied almost entirely
on a narrow and flawed document prepared by the
accounting company KPMG Peat Marwick. That
document is inadequate as a base for such
Wide-reaching change and it provides relatively little
evidence that cost savings will result. Certainly the
audit gives no recognition to the importance of
community of interest.
Thirdly, the Bill is just another in a succession of
pieces of legislation rushed into the Parliament;
action for which the government is now notorious.
I shall return to the autonomy of local councils. The
government knows those principles because it has

asserted them time and again. It is clear now tha t
they were assertions of convenience and tha t the
principles were embraced because it was convenient
at the time. Now, when the commitment should be
relevant and meaningful, the government is
disregarding the principles.
The Minister for Local Government is aware of the
principles of local government because, when
talking about local government in another place, he
said:
This is not some government department within the
State profile, but is in fact a legitimate tier of
government, not something the Minister can alter at his
whim.

As recently as November last year the Minister
argued that councils wishing to alter the basis of
their valuations should conduct a poll. His sudden
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change of mind is breathtaking. It is surprising that a
poll to determine the basis of municipal valuations is
more important than a poll for municipal
restructuring.
The Minister berated local government for ignoring
rating polls. He stated:
If it is argued that a poll is a nuisance, then the logical
conclusion is that ratepayers are a nuisance as well.

Members of the coalition, by their own admission,
have reduced ratepayers to nuisance status.
Other honourable members know of the principles
of local government. The honourable member for
Mornington, who was a formidable speaker on
behalf of local government when his party was in
opposition, stated in this place:
Before any boundary changes are made, including
amalgamation, this should be put to the people
affected, in the form of a referendum.

The Minister for Finance also is fully aware of the
principles, because he has said:
My attitude is that compulsory restructure without
facts being presented and a referendum taking place is
undemocratic ... I am entirely opposed to compulsory
restructure and amalgamations of local government
because they are undemocratic.

As one would expect, the Honourable Alan Hunt
also knew th~ principles of local government and he
was able to articulate them perhaps better than any
of us. He said:
We have spoken repeatedly in this Chamber about
local government being an independent sphere of
government, and we have spoken about a partnership
between Commonwealth, State and local government
... Surely if major changes are going to be made to the
structure of local government, that is the business, first
and foremost, of local government itself. If local
government is to be regarded as an autonomous sphere
of government ... surely the major decision affecting an
independent and autonomous arm of government
ought to be made by local government. Anything else
is a travesty and denies the partnership that the
government claimed exists.

The comments of coalition members on this issue
over a long period reveal the extent of their double
standards on local government and amalgamations.
Coalition members have been deceiving Victorian
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councils not just for the past seven months since
they have been in government but for a whole
decade before that when they were in opposition..
They have said constantly that if boundary changes
are to work they must be driven by the community.
One must ask what conclusive evidence the Premier
or the Minister for Local Government have of a
community drive for amalgamation in the Geelong
region. I believe they have no evidence and that the
opinion of the community signifies otherwise. It
should be noted that six out of the eight
municipalities affected by the super city proposals
have stated clearly that they want a poll of residents
prior to amalgamation occurring. Significantly, that
also includes the councils who favour amalgamation.
A letter received by the Minister for Local
Government, of which I have received a copy, is
signed by the mayors of six municipalities. A small
proportion of the letter says:
... regarding our request for the inclusion of a provision
of a poll in the restructure process of local government
in the Geelong region.
Our councils believe that any poll should be based on
the following:
1.

That prior to government's final recommendation
being brought before Parliament, such
recommendation be the subject of a poll.

2.

That the poll be taken on the whole of the Geelong
region.

3.

That the results of the poll be binding; ie, if 50 per
cent plus 1 of the votes recorded as being in favour
of the proposal then the recommendation be
proceeded with, however, if the vote is less than
50 per cent then no further action be taken.

Our councils believe that by giving the Geelong
residents and ratepayers a say by way of a poll is the

most democratic and fairest way to decide the future of
local government in the Geelong region.

The letter is signed by the mayors of six
municipalities. Those councils are being denied a
perfectly reasonable request for their communities to
be consulted on this very important matter.
The Premier tells us that during the audit process
KPMG consulted the people of Geelong. I have to
ask: what people, because the information contained
in the audit signifies that KPMG spoke only to
business groups, employer groups and councils and
spoke only very briefly to the trade unions. No real

Tuesday, 27 April 1993

community input or consultation was sought. In
fact, the audit was carried out during January when
many Geelong people were away from the region on
holiday. Even when the Minister visited Geelong
after the audit report had been circulated, he met
only councillors. At no time did he meet the unions.
The consultation held between the audit company
and the unions lasted for 1 hour. One hour is hardly
long enough for a meaningful discussion on such
important matters. No discussion has taken place
with the unions on job shedding or redundancy
packages. The government barrister has apparently
indicated that he will oppose in the Federal Court
individual agreements reached between the unions
and the councils when the matter comes to that
venue.
The human cost of amalgamation cannot be
measured. Many council employees in the Geelong
region are fearful of losing their jobs. little
consultation has taken place with the people who
will be affected by the proposals to establish a super
city. It appears that the amalgamations are occurring
against the wishes of the community rather than in
accordance with them - in other words, the people
are being ignored again.
A Morgan poll commissioned by the Shire of Corio
indicated that 81 per cent of residents are opposed to
restructure without a poll and that 91 per cent of
Torquay traders are opposed to being included in
the Geelong super city. A letter from the Torquay
traders says:
In a formal vote taken by our members, 91 per cent
opposed Torquay's inclusion, favouring a surf coast
municipality. Furthermore, this opinion has been
supported by the surfing fraternity as well as the
industrial work force of the town.

The letter goes on to say:
Please consider this and don't destroy something we
have all worked hard to develop in our own way.

The opposition agrees with the Torquay traders,
who say it is appropriate for a coastal municipality
to be formed, and will move an amendment during
the Committee stage that I hope the government will
consider.
It is clear from this and other evidence that the
government has no moral basis for proceeding with
the Geelong amalgamation without first having a
poll of residents. It has deceived these communities

CITY OF GREATER GEELONG BILL
Tuesday, 27 April 1993

ASSEMBLY

and councils, having previously assured them that a
poll would be conducted before any changes
occurred. It has cast aside its commitment to
recognise local government as a legitimate tier of
government and instead it has shattered the
partnership between government and local
government, preferring to dominate municipalities
rather than work constructively with them.
No element of the Premier's second-reading speech
was more devoid of logic and conviction than his
attempt to explain the government's extraordinary
decision not to have a community poll. In one short
paragraph the Premier shattered any illusion that
local councils may have regarding the integrity of
the government. He argued that a poll would be
costly; yet in 1989 the coalition in opposition insisted
that the poll provisions in the Local Government Act
should be strengthened and used its numbers in the
Upper House to amend the Bill. Presumably it
expected that those poll provisions would be used at
some later stage. It is ironic that before the
provisions could be used a first time they were
circumvented and discarded.
The Premier said that a referendum could not occur
because of the time needed to arrange a poll. That is
patently absurd. The restructuring process is the
result of many years research, and the views of the
local community could have been ascertained within
a few months. Surely if its rhetoric on the
appropriate role of local government had any
substance, the coalition would insist on a
community referendum.
The most shallow argument put by the Premier was
that a community poll would generate division. This
is a hollow and pathetic claim. Taken to its logical
conclusion it is obvious that the government regards
democracy as divisive for it enables the expression
of alternative views to its own.
The Premier asserted that a petition of Geelong
residents in favour of restructure was a substitute
for a community referendum. This claim exposes a
subconscious belief that the community has a role to
play. The government believes a poll of supporters
is sufficient. This is its attempt at consensus. Only
those in favour will be allowed to express an opinion
because in that way community division will be
minimised! The opposition and the Geelong
community believe that view is mistaken.
The Premier takes considerable pride in the findings
of the KPMG Peat Marwick audit. This pride is
misleading because the audit was an accounting
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exercise, not an investigation into the broad social
and economic costs and benefits of restructuring.
That audit failed to canvass options based on
community of interest. Its narrow focus was
exceeded by only a narrow outcome, and one could
almost suspect the outcome had been determined
before any consultation took place.
The audit did not consider a range of options for
change. It considered only the creation of a super
council, although numerous options had been
canvassed at the local level, including a coastal
municipality, to which I have already referred. The
audit did not consider the concept of community of
interest as being important. Indeed, having
proposed the abolition of the Geelong Regional
Commission and giving the planning powers back
to councils, the audit argues:
This is consistent with our view that local people and
local issues should have a voice in local government.

Yet its recommendation for the creation of a single
municipality that by the year 2031 will have an
estimated population of more than 400 000 people
strikes at the heart of local councils. This is not my
idea of local government serving local people and
being responsive to local concerns. This is a distant
and unresponsive bureaucracy that is out of tune
with the needs of local people.
Of all the issues that should be most competently
solved by a poll of local residents the issue of
community of interest is foremost. The Bill divides
the Geelong region into three parts: a super city, a
rural area, and Queenscliffe. It is only with respect to
Queenscliffe that the Premier has had any regard for
community of interest. Why Queenscliffe? Is there
some special reason why Queenscliffe should
remain a separate municipality? I look forward to
the local members explaining why Queenscliffe
should remain outside the provisions applied to
other municipalities.
It is evident that the government has no

understanding of the differences within urban
Geelong, particularly Newtown, Geelong West and
the central business district. It has no comprehension
of the special needs of the Bellarine Peninsula or the
Corio area to the north. The boundaries outlined are
based on convenience rather than on community of
interest; the Premier is eager to remove the '1ocal"
from local government pOSSibly because he and his
party fail to understand the diversity of the Geelong
region.
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But, the financial cost is not the only cost involved.
There is also a possibility that amalgamation could
generate further costs relating to the loss of localised
services that are responsive to the needs of more
isolated communities.
Although the Bill makes the mistaken assumption
that bigger is necessarily better, in many of the
municipalities it is the smallness of the services, of
which the report is so critical, that makes them
relevant to the residents. It is a common mistake in
the restructuring debate. The government has
confused economies of scale, which are achievable in
capital-intensive services, with the simple economies
that result in service reduction. An economy of scale
occurs only when cost reduction is achieved with no
loss of service proviSion. When municipalities
provide a range of predominantly capital-intensive
services, such savings could be easily identified and
achieved. However, the modem municipal focus on
human services lessens the capacity for such
savings. So if a saving is merely the result of
centralised service provision, it is not an economy of
scale.
Even as an accounting audit, the KPMG Peat
Marwick report is inadequate. It projects savings
without proper base data. Thus the capacity to prove
or disprove the mooted savings is removed. For
example, the audit report's projection of the
$2 million saving from the abolition of the Geelong
Regional Commission cannot be regarded as a
saving for the local municipalities because 40 per
cent of its activities are financed by grants from the
State government. As pointed out in the submission
of the Shire of Corio, the savings made by a regional
council would be only approximately $500 000 once
the cost of picking up the functions of the Geelong
Regional Commission are taken into account.
The Premier's claim that the abolition of the Geelong
Regional Commission will eliminate a tier of
government is nonsense. The Geelong Regional
Commission is not, nor has it ever claimed to be, a
level of government. It is a statutory authority with
planning, advocacy and economic development and
promotion roles, particularly the promotion of the
automotive and the textile, clothing and footwear
industries.
The opposition believes the abolition of the Geelong
Regional Commission is unnecessary and only
complicates the transitional period. A large regional
council like the one proposed for the Geelong area
will require regional planning and economic
expertise. The opposition believes the Geelong
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Regional Commission can satisfy those
requirements, and furthermore, the Geelong
community should not lose the assets of the Geelong
Regional Commission or its valuable human
resources and expertise. During the Committee stage
the opposition will ask the government to consider
an amendment to protect the jobs of employees of
the commission.
The abolition of the commission does nothing to
integrate planning in the Geelong region, rather it
divides the planning process by transferring
planning powers from one authority to four - to the
cities of Greater Geelong, Queenscliffe, Bannockbum
and Barrabool. The opposition believes the abolition
of the commission will not generate cost savings, as
asserted by the audit, and opposes its abolition.
In the final analysis the cost savings projected in the

audit report will be generated purely and simply by
job losses and asset sales. The audit is predicated on
the assumption that substantial savings can be
generated by job reductions but that assumption is
based on inappropriate comparisons of staffing
levels in high-denSity, urban municipalities. The
"operational efficiencies", as they are
euphemistically referred to, consist of 367 full-time
job losses, which will generate a 27 per cent work
force reduction.
Notwithstanding the horrific impact job reductions
on that scale would entail for the Geelong region,
the audit fails to appreciate the economic impact of
its proposals. Just as the report fails to understand
the nature of economies of scale, so too it has
confused the nature of efficiency. Two types of
efficiencies are identifiable in municipal
restructuring, but unfortunately the audit has
focused only on operational efficiency.
That matter is mentioned in the Coopers and
Lybrand critique published in April 1991 at the
request of a number of Geelong councils, which
states:
The relevance ... to the Geelong debate is that the
argument of economies of scale generally focuses on
operational efficiency (the suggestion that with bigger
councils we can improve equipment utilisation). Yet we
suspect that as the size of government units rise, so
their allocative efficiency falls. This is because they
become more remote from the coalface and lesS able to
accurately measure the needs of constituents. Also they
tend to average the nature of services across the
enlarged community and this naturally leads to
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overservicing in some areas and underservicing in
others.

The Coopers and Lybrand critique goes to the very
heart of the matter because no consensus has been
reached on the certainty of cost savings from
municipal amalgamations, particularly on such a
large scale. Indeed, if any consensus can be reached
from the academic information available both here
and overseas, it is that cost savings and true
economies of scale do not necessarily occur. The
Coopers and Lybrand critique reveals that:
US studies on amalgamations do not support
economies of scale;
the English Royal Commission on local government
could find no correlation between population size and
performance;
Denmark's municipal restructuring saw no reduction
in operating costs;
the Belgium restructure saw a more rapid increase in
municipal expenditure; and
amalgamations in New Zealand saw rate increases
outstripping inflation.

The critique also focused on amalgamations in New
South Wales municipalities and said that the
Abelson report found no evidence of economies of
scale and the Musgrave report found limited
administrative savings.
The assumptions upon which this Bill are based do
not support the government's economic argument,
which is founded on an intuitive belief that bigger is
cheaper. That is a mistaken belief but one that, if this
Bill is passed in its current form, could have a
devastating effect on the entire Geelong region.
The coalition was elected last October on the slogan
of Justice and Jobs, but since the election Victorians
have seen what a hollow commitment that was and that is further emphasised by this Bill. In fact,
there will be fewer jobs for the people of Geelong,
with 367 full-time job losses and more as the super
city attempts to generate what are in reality
impossible cost savings. The Bill provides no justice
for the people of Geelong. They will have no say and
have been' denied the poll the majority of residents
clearly want.
The government believes the Bill will ultimately lead
to rate reductions for the people of Geelong. Even if
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that could be established, it is insufficient
justification for compelling municipalities to
amalgamate against their will and the will of their
residents. If the government is so convinced that rate
reductions will occur and that the Bill represents the
wish of local communities, why is it so frightened of
a poll? If it really believes restructuring will produce
such benefits for the people of Geelong, why does it
not call a referendum?
The people of Geelong are set to be the first
Victorians to lose their local government as they
know it, and as Victorians have come to know local
government over many decades. They are the ones
who will suffer from the alleged benefits of
uniformity. They will suffer substantial job losses
that will further cripple the region's economy, and
they will have no opportunity to register their
opinions.
In addition, the people of Geelong will lose local
representation through the replacement of 69
councillors with apprOximately 15. Even with the
interim council, no guarantee is given that the six
municipalities affected by the Bill will have any
representation. The Minister should seriously
consider appointing one commissioner from each
municipality as well as a commissioner to act as
chairman of the interim council.
The great irony in all this, which will not be lost on
the people of Geelong, is that this government, in
carrying out its desire to create enormous regional
authorities in Geelong and possibly other parts of
Victoria, will expose the increasing irrelevance of the
State government. The passage of the Bill signifies
that not only will local government die in Geelong
but also the State government will wither away as its
own inadequacies are exposed.
The prime irony is that through the passage of the
City of Greater Geelong Bill honourable members
opposite could ultimately bring about their own
demise.
Mr Kennett - What a magnificent reform that
would be!
Mrs WILSON - Yes; it is worth thinking about.
The result would, of course, save the people of
Victoria much more than they would gain from the
amalgamation of councils in Geelong or elsewhere. I
am sure our Federal colleagues would be only too
happy to assist in the payment of redundancy
packages for members of the State government!
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Mr Kennett - Propose that!
Mrs WILSON - Perhaps I will sometime. The.
former Labor government tried unsuccessfully to
encourage people in a number of regions in Victoria
to consider appropriate amalgamation. The present
government has one powerful weapon that the
former government lacked: it has control of the
Legislative Council. As a result, it would have been
simpler and more democratic if the Minister for
Local Government had requested councils in the
Geelong region to propose options for meaningful
amalgamation within a certain time frame. At the
next council elections, due to be held in August this
year, the options could have been put to the
residents in the region. If councils had failed to meet
the Minister's request, the proposed legislation
could have been introduced as a last resort. At least
the councils and the people would have been heard.
They are being totally ignored by this process.
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) - The City of Greater
Geelong Bill represents probably one of the most
profound and exciting initiatives in local
government reform in the history of Victoria. It is
well overdue in the Geelong region, where the
matter of amalgamation has been brewing for some
80 years.
Mr Kennett - For 81 years.
Mr SPRY - I am happy to accept that minor
amendment. Over that time a number of inquiries
have been conducted. In the past two decades, the
Mohr inquiry was conducted in 1962 - I think the
honourable member for Dandenong North referred
to it as the Morris inquiry; then there was the Baines
inquiry; the Heath inquiry; and finally the Badham
inquiry.
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The driving forces behind the Bill have also been
threefold: Firstly, to give the region of Geelong far
more clout than it has ever had, both to attract
business from within and outside Australia and to
attract as much additional government funding as
possible. It is no secret that over the past two or
three decades Geelong has been particularly hard hit
by changing technology. More machinery is being
used and more sophisticated technology is being
applied, and businesses and industry have become
less labour intensive.
The second driving force has been the attempt to
achieve economies of scale. The duplication of local
government functions in Geelong and elsewhere is
overwhelming. Geelong has nine local government
authorities. Many of their functions could be
combined to provide savings or increased services to
the ratepayers for whom the councils are responsible.
The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce
and Industry (VECCI) drew attention to the
amalgamation issue in Geelong. I quote selectively
from the 16 April edition of its publication Business
Forum because it contains comments that reflect the
thoughts I have on the subject. The following
statement appears:
The effectiveness and efficiency of local government in
delivering services to the community has been
regularly questioned ...

Probably rightly so, but nowhere more so than in the
Geelong region. Reference is made to the KPMG
Peat Marwick audit in the following terms:
The KPMG Peat Marwick audit on the Geelong region
illustrates the benefits that will evolve from changing
the Geelong municipalities ...

In September of last year yet a further
recommendation was made by the then Minister for
Local Government, an honourable member
representing Melbourne North Province. The reports
from the inquiries have resulted in the people of
Geelong being unsettled. The question must be
resolved once and for all; it must be resolved finally
and compellingly.

The driving force now behind the issue is the rapidly
growing pressure of falling revenue bases and
increased costs ...

The Bill contains three essential provisions. Firstly, it
provides for the six core municipalities in Geelong to
amalgamate into one. Secondly, the Bill allows for
the specific exclusion of three peripheral
municipalities and, thirdly, it provides for
rationalisation of the current planning function in
Geelong.

Councils have a duty to deliver high quality services
which are relevant to community needs. They must be
delivered efficiently and effectively, and facilitate and
promote economic growth and development by being
attractive to business.

Municipalities must offer a system which is responsive
to community needs, and which achieves equity in the
distribution of the rates burden throughout the
community.
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I commend the publication to members of the
House, and I congratulate the VECCI on its initiative.
The recent history of government restructuring in
the Geelong area has been essentially people-driven
and certainly not government-driven. I shall
demonstrate why that is so.
The City of Greater Geelong Bill is the culmination
of a drive in 1990 by four municipalities. The City of
Geelong, the Shire of South Barwon, the Shire of
Corio and the Rural City of Bellarine recognised one
of the driving forces to which I have referred falling revenue bases - and they initiated an
inquiry into the matter. As a result the so-called
Heath committee was formed. After the Heath
committee made its recommendations
apprOximately 20 000 signatures were gathered in
Geelong. The government was petitioned on the
basis of the signatures. It is fair to say that the former
government, despite its best intentions, badly
mishandled the issue. The perception was that the
later Badham report reflected a predetermined
outcome. As honourable members are aware, the
report was eventually shelved.
As I said, in September 1992 the then government
announced a new inquiry and several options were
canvassed. I suggest that by that time the situation
in Geelong was well and truly confused.
When the government came to office it inherited the
problems I have described. It had addressed the
issue of Geelong's needs in a policy document that
was produced before the last election. In the
following statement the document refers to a more
efficient and effective management of the Geelong
region:
The Geelong region is one of the most over-governed
areas of Australia.
This multiplicity of government bodies prevents the
Geelong region from maximising its opportunities.
Each decision is weighed down by layers of
government: Federal and State government, nine local
councils, and two statutory authorities.
The sheer number of representatives and the
fragmented nature of authority make decision-making
cumberSome, often to the detriment of the local
community.
The time has come for the State government and the
Geelong community to act decisively to develop an
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efficient and effective management structure for the
Geelong region to take it into the next century.

Upon his election the Minister for Local Government
immediately appointed an independent auditor,
KPMG Peat Marwick, to provide a circuit-breaker,
as it were, to try to resolve that vexed question. In
her contribution to this debate, the honourable
member for Dandenong North dwelt almost
exclusively on the need for a poll. Debate in the
community had become so confused that this
circuit-breaker had become necessary. In his
extensive consultations with those in the Geelong
region, the Minister never hesitated, when
requested, to meet deputations.
The recommendations, which are contained in the
Bill, demonstrate the wisdom and sensitivity of the
government in framing legislation which will see six
core councils amalgamated into one, with three
peripheral councils - two rural and the historical
Queenscliffe council - specifically excluded, for
obvious reasons: the rural councils have a
community of interest peculiar to themselves, and
Queenscliffe's exclusion is because the government
recognised that regionally the Borough of
Queenscliffe is a Significant historic landmark.
Queenscliffe councillors are at pains to emphasise
the historic nature of their borough and the
government is keen to retain Queenscliffe as a
municipal footprint, if you like, in the sands of time.
In addition, as the KPMG Peat Marwick report
reveals, of all the municipalities in the Geelong
region - and I refer to page 49 of the document:
... Queenscliffe alone stood to gain absolutely nothing
in terms of rate decreases by contrast with every other
municipality in the region.

I also highlight the efficiency of the borough in its
debt servicing expenditure, which at present is
4.5 per cent of its total expenditure - a lesson to
honourable members opposite because Victoria's
debt servicing as a percentage of total expenditure is
a disgraceful five or six times that figure!
In the expectation that the Bill will gain Royal assent
it is fitting to pay tribute to the six councils that will
cease to exist. I pay tribute to the male and female
councillors, senior staff and all employees of the
councils, past and present, who have served their
municipalities with such dedication during the past
100 years or so. I particularly pay tribute to those
who have served the Rural City of Bellarine for
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nearly 130 years, and I shall dwell for a few minutes
on the history of Bellarine.
In 1853 an Act was proclaimed ''For making and
improving roads in the colony of Victoria". In that
year the Portarlington Road Board was proclaimed.
In 1860 that board merged with the Indented Head
Road District and covered almost the entire Bellarine
Peninsula, with the exception of Queenscliffe - it
was the forerunner of the Shire of Bellarine.
In 1863 the Local Government Act was proclaimed
and almost immediately Queenscliffe was declared a
borough. In 1865 the Shire of Bellarine was
proclaimed. In those days everything there operated
at a much slower tempo. The councillors
representing the Shire of Bellarine in those early
years were mostly farmers. The first shire president
was Cr Campbell, and many old farming identities
who pioneered local government in those days had
names like Langdon and Henderson - names that
are still recognised today in the rural city.
At its inception the shire had one employee. Most
construction work was carried out under contract. In
1869 the early health statutes and the accompanying
by-laws made it necessary for the number of
employees in the Shire of Bellarine to be increased,
although the local constabulary was largely
responsible for most efficiently policing the by-laws.
The busiest road at that time connected Queenscliffe
and Portarlington, highlighting the Significance in
those days of sea traffic compared with road traffic.
As the population increased so too the
responsibilities of the council increased. After the
second world war housing subdivisions on the
peninsula took off and generated many of the
problems with which local government is
confronted today, particularly on the Bellarine
Peninsula. It generated such problems as unmade
private roads and drainage schemes which gave rise
to so much controversy in town and country areas
like the Bellarine Peninsula.
The municipal work force there has increased to
nearly 500. Many of the increases were not initiated
by local government but by Federal and State
governments. It would have been unthinkable for
local government instrumentalities such as the Shire
of Bellarine to have rejected government grants. As a
consequence, the number of employees escalated,
particularly in the human services area.
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In 1989, in recognition of the character of the towns
and the region, the Shire of Bellarine was declared
the Rural City of Bellarine. In 1990 council
recognised the problems that I referred to earlier of a
shrinking revenue base and rising costs,
precipitating a local government review which led
to the Heath report, the precursor of this Bill.
It was not without some misgivings that the council

embarked on its resolve to rationalise the provision
of services on a regional basis. Because of its long
and colourful past, I am sure the mayor, Cr John
Hayes and his councillors in the Rural City of
Bellarine have some regrets at the passing into
history of that rural city. Honourable members can
be assured, though, that history will be preserved
and the men and women who served that local
government authority so loyally will not be
forgotten. So far as I am concerned, as the elected
member for Bellarine, I will carry that name with
pride.
Part 5 of the Bill deals with the extinction of the
Geelong Regional Commission. Again, it is
appropriate to place on record the dedication of the
men and women who have served it for such a long
time.
In 1969 its predecessor, the Geelong Regional
Planning Authority, was inaugurated under the
Bolte government by the then Minister for Local
Government, Mr R. J. Hamer. The inaugural meeting
of the authority was held in the Geelong West Town
Hall on 31 July 1969. The Minister expressed the
need for local government bodies in the Geelong
area to act cohesively to produce an authority that
would rationalise planning in the region. I was an
early member of that authority. It was responsible
for the preparation of structure plans for town,
district and city precincts, and it performed that
function to the satisfaction of the councils it served.
In 1977 the Geelong Regional Planning Authority
evolved into the Geelong Regional Commission in a
drive towards regional development by the
government of the day. A completely different
organisation eventually emerged. It is interesting to
note that the then Minister of State Development,
Decentralisation and Tourism, the Honourable
Digby Crozier, commented that he recognised that
structurally Geelong had some problems to deal
with.

After a couple of years the Geelong Regional
Commission became in effect a fourth tier of
government, contrary to what the honourable
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member for Dandenong just said. I have yet to see
government perform the development role better
than private enterprise, and I do not believe the
Geelong Regional Commission managed to do so
either. The commission became the master of local
government instead of its servant, as originally
intended.
Under the City of Greater Geelong Bill four residual
councils will administer their own planning schemes
when the commission ceases to exist. Again I place
on record acknowledgment of the services of the
dedicated staff and the contribution that those
commissioners and former members of the Geelong
Regional Planning Authority and their staff made.
The skills and the technical and historical database
of the Geelong Regional Commission will continue
to be relied on in some form by the region as the
process of amalgamation evolves.
In conclusion, I return to my original comments in
endorsing the Bill. Local government needs to
evolve as quickly as possible and to adopt the best
structure and system it possibly can to deliver the
services for which local government is responsible in
this changing world. This Bill provides a legislative
framework to achieve this goal. It is not, however, a
panacea for the recovery of the entire region. That is
up to the people of the region. It is also up to them to
make the legislation work. I support the Bill.
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - Like the
honourable member for Bellarine, I welcome the
opportunity to speak on the City of Greater Geelong
Bill, even though my comments may be somewhat
at odds with his. The Bill is one of the most
important Bills about the Geelong region to come
before Parliament because of the effect it will have
on the region. It seeks summarily to do away with
more than 100 years of municipal structure in our
city and to replace it with a new amalgamated
structure. Currently there are nine councils and the
Geelong Regional Commission. Tha t will be
changed to four councils and no Geelong Regional
Commission.
As was said by the previous two speakers, the
amalgamation or council restructuring debate has
gone on in Geelong over many years. The issue has
been contentious for many years. Indeed, there have
been a number of attempts to gain some form of
municipal reform in the area, including under the
previous Labor government.
A brief history of some of those most recent reviews
would include the Heath committee report of 1990,
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which was a community initiated report rather than
one externally inspired, as was also referred to by
the honourable member for Bellarine. He noted the
collection of 20000 signatures following the Heath
committee report. It is important to place on record
that those 20 000 signatures were from people
asking for a local government inquiry to be held
rather than from people saying they were in favour
of amalgamation. There is quite a difference in those
two pOSitions.
In 1985 there was a local government report into
municipal restructuring in Geelong; in 1978 there
was the Bains report; and in 1962 there was the
Mohr report. All reports dealt with what would be
an appropriate or applicable local government body
for the Geelong area. Each of them came to the
conclusion that there should be municipal
restructuring in Geelong in some form or another;
they all supported that need. It is also important to
note that they all stalled because of strong local
opposition. The Heath report ended in considerable
legal action.
This eventually led to visits to Geelong by the then
Leader of the OppOSition, now Premier, and the
shadow Minister, now Minister for Local
Government, in the lead-up to the 1992 election.
They put forward their policies on municipal reform
in the Geelong region but - and it is a very big
but - they both stated on a number of occasions
that there would be no forced council mergers in the
Geelong area. I refer to an article in the Gee/ong
Independent of 26 June 1992 headed ''No forced
mergers, says opposition". That article states:
Regional councils would not be forCibly merged under
a coalition government, opposition spokesman on local
government, Roger Hallam, said this week.
Mr Hallam said that the nine Geelong region councils
should only merge if the notion was supported by the
community ...
Mr Hallam qualified the opposition's stance by saying
they would support amalgamation if it was supported,
but not necessarily called for, by residents.
A plebiscite was one alternative to gauge community
sentiment.

Such comments led to a community expectation in
Geelong that there would be widespread
consultation prior to change and that the community
at large would be given some opportunity to express
a view, but that has not been done. The community
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was not consulted. Following the election the
government moved to fast-track a forced
amalgamation through a process that in no way
resembled widespread community consultation. The
government used the accounting firm KPMG Peat
Marwick to conduct an audit of local government
bodies, the Geelong Regional Commission and the
Geelong and District Water Board.

views were not considered. The most anyone can
say about the report is that it is well bound. The
report is of poor quality, lacks rigour and contains
many inaccuracies and inconsistencies. In
comparison with the Heath report it lacks financial
data and background information to support its
conclusions. It has lazily relied on the Heath report
and others conducted over the years.

There is little doubt about the impetus for
determining to fast-track a forced merger rather than
seeking widespread community consultation, which
the local community had been led to expect. The
most notable influence was that of a number of local
anti-Geelong Regional Commission Liberals and the
Geelong Businesses Leadership Team, which is
known in Geelong as the South Geelong branch of
the Liberal Party. Both groups had considerable
influence over the process that was adopted.

The first inconsistency is that KPMG has taken a
different approach to asset valuation when dealing
with the Geelong Regional Commission from the
approach taken when dealing with other bodies. The
report says that the assets of the GRC must be
written down because of the market, but the same
approach is not applied to the Geelong City Council
or the Geelong and District Water Board. That is
singularly inappropriate.

KPMG conducted its audit over a three-week period,
in which it offered local councils 45 minutes each to
present their views. The government holds that up
as consultation! The accounting firm also held
discussions with other groups. The report reveals
that the audit team "consulted" with the following
employer and community organisations: the
Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the
Metal Trades Industry Association, the Geelong
Regional Retailers, the Geelong Businesses
Leadership Team and the Committee for Greater
Geelong. Under ''Unions'' it lists the Australian
Services Union and the Municipal Employees Union.
It is difficult to find any group that could be

considered a community organisation. If honourable
members know Geelong reasonably well, they will
recognise a fair amount of overlapping membership
in those groups - members of one group are also
members of others.
It is also worth noting that consultation was held

only with groups that requested it. No invitation
was issued to community groups to speak to the
KPMG audit team. Little wonder there is an absence
of real community groups in that consultation
process.
A workshop was then held on Friday, 22 January,
which most organisations reported as being totally
inadequate.
On 16 March the report was issued and its
recommendations were as most members of the
community had grown to suspect because their

I refer the House to the 1991 critique by Coopers and
Lybrand of the Heath committee report, which also
referred to the Geelong City Council's assets. It came
to a different conclusion:
But the real concern is Market Square ...
Therefore a risk is present if:
a major tenant is lost; and/or
other factors force trading losses; and/ or
values fall significantly; and/or
the loans cannot be refined in 1993 at reasonable
interest rates;
then the city would suffer a loss and eventually this
would be borne by the ratepayers. This is a risk which
the other councils are right to take account of.

KPMG Peat Marwick did not take account of it. It
estimated cost savings amounting to $2 million-plus
for running the regional commission that currently
comes from the State government. The shadow
Minister for Local Government explained that that is
not a cost saving to local councils - in fact the
reverse is true. If local councils are to pick up the
operations of the GRC it becomes a cost burden
rather than a cost saving.
The report also quotes figures from the City of Knox
to support its case, but those figures are wrong. In
order to demonstrate comparative staff numbers
within each council the report says that 816 people
are employed by the City of Knox, but there are
actually 1058. The report also fails to allow for the
fact that services are contracted out by the
municipality. Although the audit considered earlier
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reports, it failed to examine any of the critiques of
those reports.
The Bill differs from the KPMG recommendations.
The first major difference is the omission of the
Borough of Queenscliffe - which probably
henceforth will be known as the Anomaly of
Queenscliffe, because we are not sure why it was
omitted. The Minister for Local Government said it
was because Queenscliffe is unique. The Premier
said it was because of the council's effectiveness.
Some people suggest the uniqueness of Queenscliffe
has a lot to do with the number of influential Liberal
Party members living at Point Lonsdale who have
exerted pressure.
The second major change is tha t there is no Geelong
transition committee. That proposal was dropped
and no reason has been given. There will be no
representation from the merged councils.
Commissioners will be appointed by gift of the
government. The third change concerns the pegging
of rates over a three-year period.
A number of issues arising from the Bill have been
dealt with by the shadow Minister in detail,
including the right of people to have a say in the
determination of their local government structure.
That is a basic principle that has not been supported
in the Bill or by the government - or by KPMG Peat
Marwick. The government, in its reliance on the
KPMG audit report, says the only issues for local
government are purely economic; that delivery of
human services should not be considered and it is
not important to consider whether the structure is
appropriate. The argument is simply economic.
But the most important issue is was the right
amalgamation model put in place? Most people say
no, it was not the right model. Of the Geelong
people who support amalgamation, the
overwhelming majority say the right model was not
used because the structure does not take the future
into account. It is a structure for today and it does
not examine population trends in the future. Within
a short time, if projections are correct, the Geelong
region will grow to more than 300 000. Coastal
communities such as Torquay have unique qualities
and efficiencies that have not been taken into
account. The amalgamation arguably creates three
councils, which will not be viable. Perhaps that was
deliberate. The amalgamation does not put a
regional planning mechanism in place to replace the
Geelong Regional Commission. There will now be
four plans instead of a single plan and a doubt exists
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about the cost savings that will be achieved. The
Cooper Lybrand report says:
The result of our analysis is that we believe that if the
single city proposal proceeded, there would be longterm recurrent savings through economies of scale of
about $1 million per annum. These would be offset by
transition costs which are very difficult to estimate, but
might run at about $3 million per annum for the first
two years and about $1.5 million per annum thereafter.
... hence the proposed amalgamation is likely to incur
increased costs rather than savings. It is clearly an
unattractive financial proposition.

The differences in the hierarchies of government
have been spoken about, and questions have been
asked about whether savings will be achieved,
particularly in the case of the GRC. I refer to an
American study ''Local Government Structure and
Performance: lessons from America?" by George
A. Boyne, which appeared in Volume 70 of the
Autumn 1992 edition of Public Administration, and
states:
The empirical evidence from the USA suggests that
fragmentation is associated with lower spending and
concentration is associated with higher spending ... It is
concluded that the creation of a single-tier system may
not lead to greater efficiency, and that the advantages
of a two-tier system have been underestimated.

The abolition of the GRC is a major point in the
KPMG report. Although the report said the GRC's
role has been completed, elsewhere it says that
planning is dynamic. How do those statements
relate to each other? KPMG has seen the GRC only
in its statutory planning context but not in its other
important roles. Initially the commission had a
planning function to consolidate 17 planning
schemes into one. The GRC did an excellent job on
the planning scheme and is now implementing
planning control for the benefit of the Geelong
region. But planning is not its only function.
The commission has 49 staff, some of whom are part
time. It is interesting to examine the wide range of
skills that the commission staff encompasses. They
range from town planning, economics, demography,
architectural drafting, cartography, geography,
journalism, graphic deSign, property management,
civil and chemical engineering, accountancy and
business advice and support. It is a unique body that
has won international respect and praise.
In the 1990 book Regional Policy in a Changing World

the authors, Niles Hansen, Benjamin Higgins and
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Donald J. Savoie, each of whom are at different
universities throughout the world, examine regional
policy in Canada, France, Great Britain, the United
States of America, Malaysia and Brazil. They also
wrote about the GRC. They said that in many places
regional centres have not worked well, but that:
More effective seems to be Australia's experiments
with planning and development in larger regions. A
good example is the Geelong Regional Commission.
All in all, the Geelong Regional Commission has
displayed an impressive degree of that very
entrepreneurial and managerial talent that the regional
development branch found so woefully lacking in the
rural centres programs.

The record of the GRC stands it in good stead; it
should be retained rather than abolished. Since its
establishment in 1977 it has participated in the
economic development of the region. It has been
responsible for the attraction of $650 million worth
of investment into the Geelong region, which has led
to the creation of some 5130 new job opportunities.
It has also helped with the expansion of 111 local
businesses. It has attracted 268 new companies into
the Geelong area, which have created 2864 new jobs.
It has participated in regional development and
pursued projects of regional significance, which are
beyond the normal capacity of private development.
Mr Steggall - That's its job!
Mr LONEY - Of course that's its job and it does
it well. It should continue to do so. The creation of
the National Wool Museum has been praised both as
a major tourist attraction in Geelong and because it
saved a Significant historic building. After the
collapse of International Harvester the commission
purchased the building to retain the foundry.
Prospective buyers intended having it broken down
and shipped overseas. But the foundry is now
operating again, keeping jobs in Geelong.
The commission has participated in the
establishment of seven industrial estates, all of
which are well supported and used by local light
industry. It also established a bank of industrial land
that will facilitate the attraction of major
development to the region such as the BWK wool
scour. It has been an advocate and representative for
the Geelong region, particularly before the Industry
Commission and most notably in inquiries into the
textile, clothing and footwear and vehicle industries.
In its submission on the vehicle industry the GRC
explored paths that had not been explored before,
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which has led to change in government policy. In
hearings before the Industry Commission the GRC
argued that global policies have regional impact and
that impact has been more difficult in Geelong
because of its reliance on the vehicle industry,
particularly for its skills base development through
the Ford Motor Company. No other Geelong
organisations have made representations of that
nature, or like those which led to Geelong's securing
the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences and the
Australian Animal Health Laboratory.
The Geelong Regional Commission was the major
contributor when the route for the standard gauge
rail line was being decided. It won that contract for
Geelong when it looked as though the rail line
would be built elsewhere. It was the body that
presented the submission, worked out the plan and
was generally the proponent for what is known
locally as the Deakin wool stores proposal.
Tourism was also fragmented in Geelong. The
Geelong Regional Commission has set out and
developed a coordinated approach to tourism in the
area, particularly through the establishment of
Go-Tourism.
The GRC has a dedicated, able staff led by Colin
Atkins, former chairman, now chief executive and,
in particular, Gary Cowling, who has been secretary
of the commission since the Geelong Regional
Planning Authority days. Other staff members who
have been there and served the commission, have
worked hard over a long period to the benefit of the
Geelong region. They are treated disgracefully by
the Bill. In spite of the Minister's statement in
another place that they would receive fair and
equitable treatment with council employees, that is
not provided for in the Bill. Should a staff member
of the GRC apply for a position with the new super
council and get the job a current council staff
member will have the right of appeal. Should the
situation be reversed and the position go to a current
council staff member, a former GRC staff member
will have no right of appeal under the Bill. GRC staff
members are not treated on the same basis as council
staff; they are treated inequitably and shabbily. An
amendment will be moved at the appropriate time
which I hope will be supported. Without such
people, the expertise they bring and the functions
that the GRC has carried out over the past years will
be lost. It is important that they are not lost.
Again I refer to the article in the publication Regional
Policy in a Changing World which concludes:
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It may seem to some readers that an undue amount of
space has been accorded to what is, after all, a very
small-scale program for the development of a small
and not terribly important region ...

I contest that point.
However, the reason I have covered the Geelong case
in such detail is that I am convinced that it is only
through programs of this sort that Australia can solve
its tightly interwoven economic problems.

What are we doing? We are throwing it away. We
should be retaining the Geelong Regional
Commission regardless of what is being done in
other respects.
I turn to employment in the area. There will be
400 to 500 jobs lost in Geelong if the Bill is passed.
Geelong has experienced employment problems in
recent times. This is not the time to inflict such
measures. The effect of the job losses would be the
equivalent of taking out anyone of the major
industries in Geelong. It is hitting Geelong again in a
manner it cannot afford.
The Bill neither lives up to its claims nor will it lead
to a cohesive approach. There is no regional plan as
a consequence of the change.
Mrs HENDERSON (Geelong) - I support the
City of Greater Geelong Bill. The honourable
member for Bellarine gave an historical account of
the City of Bellarine. I shall go down the historical
path of local government in Geelong. I refer to a
submission to the Local Government Commission
prepared by the City of Geelong in April 1985
entitled Future Municipal Restructure in the Geelong
Region. At page 1 it states:
The first attempt to provide local government in the
Geelong area began in 1843 with the formation of the
district council of Grant. The area under the council's
jurisdiction extended from the Werribee River in the
east to the Hopkins in the west, and from Bass Strait in
the south to modem Maryborough in the north ...
No further attempts at local government occurred until
1849 when a new move began resulting in the
establishment of the corporation of the Town of
Geelong on the 12 October ...
The finding of gold in Victoria's central highlands
boosted Geelong as the sea port for the gold districts
around Ballarat. It was strategically placed to tap the
boom times traffic and commerce and by the mid 1850s
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Geelong had more than 23 000 people and was the
fourth largest town in Australia '"
The Shire of South Barwon was formed in 1857 and
next year the Borough of Newtown and Chilwell broke
away ...
New rural municipalities were created on the outer
edges of the corporation's boundary when the Shires of
Corio (1864); Barrabool (1865) and Bellarine (1865)
began their existence to serve an agricultural and
grazing constituency.
... in 1875 ... the Borough of Geelong West was formed.
The fragmentation of the corporation's original
boundaries was complete.

The honourable member for Dandenong North said
that some government members would not
understand the communities of Newtown and
Geelong West. I have been a resident of Geelong for
nearly 30 years. During that period I have had some
association with local government from time to time.
The debate on amalgamation has raged. I refer to an
article in the Geelong Advertiser of 1938, which
reported:
'1 shall not be happy until a Greater Geelong Council is
constituted", the Leader of the Labor Party (Mr Cain)
said in the course of a debate in the Legislative
Assembly recently.

"And on that point I am in agreement with the
honourable member" remarked Mr Maltby, who
belongs to the United Australia Party.
The incident is worthy of consideration because it again
brings into bold relief the fact that public men of wide
experience realise the disadvantages that we are
enduring because of the multiplicity of control of the
area known as Greater Geelong.
There is a political barrier separating Mr Cain and
Mr Maltby but on this question of municipal
amalgamation for centres like Geelong, which has
everything to gain by speaking with one strong voice,
they are impressively in agreement.
In the best interests of Geelong, let us hope the day is

not far distant when Mr Cain will reach the state of
happiness that he envisages.

Mr Cain, of course, was Mr John Cain, Sr, a member
of this House, and the other person was Sir Thomas
Maltby, also a former member of the Victorian
Parliament.
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This debate has been raging for nearly half a
century. It is time that we were serious about
addressing the issue. Prior to the coalition coming
into government a number of inquiries were held
into local government in Geelong. When the
coalition was elected to government, the issue of
amalgamation was locked in the courts and a
circuit-breaker had to be found to address the
problem.
The City of Greater Geelong Bill will join the
municipalities of the Geelong region into one
cohesive body. The legislation will prepare Geelong
for the next century and well beyond. Geelong will
be the envy of many areas around Australia. An
audit review conducted by KPMG Peat Marwick has
identified savings of up to $23 million a year to the
Geelong community. On the basis of these
compelling arguments the City of Greater Geelong
Bill establishes a clear and firm direction after many
years of uncertainty.
Earlier, the honourable member for Dandenong
North suggested that perhaps honourable members
do not understand the Geelong community. I should
explain that the Geelong community is a special
community with its own identity. The people of
Geelong West have addressed the historic nature of
the municipality. Houses in that area have been
brought back to their former glory and individuals
are dedicated to establishing a local identity. The
same thing has happened in areas of Newtown,
South Geelong, Chilwell and East Geelong.
Traders in Pakington Street, Geelong West have
created their own Lygon Street. Those traders have
invested in and been dedicated to creating a
shopping centre with an independent, individual
and multicultural flavour. I feel honoured that my
electorate office is located in the middle of that
shopping centre.
The city of Geelong is built around the beautiful
Corio Bay. The newer areas of Corio, Highton,
Grovedale and the Bellarine Peninsula stretch out
from the historic part of Geelong and extend down
to the surf-coast region. They are all unique and
individual pockets. They have been developed on
the principles of the past, and they are relevant to
the present. It is now time, however, to turn to the
future.
The new local government structure provided for in
the Bill is an opportunity for the Geelong region to
move to the future as a unified entity that can be
competitive in provincial Victoria, Australia
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generally and overseas. The people of Geelong must
have the opportunity of moving to the future.
Change is difficult for everyone, but we are in a
period of history when, if we do not take
opportunities and move forward, we will be left
behind. We cannot allow that to happen to a
community like Geelong.
Geelong must have the opportunities its people
seek. The popula tion of Geelong has grown from
23000 in the 1850s to more than 200 000 today. This
Bill will allow Geelong to become a strong and
unified community. As an entity Geelong will be
able to seek investment for business and industry,
which will provide hope and opportunity to young
unemployed people. The honourable member for
Geelong North spoke about jobs. Unless we move
forward and seek opportunities to bring investment
to the region, honourable members may be assured
there will be no jobs.
A number of things have happened in Geelong since
October 1992. Deakin University, a proud institution
in Geelong, has gained strength in recent times from
an amalgamation. Deakin has enlarged its premises
from one campus at Geelong to five campuses across
Victoria, including the establishment of a city
campus at the renovated former Geelong wool
stores. Deakin will use its strengths and influences
from the past and present in looking to the future.
Led by the Port of Geelong Authority, the people of
Geelong acted in one voice in obtaining the national
rail link for Geelong. Many reforms have taken place
in the authority itself and it will move into the next
century with a competitive attitude. The
announcement by the Minister for Roads and Ports
of an intention to extend the Geelong freeway and
build a third lane to Avalon from the Corio
crossover is another commitment. People have been
lobbying for years to achieve extensions to the
highway.
Recently the Gordon Technical College obtained
much-needed funding to restore its city campus and
to begin the building of its East Geelong campus so
that it can move forward into the future. These
things are not achieved by one organisation; they are
achieved by the people of Geelong working together
as a unified group and lobbying for the region.
Recently the Geelong Advertiser conducted a public
forum entitled "Geelong's Leadership Crisis" at
which many community leaders spoke, including
the Premier. The outcome was a conclusion that
unless the Geelong community is unified and able to
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speak as one voice opportunities will be lost and will
continue to be lost. The City of Greater Geelong Bill
provides that opportunity for unification.
The Bill provides for transitional arrangements as
Geelong moves to a new start. Clauses 7, 8 and 9 of
the Bill set out the duties and powers of the
commissioners and clause 16 provides for the
conduct of the first election. I emphasise that the
transitional period will not continue for a day longer
than is necessary. The people of Geelong wish to
move quickly to an elected council to establish the
municipal administration.
It would be remiss of me not to acknowledge the
great contribution to the Geelong area over the years
of hundreds of municipal councillors. My husband
was a mayor of the City of Newtown and I know the
workload undertaken by councillors and their
contribution to the area. They built a strong
foundation on which we can move to a new future.

Over the years people have spoken for and against
amalgamation of municipalities in the Geelong
region. In recent weeks, many people who opposed
the amalgamation in the past have told me they now
think it is the right decision for the region. Those
people now consider the decision will benefit
Geelong and they are no longer opposed to it.
I am heartened that there is a great deal of support
for the Bill among people in the Geelong
community. It is now up to the people of Geelong to
work together to make the Greater Geelong City
Council work. Geelong has an exciting future of real
hope. I wish to see employment opportunities
available for my children and for the people who,
without those local opportunities, must leave
Geelong to find opportunities elsewhere. This is a
time when we can have a strong, unified community
that is no longer divided. I commend the Bill to the
House.
Or COGHILL (Werribee) - It gives me pleasure
to support the remarks of the honourable member
for Dandenong North who has given the approach
of the Labor opposition to this Bill. I am pleased to
join the debate at a time when the Minister for Small
Business is at the table because I know of his
enthusiastic interest in local government.
It is commendable that this Chamber has many
members including you, Mr Speaker, with local
government experience. On my count, at least 31
members of the current composition of this House
have been members of local government at one stage
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or another. I note that the current Minister for Local
Government is also a former municipal councillor,
although the Interim Parliamentary Handbook suggests
some intriguingly short period of service. I do not
know the explanation for that.
I regard local government as an important sphere of
government - and I use the word "sphere" rather
than the word ''level'' - in Victoria, as it is
elsewhere in Australia, because it is close to its local
community and carries out enormously important
functions on behalf of its local community. I am
reinforced in that view by the quality and
professionalism of the municipality in which I live
and part of which I represent in this House, the City
of Werribee, and the adjoining municipality of the
Shire of Corio. I therefore have a strong interest in
the Bill although I am not directly or overtly affected
by it.

It is interesting to note that the City of Werribee is
already larger in population than many of the
existing municipalities in the Geelong area, and with
the projected growth rate of the City of Werribee
over the next few decades it is destined to grow to
be larger than the population of the City of Greater
Geelong, so it is starting off on the basis of being a
single unitary local government and does not have
to worry about the prospect of amalgamation
somewhere down the track. Indeed, the likelihood is
rather that a case may be made out in the future for
some subdivision of the current City of Werribee
once it grows much larger than it now is.

I have been closely watching developments in
Geelong and have listened with interest to the
arguments that have been well recited by other
speakers. Through my family my links with Geelong
go back to the 1860s. Currently my wife works in
Geelong and one of my children attends a Geelong
school, so I have a strong interest in what is
happening there from a number of perspectives.
It is important to consider the arguments in favour
of and those against amalgamations. The honourable
member for Dandenong North has properly directed
attention to the lack of supporting evidence for an
economic case for municipal amalgamations. She
has quoted the findings of research in the United
States of America, a report from the United
Kingdom, evidence from Denmark and Belgium and
perhaps the more relevant experience of our
neighbouring Australian State of New South Wales.
She said that by and large there is no Significant
evidence of substantial economic benefits in the cost
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of local government administration arising from the
amalgamation of municipalities.
We should have careful regard to that, especially
when this Bill is derived immediately from the
report of an accounting firm, KPMG Peat Marwick,
because the terminology, the professional
orientation of KPMG Peat Marwick and virtually
every aspect of that report concentrates on the
economic issues rather than on the other
implications of municipal amalgamations and the
best form of local government for the Geelong
region. It is almost as though the government
approached local government amalgamations with
some sort of blind faith or intuitive feeling that it
will lead to economic savings. The government gave
KPMG Peat Marwick terms of reference that reflect
that preconception of the arguments in favour of
and opposed to amalgamation and the factors that
should be taken into account.
As the honourable member for Dandenong North
has pointed out, other important issues should be
taken into account, including the fact that these days
local government is about the provision of human
services, all the more so in a highly urbanised area
such as the Geelong area and probably more so than
in another municipality that I might pick at random
such as the Shire of Narracan which, because of its
rural nature, is more concerned with the provision
of physical services.
It is because of the emphasis on the provision of
human services that one of the issues highlighted by
the honourable member for Dandenong North
becomes important, that is, the level of
representation available to voters, ratepayers and
residents of a particular municipality. Simple
arithmetic confirms that, as a consequence of the Bill
being enacted - that is, with the election of a new
council of the City of Greater Geelong - there will
be a huge diminution in the representation that
ratepayers have. In other words, each councillor will
represent a much larger number of voters and
residents than is currently the case. That will make it
more difficult for every councillor to be accessible to
his or her ratepayers, voters and residents.
Conversely, it will be more difficult for people to
have ready access to an understanding of their
views, experiences and issues about which they are
concerned.
Another aspect with two sides to it is the
opportunity for a local community to have a sense of
identity and to have that reflected in its local
government. My experience suggests this is not
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always as strong an issue as is sometimes portrayed.
I again direct the attention of the House to the City
ofWerribee, which has a number of communities
within it. For example, it has Werribee and Laverton,
both of which communities have strong local
identities, even though they are both within the
same municipal boundaries. Sometimes people in
Laverton feel they are not adequately looked after by
the City of Werribee, but it is hard to substantiate
that case. It seems that it is possible to have distinct
local communities represented and serviced
effectively by a single municipality.
The other more interesting example is the
community of Little River, which is divided by a
municipal boundary, part falling within the City of
Werribee and part falling within the Shire of Corio.
Admittedly most of the more intensive, although not
very intensive, subdivisions are within the City of
Werribee. Nonetheless, the area as a whole considers
itself as one community, albeit administered by two
municipalities. It does not really cause much of a
problem to the people of Little River. I have
represented the area since 1979, and my observation
is that the people of Little River do not feel they are a
lesser community because the administration of
their area happens to be split between two
municipalities. It is possible and feasible for
communities to exist and maintain a good sense of
local identity and a good sense of community,
irrespective of their local government administration.
I was a little curious about the words chosen by the
honourable member for Geelong when commenting
on this Bill. The honourable member referred to the
provisions of the Bill as having the effect of
"unifying" the municipalities of the Geelong area
rather than "uniting" them. I should have thought
the Geelong area was already pretty well unified.
The Bill will unite it under a single administration.
The Minister interjects and says, 'We need Gough
back". Perhaps this is another advocate of Gough for
President speaking out.
In my observation, within the Geelong community
there is already a lot of unity, notwithstanding that it
is divided between a number of municipalities, and
this proposed legislation will facilitate the uniting of
the municipalities without necessarily creating
unification.
I now raise some concerns. Inevitably and
unavoidably, no matter how this unification is
carried out, there will be instability and disruption
during the transition period. We have seen that in
government departments. The Minister for Small
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Business, who is at the table, would be conscious
that in his attempts to restructure areas within his
portfolio responsibility there must be some
disruption to the delivery of policies and programs.
Even making new staff appointments contributes to
that. Until all the senior staff positions have been
filled, none of the junior positions can be filled; and
until the junior positions are filled, the people acting
in them cannot feel confident in exercising their
responsibilities. That is one thing I have learnt
during the 10 years of Labor government, observing
the period it takes and the difficulties involved in
bringing together a restructured administration.
The benefits of local government amalgamations,
given that there is precious little evidence that
amalgamations are successful in reducing costs of
administration, are potentially better coordination
and integration of the services that local government
provides. I do not believe it would have been
possible for the several existing Geelong
municipalities to have cooperated and provided the
services that to date have been provided by the
Geelong Regional Commission. One of the reasons
why the Geelong Regional Commission was
established was that it was not possible for six
municipalities to agree on an overall planning
strategy for the area and the detailed
implementation of that strategy.
Similarly, if six municipalities were each trying to
promote their own economic development, they
could not hope to cooperate and have a coordinated
promotion activity and function to attract
investment and new jobs to the area to the extent
that a single body, the Geelong Regional
Commission, could do.
The potential advantages from amalgamation are
not cost saving advantages but things which, by and
large, are intangible but which ultimately can be
important and can produce economically beneficial
results. The difficulty of selling amalgamation to a
local community is the intangible nature of the
benefits and, although a body is asked to prepare a
report on amalgamation, as Badham was some years
ago, there is suspicion that the report is designed to
support and advocate a hidden plan, whereas very
often that is not the case.
The City of Werribee in some recent consultation has
gone out of its way to be extremely open and frank
in the options it has been prepared to consider, but
there was widespread suspicion that all this
consultation was for nothing, that the City of
Werribee has made up its mind on what it will do
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and that this consultation was merely a ploy to get
people on side. That was not the case. I am
convinced from my discussions with councillors, the
mayor and senior officers of the council - in this
particular case concerning a river crossing - that
although one option appeared to have some
advantages, the council was not decided on that
option.
So in the case with amalgamation of the
municipalities in the Geelong area: it is difficult to
have a debate where people do not suspect a hidden
agenda and are prepared to consider issues on their
merits rather than rejecting an agenda because of
suspicions.
The honourable member for Bellarine, who has left
the Chamber, spoke about replication by local
government in the Geelong area. I believe this is a
myth, like the myth of State and Federal government
duplication. The evidence from New South Wales
and from other countries that was referred to earlier
indicates that substantial reductions are not
produced in the cost of administration. This is proof
that pre-existing duplication or replication did not
exist; had there been such replication, obviously its
elimination through amalgamation would have
produced substantial savings.
Another point made by the honourable member for
Bellarine was that he saw the Geelong Regional
Commission as somehow the fourth tier of
government and, in describing it as such, he put it
between the second and third tiers! Leaving that
aside, that is a misrepresentation of what the
Geelong Regional Commission was set up to do, that
is, to provide coordination and a promotional
service for the Geelong area, because it was
impossible for six municipalities to do that.
If there is a perception in the Geelong area that the

commission was purporting to be a master of local
government, that is an issue that must be argued on
its merits. I encountered the same sort of debate in
the Albury-Wodonga area when I was a member of
the council of the Rural City of Wodonga and
Simultaneously a member of the Albury-Wodonga
Consultative Council. If a coordinating body is
responSible for planning and promotional matters,
as the Albury-Wodonga Development Commission
was and the Geelong Regional Commission has
been, it will inevitably take over some of the
activities and some other matters that would
otherwise be undertaken by local government.
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In the case of Geelong, I believe it is impossible for
six municipalities to coordinate their activities in the
way the Geelong Regional Commission can. They
could coordinate their activities in such a way only
by setting up a separate administration analogous to
that of the Geelong Regional Commission.
I share the concern expressed by the honourable
member for Geelong North, who highlighted the
lack of protection and entitlements afforded to the
staff of the commission, who will be displaced and
made redundant by the Bill. That can be contrasted
with the reasonable and adequate protection that
has been made available for the staff of the
municipalities affected. I do not understand why the
Bill does not contain protection and entitlements for
the staff of the Geelong Regional Commission
similar to those offered by the government to the
staff of some other statutory authorities that have
been abolished.
I am concerned by the absence of any specified date
when, or technically if, the Council of the City of
Greater Geelong is established. The Bill says that the
Governor in Council may set a date for the election
of the new council. I do not understand why "may"
has been used. Because it is the government's
intention to establish the greater council, there will
and must be a proclamation made by the Governor
in Council. I am concerned that the words "no later
than" have not been included in the Bill.

If it is not technically possible to hold the elections
on the first Saturday in August, which is the normal
date for municipal elections, I believe it would be
entirely reasonable if the Bill provided that all of the
steps needed to elect the members of the Council of
the Greater City of Geelong had to be in place by
31 December this year. If the government were able
to argue that 31 December was not feasible, at the
very latest the elections could be held on the first
Saturday of August next year. I would certainly
support an amendment that inserted in the Bill a
requirement that the election be held by the end of
this calendar year.
In his second-reading speech the Premier referred to
the municipal boundaries affecting Little River. As
reported on page 839 of Hansard of 8 April 1993, the
Premier said, when referring to the KPMG Peat
Marwick report:
... it noted that the little River area of Corio "relates
more to Werribee than to Geelong".
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Hansard records my disorderly interjection at that
pOint, which I regret! On the same page the Premier
is reported as saying:
The sewerage farm goes both sides. That area is
occupied primarily by the sewerage farm areas of
Werribee.

I regret to advise the House and the Premier that
that is a gross misstatement of the facts. The
sewerage farm extends across the municipal
boundary into the Shire of Corio - but people do
not live on the sewerage farm! The Premier's
comments are irrelevant when the provision of the
services supplied to the residents and the ratepayers
is taken into account.
Many of the residents and ratepayers who live in the
Little River area of the Shire of Corio to the
north-west of the Werribee treatment works are
concerned about the recommendations contained in
the KPMG Peat Marwick report. My experience
since my election to this place and before of the
people living in Little River is that their allegiance is
as much or more towards Geelong than towards
Werribee.
Many members of the Little River community
regularly carry out their normal business in Geelong
rather than in Werribee or in places even closer to
the metropolitan area. The State Electricity
Commission administers the provision of services to
the area from Geelong, and a number of other
service providers are based in Geelong rather than in
Werribee or on the fringes of the metropolitan area. I
do not believe a strong case has been made for
amalgamation of the Little River area of the Corio
shire with the City of Werribee. Indeed, suggestions
to the contrary have been floated from time to time,
although they have come to nothing.
I am also concerned about clause 11, which refers to
the transitional provisions regarding contracts and
leases. The clause says that during the period
commencing on 6 April 1993 and ending on the
appointed day, the councils affected shall not be able
to enter into contracts. In his second-reading speech
the Premier says not that the operative date will be
6 April but, instead, the date of the second-reading
speech - which was, as Hansard records, 8 April.
Although I am advised that the discrepancy has no
practical effect, it is unfortunate that the person who
drafted the Premier's second-reading speech led him
into making that error.
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I again refer to the comments made by the
honourable member for Dandenong, who pointed
out the possible implications for the credibility of the
State government of a number of issues raised
during the debate. I was surprised by the Premier's
apparent response - which Hansard would not
have been able to record. The Premier's reaction to
the honourable member's comments seemed to give
the impression that he believed the abolition of State
governments would not be a bad thing.
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local government experience, while only one-third of
government members have that experience. Even
taking into account the small number of opposition
members, in this Chamber the government has only
one more member with local government experience
than the opposition.

hope he will take the opportunity to put his
considered comments on the public record and
allow the House to deba te them.

Those of us who have served in local government
are aware of its independence and autonomy. Under
the Constitution local government is a creature of
the State; the Constitution Act 1975 empowers
Parliament to make laws in and for Victoria in all
cases. That is where local government is controlled
or supervised by the State government, and there is
nothing wrong with that.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - The
debate gives honourable members the opportunity
to question not so much the proposed amalgamation
as its ramifications. As the honourable member for
Werribee said, the opposition supports the review of
the structure of local government and the
development of good models for amalgamation. But
the Bill gives rise to two important questions. Firstly,
what opportunities will the residents and ratepayers
affected by the amalgamation have to consider and
vote on all the issues involved? Secondly, is the
proposed amalgamation the best model for the
Geelong area?

I am a former councillor and Mayor of the City of
Berwick and a former delegate to the Municipal
Association of Victoria, the metropolitan assemblies
and the executive. Members who have represented
local government see it as a separate tool to the
policies and actions of whoever was in government
at a State and Federal level. In the past decade local
government has expanded its role and relevance; it
has expanded its influence and concern in
community service and the environment and
increased its authority and standing in the
community by influenCing what happens at a
national and State level.

The then opposition pursued amendments in the
other place providing that polls be undertaken
before councils amalgamated. The then opposition
argued that local government had to be protected
from interference at other government levels. The
coalition parties sought to change Labor government
legislation to ensure that local government was not
interfered with unnecessarily by State government.

Local government has been changing as the world
has changed. The Bill shows that the government is
not supportive of those changes. The government is
saying it knows better than the elected councillors
and paid officials of municipalities and the
Municipal Association of Victoria.

If that is the Premier's view, it is certainly new. I

The current opposition supports that principle,
however, at the time a political agenda existed
which is only now starting to be understood. The
comments made by members of the coalition when
the Labor Party was in government were based on
political issues.
The same people who voted for mandatory polls
being included in the legislation are the same people
supporting forced amalgamations in Geelong. The
coalition policy prior to the State election was that
amalgamations should be community driven. That
position is supported by the opposition.
The government's lack of support of local
government is due to its lack of involvement. Up to
50 per cent of Labor members of Parliament have

When in government in the mid-1980s the Labor
Party had a difficult relationship with local
government - there is no argument about that! If
the amalgamation process were to be revisited the
Labor Party would not proceed as it did in 1984, nor
would it follow the current government's direction.
In the early amalgamation proposals communities
were given the option of selecting models A, B or C
and councils could deba te those issues. The
automatic response of the politically opportunistic
coalition at the time was to oppose that.
The opposition is not automatically opposing this
Bill; it believes there are good reasons for
amalgamation in certain circumstances. However
those reasons must be debated and developed in
certain areas. Ultimately there must be an agreed
approach because any new form of amalgamated
local government has to be able to act in the best
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interests of the community and to give reasons for
the amalgamation.
In the late 19805 the Labor government developed a
closer working relationship with local government
through former Ministers Maureen Lyster and
Caroline Hogg. The State-Local Government
Consultative Council was formed, and local
government was represented in many forums. It was
given the opportunity of raising issues directly with
the State government prior to any action being
taken. That model was supported by the Municipal
Association of Victoria and the executive when I was
a delegate.
On 7 May 1986 the coalition parties in the other

place decided that polls should be mandatory before
any amalgamations took place. That was supported
on the basis that local communities and various
interest groups should have a say about what they
believed local government should be in terms of the
size and areas covered and the services and facilities
prOVided.
The report by KPMG Peat Marwick is simply an
audit and does not say what facilities and services
should be provided in the City of Greater Geelong.
The proposal provides no rationale to convince the
public. If there were more open debate about the
structure of local government in the Geelong
community there may be more support for this
proposal and people may be less cynical.
The proposal raised by KPMG Peat Marwick is
interesting in that it amalgamates six councils but
also carves up parts of the shires of Barrabool and
Bannockburn, which are left on their own but which
at some future stage may have to amalgamate
themselves or consider what level of services they
can offer. The most profitable part of their
municipalities has been carved away.
The Borough of Queenscliffe is not included in the
government's proposal. As I said, the City of Greater
Geelong is roughly the size of Melbourne, and yet
the government has decided that Queenscliffe, a
little dot on the map with a population of 3100
residents, should not be amalgamated. The
government's proposal is not well thought out in
that 3100 people will be isolated while a
municipality of the order of 180 000 people will be
created.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.
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Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - Before the
suspension of the sitting I was saying that the Bill
raises two issues relating to the role of local
residents in amalgamation and whether the people
of Geelong will be able to vote on the issue, as the
Local Government Act says they should, and on the
structure of government. When the coalition was in
opposition it supported local residents having the
right to vote on amalgamations and boundary
changes.

Hansard is a worthwhile record of proceedings
because it enables us to see what members of
Parliament have said in the past and compare that
with their current positions. In a debate on
31 October 1985 the honourable member for Swan
Hill moved a motion to censure the then Minister for
Local Government over his handling of council
amalgamations, and he made various comments that
are relevant to the debate today. He said that pure
economic arguments do not stand up in the practical
application for local government in this State. The
KPMG Peat Marwick report says it has the solution
for Geelong because it is the only company that has
the necessary economic information. The member
for Swan Hill also said that the governmentreferring to the Cain government - would enlarge
the local government structure so that it would be
less efficient, less accountable and easier for
government to control.
It is interesting that this government sees the need

for councils to be easier to control as one of the
reasons for wanting to amalgamate councils in
Geelong. The honourable member said:
Why change things? There is nothing wrong with local
government structure as it is today. It needs some fine
tuning but it does not need, want or desire a huge
change in the structure of boundaries.

That is the opinion of an opposition member who is
now in government.
In the same debate the honourable member for

Momington complained about both the impartiality
of the Local Government Commission and its
partisanship and bias - having it both ways. The
government wants to set up an amalgamation
process without consulting the residents of Geelong.
The honourable member for Momington said:
Justice should be seen to be done in the case of a
decision in the Geelong area but in this case justice will
not be seen to be done.
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How right he is, eight years later! The gov~rnment's
proposed boundaries will mean that .the CI~ of.
Greater Geelong will be roughly eqUlvalent ill SIze to
the City of Melbourne, yet there is no commonality
of interest in the proposed area. Most members have
a reasonable understanding of the Geelong and
outer Geelong regions, which contain areas such as
Drysdale, Aireys Inlet, central Geelong, Lara and the
rural areas of the Shire of Corio, none of which has
any Similarity with the others. The proposed council
will be unwieldy, and its population will double in
the next 40 years from 180 000 to between 350 000
and 400 000.

The Geelong community has not been informed of
the benefits of amalgamation. Members of that
community are supposed to accept a report which
says a Significant sum will be saved but which
contains no discussion on services and facilities. The
report continues:
In our opinion, a case has not been made for a decision
at this time on reform in the Geelong region because:

(a) the optimum model for reform has not been
developed in sufficient detail to substantiate the
costs to be incurred and benefits to be derived; and
(b) there is insufficient research evidence based on

Where does that leave the principle of local
government being closest to the people? People who
have served as local councillors believe they are the
elected representatives who are closer to the people
than State or Federal Parliamentarians. That is what
local government was designed to do.
The proposed new council will have 15 councillors,
which is one councillor for every 12 000 residents. In
40 years when the population has increas~d, there
will be one councillor for every 23 000 reSIdents, as
compared with the Queenscliffe area today, where
there is one councillor for 400 residents. Where is the
equity and logic in the government's proposal?
Based on the figures I have just quoted, people have
cause to be concerned that the Geelong
amalgamation is the thin end of the wedge in
relation to what may occur in the rest of the State. If
Geelong residents are to have only one councillor
per 12000 residents - and in future one councillor
per 23 000 residents - where does that leave other
local governments across the State? People in
country areas feel that their geographic location
means that councils should be smaller so that they
have effective representation.
The KPMG report gives an opinion on how
worthwhile the proposal will be. Duesburys, on
behalf of the Shire of Corio and the City of Geelong
West, has given a different opinion. I am sure if
other consultants were hired to report that they
would give a different opinion again. Duesburys
views are similar to those of the opposition and in its
report to the Mayor of the City of Geelong it states:
Decisions relating to such reforms should only be made
on the basis of detailed, current and relevant research,
analysis and planning with a clear understanding of
how improvements will be achieved and what
economic value will be derived by the local and wider
community as a result.

recent experience to conclude that claimed benefits
of amalgamations can be delivered to the
community.

Obviously differing opinions exist in the Geelong
community. The City of Geelong West claims there
is an option of having three separate councils rather
than the Greater Geelong council. The opposition is
attracted to the proposal of a coastal council. Various
communities have complained about the proposal.
For example, Point Lonsdale is split between the
proposed City of Greater Geelong and the Borough
of Queenscliffe. Where is the logic in that? The
community of Torquay is disappointed that Torquay
and Bells Beach will be under separate councils.
Members of the community have complained that
the government did not go to the public with this
proposal. A letter from Mr Petfield that appears in
the GeeJong News of 13 April states:
The merging of our local municipalities by the Kennett
government is in complete contravention of the stated
coalition policy as espoused by the then candidates,
Henderson and Hartigan, prior to last year's State
election.

Letters to local papers do not indicate great support
for the proposal. There is support for exploring the
issue of amalgamation, but the government's
proposal does not have the support of the
community.
A recent Morgan poll shows that 81 per cent of those
surveyed said they would like to participate in a poll
because it would be an opportunity for various
views to be aired so that a proper decision could be
made.
Concerns expressed in local newspapers include:
that the proposal will be unwieldy and unworkable;
it will reduce the level of representation because a
larger council means fewer services and less
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accessibility; that the council will not cater for needs
and the diversity of interest, thus isolating certain
sectors of the community; and that many people are
not convinced costs would be reduced.
People claim that amalgamations, not just in
Australia but also in other parts of the world, have
not reduced the cost of providing services. They also
point to the loss of jobs in the Geelong community.
Some people argue that the proponents of
amalgamation are in cahoots with the government.
The honourable member for Geelong North said that
some people supporting the proposal are key
members of the Uberal Party and that Queenscliffe
is excluded from the proposal because the Uberal
Party attracts considerable financial support from
that area. Others say the proposal is clearly part of a
political agenda. They question the government's
motives for local government reform and ask why
Geelong is being picked on rather than other areas
that are obvious candidates for amalgamation.
The issue can be resolved through a poll of the local
community. What other ways are there of obtaining
the diverse views within the community?
Honourable members who have been councillors or
have been on the executive of the Municipal
Association of Victoria appreciate that the MA V is
concerned about the proposal. I served on that
executive and I am a strong supporter of local
government autonomy. I put views to the then
Labor government when I thought it was not
assisting local government. For too long State and
Federal governments have told local government
what is best for it. They say, "We want you to be
accountable and accept the flak from your
community", but at the same time they tell local
government what to do. That is not good enough.
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The local government Minister Roger Hallam describes
the independent audit of Geelong's nine municipalities
by KPMG Management Consulting as a "powerful case
for change".

If that is the case, the government should be

confident of conducting a poll to hear the voice of
the people. If the government supports the Geelong
community, why not go to the people? I am sure
many members of the government who have been
involved in local government are embarrassed by
what is happening because they could not support
this draconian approach.
The government has the opportunity of addressing
the reorganisation of local government throughout
Victoria using Geelong as a model. If it railroads
these provisions through Parliament, it will lose the
support of local communities. Traditionally local
government has been more supportive of the
coalition parties than it has of the Labor Party, but
that may change.
The MA V is asking the government to rethink its
approach because it believes the government is
losing touch with its constituency. The opposition
will support any approach that allows the residents
of Geelong and other local communities throughout
Victoria to have a say in their local government. A
poll of ratepayers is one way to ascertain their views
and, in the case of Geelong, whether the boundaries
proposed for the City of Greater Geelong are
appropriate so that the amalgamated council is more
representative of local interests. It should not be
unwieldy and out of touch with the people. That is
the opposition's position on local government. The
people have the right to a proper hearing.

An editorial in the Australian Municipal Journal of
April 1993 refers to the proposal and says that a
community-driven restructure is the way to go which should mean the community initiating, the
community participating and the community
deciding. The editorial refers to a deputation of
representatives from Geelong councils meeting with
the MAV's policy executive on 18 March. It said that
the meeting debated the issue of community input
and that a vote was convincingly in favour of a poll
being used in any structural reform proposal.

Mr PATERS ON (South Barwon) - It is clear that
honourable members opposite are embarrassed
when debating the Bill because this is the plan that
the former Labor government wanted to implement
during its 10 long years in government. The
opposition knows that this is what the Geelong area
needs, but it is being completely negative about the
proposal because it did not make the decision when
it was in government. The Labor Party lost the
election because it did not have the courage to do
something about the problems that have plagued the
Geelong region for 50 to 100 years - most local
government boundaries in the Geelong area were
drawn over 100 years ago.

The editorial states:

It is important to look closely at the KPMG report

that led the government to frame the Geelong plan.
It is also important that the plan is understood by
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opposition members and the people of Geelong. The
KPMG report was commissioned by the Minister for
Local Government. It was not directed to come out
with any particular findings, yet having spent some
time in Geelong the auditors came back with the
Greater City of Geelong plan.
The auditors recommended the establishment of a
single local government for all current urban areas
of Geelong, plus sufficient buffer to allow for future
urban growth for at least the next SO years; the
retention of separate rural municipalities for
primarily rural communities; and a structure that
facilitates coordination of and input to the planning
and economic development functions at the regional
level.
The rationale KPMG considered when it drew up
the boundaries for the current plan included
economic development, advocacy, integrated
planning and improved efficiencies. The report
refers to the separation of rural and urban
communities, which has led to what will be known
as the Greater City of Geelong, the continuing Shire
of Barrabool - although its boundaries have been
altered - the Shire of Bannockbum and the
Borough of Queenscliffe. The auditors
recommended that the new City of Greater Geelong
include the greater urban area of Geelong, Avalon
and Lara, the Fyansford area of Bannockburn,
Wandana Heights, Highton, Grovedale, Waurn
Ponds, Ceres, Torquay, Jan Juc and the Bellarine
Peninsula.
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It would be foolish to pretend that some people in
the area do not have reservations about the plan. I
do not pretend that there are no reservations, but
those groups who have expressed concern have been
given the opportunity to explain to the Minister their
perceived fears about the plan for the City of Greater
Geelong. The report also states:
Torquay and Jan Juc have such close connections that
they are widely taken as being a single community.

Anyone visiting those areas would understand what
the auditors are referring to. The report continues:
Torquay is the gateway to the Surf Coast region and
has a significant population of Geelong commuters.
This is likely to increase with the duplication of the Surf
Coast Highway and the growth of urban Geelong.
The successful planning and management of coastal
and foreshore areas increasingly requires specialist
skills and equipment which can be readily resourced by
a larger City of Greater Geelong responsible for the
entire Bellarine Peninsula coastline.

It is important to consider the plan for Geelong in
context. The honourable member for Geelong North
referred earlier to other large municipalities around
Australia and their populations. For example, the
population of Sutherland is 196000; Fairfield,
182000; Wollongong, 174000; Knox, 130 000;
Waverley, 126300; and Greater Geelong, 181600.
Mr Hamilton - What about Brisbane?

The report also mentions the south-west urban
growth area, which is in the electorate of South
Barwon, and states:
The residential growth areas of Wandana Heights,
Grovedale and Highton are physically, economically
and socially part of urban Geelong and are therefore
included in the new City of Greater Geelong. Waum
Ponds and Ceres are small urban fringe/satellite
communities where future urban growth is likely.
These towns are physically close to and relate strongly
to urban Geelong and are therefore also included
within the City of Greater Geelong.

Jan Juc is also in my electorate of South Barwon. The
Torquay area developed in such a way that
currently Torquay and Jan Juc are split between the
two municipalities of South Barwon and Barrabool.
That has caused some difficulty for the development
of Torquay-Jan Juc, and this plan resolves that
problem.

Mr PATERSON - The Greater City of Geelong
has a smaller population than Sutherland, Fairfield
and Wollongong and would most certainly have a
smaller population than Brisbane.
The staffing levels for each of those municipalities
are also important. Sutherland has 980 full-time
equivalents, Fairfield has 920, Wollongong has 983,
Knox has 590, Waverley has 479 and the proposed
Greater City of Geelong would have 1367 based on
current staffing levels.
The honourable member for Tullamarine asks
rhetorically one of the more pertinent questions in
the debate: who is going to pay for that? The answer
is: if nothing were done about it, the ratepayers
would be paying. The ratepayers of the Geelong
region are sick and tired of supporting a local
government regime that for all intents and
purposes - much of it for historical reasons - is
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supporting many more staff than are needed to
service the region.
The auditors predict savings from the greater
Geelong city plan of between $17.8 million and
$23.8 million. How those savings are applied will be
up to the new council. Fairly clear options would
include passing on the rate savings or increasing
services. They are two fairly clear options.
Earlier I referred to the rationale behind the
auditors' report and their recommendations, much
of it based on rate savings. The auditors found that
in the Barraboollocal government region savings
could be made of 11 per cent for residential areas
and 16 per cent for commercial/industrial areas. I
remind honourable members that the figures are for
potential rate decreases. The figure for the rural
areas is zero, making an average of 18 per cent
across the region of Barrabool.
In South Barwon, the other local government area in
my electorate and bearing the same name as my
electorate, rate savings in the residential areas could
be 29 per cent and in the commercial/industrial
areas 9 per cent, with a saving in the rural areas of
28 per cent, giving an average total percentage rate
decrease potential of 29 per cent.
The honourable member for Dandenong, who has
left the Chamber, raised the question of why
Queenscliffe had been omitted from the proposed
greater city council. I refer to the table of projected
rate decreases in which KPMG Peat Marwick found
that if Queenscliffe had jOined the greater city
council the prospective rate decreases would have
been zero. Perhaps that provides some basis for the
omission of Queenscliff, rather than the rather
curious assertions made by the honourable member
for Dandenong that the decision was made by one of
the Liberal Party branches, which, of course, is
absurd.
Various inferences have been made by honourable
members on the other side that the people of
Geelong were stalked over this issue.
Mr Hamilton - No, bashed!
Mr PATERS ON - It was said also that the
people of Geelong had no knowledge that the
current plan was in the minds of the then opposition
as we went to the election - and ended up with 61
members in the lower House and 27 members of the
Labor Party on the opposition benches!
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I refer to the policy on Geelong that was widely
distributed not only in Geelong but also throughout
Victoria. I read from page 8 for the benefit of those
who believe that the government has no mandate to
do what it is proposing to do in Geelong. The page is
headed ''More efficient and effective management of
the Geelong region" and contains the following
statements:
The Geelong region is one of the most over-governed
areas of Australia.
The multiplicity of governing bodies prevents the
Geelong region from maximising its opportunities.
Each decision is weighed down by layers of
government: Federal and State government, nine local
councils, and two statutory authorities.
The sheer number of representatives and the
fragmented nature of authority make decision-making
cumbersome, often to the detriment of the local
community.
The time has come for the State government and the
Geelong community to act decisively to develop an
efficient and effective management structure for the
Geelong region to take it into the next century.

This visionary policy statement continues:
The reform of government in the Geelong region with
focus on more effective structure and better use of
funds must be undertaken and resolved.

As I said, I have read from that page for the benefit
of members of the opposition who believe that the
coalition government has no mandate to do what it
is proposing to do. Honourable members can see
that of course the government does have a mandate
to do what it is proposing to do. The government
would not be embarking on the proposal if it did not
have a mandate.
Honourable members on this side of the House who
preceded me - the honourable members for
Geelong and Bellarine - delved into the history of
the region. Rather than be the odd one out, I shall do
the same.
Mr Seitz - Why don't you just table the report
and have it incorporated in Hansard?
Mr PATERS ON - I am not reading from the
report. The South Barwon City Council is currently
the largest council in my electorate and for that
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council it all began in the '1arge room" of the
Racecourse Hotel at 4 p.m. on 20 July 1857 - and
they have never looked back!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PATERSON - At its meeting the other night,
the South Barwon City Council passed a motion that
South Barwon:
... looks forward with anticipation to the unification of
the Geelong community through the Greater Geelong
City Council-

which is support indeed. Before the famous meeting
in the Racecourse Hotel, the local authority was the
County of Grant, first formed in 1852 and later
extended to cover Apollo Bay, Ballan, Werribee and
Queensdiffe. In eight years the council never struck
a rate and, because of insufficient funds, built no
roads. In 1850 the first Greater Council of Geelong
came into existence, but seven years later South
Barwon broke away, followed by Newtown and
Geelong West.
An Honourable Member - Very erudite, but
what has it to do with the Bill?
Mr PATERSON -And he's on our side! It will
be important during the next few months, given the
passage of this Bill, to carefully select the
commissioners to oversee the change from the
current structure to the new City of Greater Geelong.
Much thought is being put into that decision at the
moment and the choice of commissioners will be
vital to the success of the plan.
I take this opportunity of congratulating the existing
councils on their contributions to the Geelong region
over more than 100 years. I also commend the
Geelong Regional Commission and its predecessor,
the Geelong Regional Planning AuthOrity, for their
actions. The commission's past chairman, the
present chief executive, Colin Atkins, has
contributed much to Geelong, and Parliament
certainly owes him a debt. I also pay tribute to the
new Chairman of the Geelong Regional
Commission, Mr Opie, who assumed the role of
chairman at what may be described as a somewhat
difficult time. He has acquitted himself with great
distinction.
Contributions have been made by honourable
members opposite about the difficulties involved in
the transfer of planning responsibilities to the
proposed new councils after the Bill has been passed
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and about what they regard as likely complexities in
future planning. The assessment made by those
opposite about how the planning processes may
work is incorrect because the Geelong Regional
Commission has been the strategic planner, while
councils have fulfilled their roles as responsible
authorities in the planning chain.
I do not accept the argument from honourable
members opposite that what they regard as
planning difficulties are a relevant objection to the
plan. As the strategic planner the Geelong Regional
Commission will leave the Geelong region with a
Significant legacy. Much of the strategic planning
has been finalised and the new councils will be able
to pick up the ball and run with it.
I briefly comment on the contribution by the
honourable member for Geelong North, whose
electorate is obviously directly affected. He was
somewhat negative about the government's plan. I
was disappOinted in his attitude because the Labor
Party would love to have achieved such change. I
would have thought the honourable member for
Geelong North would be more positive, at least in
the interests of his home city.
The City of Greater Geelong will oversee some of the
best years Geelong has seen in more than a century.
It will take Geelong into the next century and
prepare us for at least the next 50 years. Already
those who had reservations about the government's
plan are seeing merit in this Bill. I commend the Bill
to the House.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I jOin the
debate with a great deal of interest in this topic. I
approach the debate from the perspective of having
been a councillor during almost all of the 1980s and
an enthusiastic participant in the wider public
debate on municipal restructuring and
amalgamations. I have also been a State government
official with some responsibility for the delivery and
oversight of various sport and recreation funding
schemes of the type that may apply to the new
Geelong council. I had much pleasure in assisting in
the establishment of the Bellarine Aquatic Centre
and an indoor sports centre at South Barwon, as well
as a range of other projects for municipal councils in
Geelong.
The structure of my address will be, firstly, to
acknowledge the case for amalgamation and the
history of discussions in the region; secondly, to
identify and highlight some of the problems of the
approach taken by the government to achieve
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amalgamations; and thirdly, to briefly discuss some
of the principles highlighted by the faults in the
process.
As many honourable members before me have
convincingly said, there is no doubt that the case for
restructuring of local government in the Geelong
area has had a long history. When one looks at the
need for some sort of restructuring in the area one
sees symptoms of disruption including the
fragmented approaches of local government.
Councils of both large and small capacity govern the
urban areas of Geelong. Some are innovative and
hard-driving agents for change; some are
conservative and would find change an unattractive
part of their agendas. Some have a small staff or
cover a small geographic area while others are
expanding and increasing their capacities.
Inconsistent approaches are taken on many issues
and it is also difficult to obtain an overall view of
Geelong. If one asked, ''What does the community of
Melbourne believe about a particular issue?" one
would have much difficulty in discovering a
consistent council view or a community voice that
could give a view on all of Melbourne. The same
would. apply to all of Geelong. Yet, to the average
Victorian Geelong is seen as a large, viable and
industrious city. Many would find it difficult to
accept that there ought not be a central voice for the
City of Geelong.
As other speakers have noted, there has been much
formal debate and a great number of research
projects have been conducted on the structure of
Geelong municipalities and the need for some sort of
fundamental reform. My cursory research traced
debate back to 1962, but I have heard previous
speakers comment that the debate goes back as far
'as 1857. A listing of those discussions could take
more time than the total time allotted for debate on
the Bill.
Recent formal contributions include the report of the
Heath committee and a20 OOO-signature petition
seeking an inquiry into the boundaries of local
government in Geelong. Having acknowledged that
there is a need for reform, is the City of Greater
Geelong Bill the right way to proceed? Does it
include the sorts of measures and approaches that
Parliament and the wider Victorian community
would support?
The obvious answer is that the Bill breaks the
deadlock of inertia and indecision at a considerable
cost to the democratic processes and the credibility
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of analyses carried out for such purposes, the rights
of employees and the logic of the setting of
boundaries that one might identify for a new
arrangement of municipalities.
Despite the consensus during the 1980s among
government, opposition and local government that a
referendum - a poll - was absolutely integral to
any local government amalgamation, democratic
processes have been bypassed. TIlat view is
probably best summed up by the most recent
newsletter of the Municipal Association of Victoria.
As the honourable member for Geelong so
accurately pointed out, the MAV is not known as a
radical advocate of change or restructuring for
restructuring's sake. It counselled the taking of a
softly, softly approach during the 1980s. It advised
all parties to carefully consider the approaches being
put forward at that time.
In the April 1993 edition of Insight, the newsletter of
the MAV, Cr George Bennett is quoted as expressing
disappointment that the MA V's offer of a
community survey to gauge reactions to the Greater
Geelong proposal was rejected. Cr Bennett says:
In the mid-1980s, the coalition was instrumental in

developing the restrictive wording which gives the poll
statute in the Local Government Act such weight
It seems extreme now for the government to go from

that position to one where community participation in
the decision was denied altogether.
The MAV offered to coordinate a ''Morgan gallup
style" survey that would measure public opinion
accurately and avoid the political emotion associated
with a poll.

Some speakers suggested that that political emotion
might divide or fracture the local community.
Cr Bennett refers to the Minister for Local
Government:
He described the independent audit of the nine
Geelong municipalities by KPMG as a "powerful case
for change" yet wasn't prepared to give the people of
Geelong a voice on the radical restructure.
There's no point going ahead with amalgamation if the
government is not even sure that the people they
represent want such change.
There has already been a clear message from the
community in the Federal election that they are against
a confrontational approach to change. We were trying
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to help the government avoid the type of humiliating
backdown that inevitably comes from this approach.

Despite the previous consensus that polls were
central to the restructuring process, despite
provisions of the Local Government Act being
rendered redundant by the approach adopted in the
Bill, despite a public policy to the contrary before the
election - one would have thought the
government's local government policy would have
had precedence over the general call for change
detailed by the honourable member for South
Barwon - and despite the gallup poll carried out in
Geelong that showed that 81 per cent of Geelong
residents wanted a referendum, it is clear that the
government intends to steamroll its changes through.
That will certainly come at a price, the price of the
community having no ability to influence change.
Not only will the community be denied a voice and
a chance to express an opinion on the model that is
being proposed, but there are some other glaring
omissions from the Bill - for example, the failure to
provide for any community input on the choice of
commissioners. Councils are setting about
nominating people who they believe would be
appropriate commissioners, but the councils have no
ability to do that. Indeed, the Bill does not set a
deadline for the first election. So part of the effect of
the Bill is to cancel or abolish local government in
Geelong while not providing a time line for its
replacement by the new Greater Geelong City
Council.
The House has heard a fair amount of argument
about the credibility of analyses that led to the call
for change. The honourable member for South
Barwon continually referred to the KPMG Peat
Marwick report as the audit. The use of the term
audit sums up the approach behind the Bill. It is
driven by figures; it is not about communities of
interest; it is a stocktake, a financial and economic
analysis; and it is not a credible or worthy
contribution to a debate that has taken up so much
of the time and intellectual effort of so many
generations of the Geelong community.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr MILD EN HALL - If the honourable member
had been listening he would have heard me
acknowledge that democratic change and
res tructuring are called for. There are some
fundamental difficulties with the approach adopted
by KPMG. One is that it has compared apples with
oranges. The honourable member for South Barwon
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was able to identify some municipalities of a
comparable size to that of the proposed
181 000 population of the Greater Geelong council,
but they were New South Wales not Victorian
municipalities.
Honourable members who are aware of the different
local government models and approaches will
recognise the range of services delivered by local
government, particularly the weighting given to
human services and planning functions. One cannot
readily compare the two types of local government
services. It is not fair to compare councils in the way
they have been compared; it is not an acceptable
methodology.
Another difficulty with the analysis is that it is short
on the detail required to identify the savings that at
first glance may be appealing to those in favour of
the Bill in an attempt to lure the Geelong community
into supporting the proposed changes. If the savings
are to be credible, a detailed model must be
prepared and work should be done on the
economies of scale. It is one thing to suggest that a
range of similar functions is performed by councils
and another to assume that additional resources will
not be called for when they seek to create an
administration of the size required to supervise and
govern such a large geographical and
population-based area.
Many Geelong councils have criticised the New
Zealand examples that have been offered as models.
One telling criticism is that some of the rate savings
and the commitment to maintain lower rates are
based on the sale of the assets of the municipalities
that will constitute the new council. I am sure the
residents of the existing Geelong municipalities will
be interested to hear which community assets,
facilities, buildings and properties will be disposed
of.
As any participant in the 1980s debate will be aware,
literature on economies-of-scale savings from
amalgamations was referred to. When examples of
savings were given there were many hostile
responses and a lot of detailed rebuttal. I wonder
where Or Michael lones, a conservative critic of the
former Labor government's restructuring proposals,
is now. He participated in the early debate and,
based on some worldwide research, argued that the
local government amalgamation issue was being
debated on shallow grounds and simple notions.
Instead of an audit the provisions of the Local
Government (Miscellaneous) Act should have been
used to guide and shape the local government
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boundary restructure. Any credible analysis or
research to guide the restructure of Geelong local
government should take those provisions into
account. Section 24G provides:
(a) Community and diversity of interest in the
municipal districts likely to be affected by the
proposal;

Obviously in the debate there was a compelling case
that the Borough of Queenscliffe had a community
of interest that precluded it from being included in
this approach, but if there is a case to be made for
the exclusion of the Queenscliffe municipality there
should be a case for others. I should have thought
those communities of interests ought to have been
investigated by the analysts. It continues:
(b) The means of communication in the municipal

districts likely to be affected by the proposal;
(c) The topography of the municipal districts likely to be
affected by the proposal;
(d) Historic patterns and factors in the municipal
districts likely to be affected by the proposal;

One unfortunate by-product of the incredibly long
history of the discussions on local government and
the amalgamation of the councils in Geelong is the
effect on the identities, histories, commitments and
traditions of those councils. In one fell swoop all that
history and tradition will be cast aside. It continues:
(e) Sociological patterns and factors in the municipal
districts likely to be affected by the proposal;
(f)

Demographic economic and employment patterns
and factors in the municipal districts likely to be
affected by the proposal;

Another consideration concerns the need for
accurate subdivisions. Paragraph (h) - I emphasise
that it is paragraph (h) and not paragraph (a) refers to the financial position and continues:
(i)

The demand for and the supply of facilities and
services by municipalities ...

Will the small councils on the fringe of the proposed
Greater Geelong council be adequately serviced by
their facilities, particularly one small council that
recently constructed shire offices which will now be
included in the City of Greater Geelong Council? I
wonder how those ratepayers feel about the analysis
that has led to their being denied the assets to which
they have contributed.
The final provisions of the legislation deal with any
regional pattern of demand, communication and
cooperation and community identity. It is a
compelling list of what a Bill like this ought to be
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based on rather than calling in the auditors to do a
quick and nasty financial analysis.
The third difficulty I have with the process concerns
jobs and employment in the area. It has been
estimated by other speakers that between 400 and
500 jobs will be lost over time as a result of the
amalgamation. The report identifies at least 367
existing jobs that will not be included in the new
structure. The councils and unions in the area had
reached agreement on a two-year transition phase or
moratorium on the immediate loss of jobs, but
typically the government has sought to overturn
that agreement. It failed in its initial approach before
the Industrial Relations Commission and has made
it known that it will take its argument to a higher
court. Given the jobs and justice catchcry of the
coalition in the election campaign and its scant
regard for the democratic process, its attitude to jobs
in the Geelong area demonstrates yet again its
hollow rhetoric, just as its abandonment of the
Job Bank policy has done.
Employees of the Geelong Regional Commission
deserve a better go than has been provided in the
Bill - they have been left out completely. I have no
doubt that they will suffer the same fate as their
chairman. I refer to the statement of the honourable
member for Geelong North, who said that was little
reward for the success of the commission in
attracting more than $600 million of new investment
in its lifetime and creating more than 5000 new jobs.
The principle is fleeting. The boundary difficulties
require closer examination. After glancing at the Bill
and listening to the government's rhetoric one might
be forgiven for believing the Geelong area will be
consolidated into one large council. However,
examination shows the nine municipalities will be
consolidated into four: one super municipalitythe largest in the State - and three smaller
municipalities on the fringe. The smaller
municipalities will find it difficult to influence and
to participate in arguments about the future of the
Geelong area. The Greater Geelong council will
dominate decision making in the area.
The proposal for the City of Greater Geelong should
include a coastal municipality made up of a
reasonable population, a substantial reservoir of
revenue from rates, a community of interest; and it
should also satisfy many of the other criteria that
ought to be the background to the establishment of
such a municipality. That would advance the
interests of residents in those areas when they are
matched against the mega-municipality.
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Earlier speakers mentioned the difficulties with the
planning scheme. Honourable members who have
been involved in local government will know that
Geelong has a fragmented planning scheme. Because
it will be necessary to proceed with six schemes,
people will be shaking their heads and wondering
whether that is the way to go.
The City of Greater Geelong Bill is a breach of faith
and a breach of the commitment by the government
to the people of Geelong. This Bill and the State
Deficit Levy (Amendment) Bill show that the
coalition's claim about a commitment to enhanced
autonomy for local government is rhetoric. The
coalition government policy says:
The Liberal-National coalition has a fundamental belief
in the continuing role of local government as an active
partner in the business of government in Victoria.

It seeks to enhance its autonomy and it sees it as an

arm of government. The coalition says it will ask
neither more nor less of municipalities than it
demands of itself. Let it apply that test of
partnership and respect between the tiers of
government, including a measurement of agreement
and participation. Many former councillors sitting in
Parliament will wonder about the partnership and
participation that is provided in the Bill. Certainly
the 99 councillors in Geelong will be wondering
about the partnership and participation of
government, although some might agree with the
overall proposal in terms of outcome.
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in place a century ago remains essentially unchanged
today. For years the need for reform has been widely
recognised.

The document containing those words sets out nine
benefits of the reform and the restructuring of local
government in Victoria: firstly, a capacity to perform
a wider range of functions; secondly, savings in
administration costs; thirdly, communities will be
united, not divided, by municipal boundaries;
fourthly, more equitable distribution of the costs of
providing the services; fifthly, better quality services
and administration; sixthly, greater coordination in
physical and social planning; seventhly, increased
financial flexibility to meet changing needs; eighthly,
fairly sharing the burden of rates; and ninthly,
greater financial and political autonomy for local
government.
The brochure to which I refer was published in
conjunction with The Restructure of Local Government
in Victoria: Principles and Program by the Local
Government Commission in February 1986. The
commission was chaired by Mr Stuart Morris and it
was directed by the former Minister for Local
Government, the Honourable Jim Simmonds. The
Local Government Commission was not an
independent commission. It did the bidding of the
government, the Premier of the day, John Cain, and
the Minister for Local Government, Jim Simmonds.
The document went into detail about Geelong and
the plans of the government for Geelong:
This segment - -

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr E. R. Smith) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) - The debate takes
me back to deja vu country and the days of 1985-86
when local government matters were being debated,
particularly local government restructure and
reform. It occupied a great deal of time in the
Chamber. I remember the efforts of jackboot Jim
Simmonds as he attempted to restructure the whole
of Victoria's local government in what one would
definitely call one fell swoop. The former Minister
for Local Government came unstuck not because of
what he wanted to do but because of the way he
went about it. Honourable members, particularly
those who recently entered the House, should reflect
upon the following words:
The time has now come for reform of the structure of
local government in Victoria. The existing structure is
obsolete. The boundaries of most Victorian
municipalities are accidents of history. The structure set

It does not describe the area as anything other than a

segment. The honourable member for Geelong
North would be interested to know that he came
from a segment.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr COOPER - The canary from MorwelI is
cheeping!
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Mornington will address the
Chair.
Mr COOPER - The document states:
This segment is centred on Geelong. It includes
8 municipalities (4 cities, 1 borough and 3 shires), has
an area of 1822 square kilometres and a total
population of 176 360 persons.
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The former Labor government planned this for
Geelong back in 1985-86. Opposition members say
on one hand they support the Bill but on the other
hand they do not like the way the government is
going about it. They want two bob each way.
The honourable member for Dandenong North, the
fledgling shadow Minister who is still wet behind
the ears, has not made a speech on local government
since she entered this place in 1985. She tried to
show party support for the Bill but said that the
opposition does not like the way the government is
going about it. What kind of hypocrisy is that? The
opposition is either for restructure or against it. It
has changed its tune more often than any musician
in this city; it is not game to say that what the
government is doing today it would like to have
done in 1985.
Opposition members have been making out that the
coalition is opposed to restructure. It has never been
opposed to restructure. The coalition has said
consistently in the debates since 1985 that it was not
opposed to restructure but was opposed to the
methods used by the government in trying to have
the restructure applied to the whole of the State.
The honourable member for Dandenong North said
that there are unsubstantiated arguments of
financial savings. She was backed up by the
honourable member for Werribee, who said that
there is no substantial economic evidence available
to justify municipal amalgamations. He did not
qualify the argument in regard to Geelong; the
honourable member for Werribee decided to talk
about the whole of the State. The honourable
member for Dandenong North tried to qualify her
statement about Geelong. With that in mind I want
to know why the government of the day in 1985-86
was supporting the report headed Report by the

Victoria Grants Commission on the Prospective Financial
Advantages of Restructuring Local Government in
Victoria presented by Mr David Moye, who said in
the summary:
There is clear evidence of economies of scale and
expenditure on administration and overheads
throughout the whole population range; the more
populous municipalities expend only about one quarter
the amount per head on administration and overheads
compared with municipalities with populations below
25 000 ...

There is clear evidence of economies of scale in the
provision of economic and other services; levels of
expenditure ranged from about $33 per head to nearly
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$900 per head; most commonly the range was from
about $50 per head for metropolitan municipalities to
about $270 per head for rural shires ...
Economies of scale are evident for metropolitan
municipalities for street lighting, traffic control,
community amenities, street cleaning, community and
regional development, recreation and culture (and its
components) and debt service expenditure.
There is evidence of economies of scale in outlays on
capital assets, particularly plant and equipment and
land and buildings ...
The larger or more populous the community, the
greater the likelihood of a normal distribution of rate
burdens and, hence, of a more equitable sharing of
rates between owners and occupiers of property in
different areas.

The fledgling shadow Minister for Local
Government, backed up by the honourable member
for Werribee, said there were no decent arguments
that economies of scale or financial savings exist in
regard to amalgamation. I would back Mr David
Moye and the Grants Commission against the
honourable members for Dandenong North and
Werribee. Clearly they are destroyed by the
evidence that was presented to the government in
June 1985. Not only that, they are destroyed by the
KPMG Peat Marwick report that said there are
substantial savings in regard to the Geelong
proposaL
Opposition members said that they do not want to
see the people in some of the municipalities get the
rate reductions that were in the KPMG report. Are
they prepared to present evidence that the
KPMG report is wrong and that rate reductions that
will affect residential, commercial and industrial
ratepayers in the municipalities in the Geelong
region will not occur? Opposition members should
not say it is wrong. They do not know how to
respond to the Bill. They know they have to support
it, and in supporting it they are doing the only thing
that is consistent with their position in the mid-1980s
but they do not want to tell the government that it is
doing the right thing and that "we would like to
have done it".
Other government members at the time advised the
Minister for Local Government to take a course
similar to this but were ignored. They now want to
whinge and whine; they want two bob each way.
While they support the Bill they want to throw cold
water over it in the hope there may be some political
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kudos flowing to them. The best thing they can do is
to forget their whingeing and whining, throw their
hats into the ring and say that the right thing is
being done because they know in their heart of
hearts it is the right thing.
Would they stand up to the residential ratepayers in
the present rural City of Bellarine and say, 'We
don't want you to have the 33 per cent reduction in
residential rates or the 34 per cent reduction in
commercial and industrial rates"? Would they not
want residential ratepayers in the City of Geelong to
have a 52 per cent rate reduction and commercial
and industrial ratepayers to have a 12 per cent rate
reduction? Will they say that to them? No. The
opposition is saying that it is in favour of the
restructure but is trying to throw cold water on it
and to make out it is all sweetness and light in its
approach to the community.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Morwell is disorderly.
Mr COOPER - Obviously the honourable
member for Morwell has not had his bird seed
tonight. I forgive him because he is actually a very
nice guy.
It is interesting to return to those days. This is deja
vu country for me, and I know it is also for the

honourable member for Swan Hill when I recall
some of the debates that occurred in this place and
at public meetings around Victoria as people tried to
tell the government to slow down and look at things
a little more calmly.
The then Minister for Local Government had the bit
between his teeth. It is interesting to look at the
timetable for review of municipal boundaries that
was published by the Local Government
Commission and approved by the then Minister for
Local Government, Mr Simmonds.
It may come as a surprise to some of the new

members of the opposition because they were not
around in those days. If they would like the
timetable I shall photocopy it for them. Back in
1985-86 so far as the Local Government Commission
and the Labor Party were concerned Geelong was to
be restructured and the decision was to be made by
September 1986 regardless of what the community
said. The election was to be held in August 1987 and
as far as Labor was concerned that restructure was
going to take place.
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A document headed "Timetable for Review of
Municipal Boundaries" refers to Geelong, North
Eastern, Ballarat/Colac, Bayside Melbourne, North
Central, Westernport/Latrobe, Eastern Melbourne,
South Western, Western Melbourne, Goulburn,
Northern Melbourne, North Western, Wimmera and
East Gippsland - the whole of the State! That
program of Statewide restructuring was to start in
November 1985, about the time that Mr Morris was
appointed Chairman of the Local Government
Commission, and was to be completed by
November 1987.
I am in possesSion of a number of reports of the
Local Government Commission which are described
as "options papers". Many of those reports were
prepared on various areas of the State. They did not
muck around in those days - when the jackboot got
going it really got going!
Not only was there a Statewide restructure, but in
those options papers maps were redrawn and new
names were allocated to municipalities. For
example, in the options paper on the south-western
segment of Victoria a new municipality based
around Casterton is referred to as Greater Fraser. I
wonder whom that could be named after? I could
amuse the House all night with some of the names
in these reports. In the options paper on the northern
and western Melbourne segment there are names
such as Winneke, Jika Jika and a place called Cain.
The honourable member for Footscray will be
delighted to know that his area was to be renamed
Whitten. I am sure the then Minister for Local
Government thought that would be good for
football.
When one takes the jocularity out of the discussion it
is obvious that the opposition is guilty of deceitful
double standards. As the honourable members for
Geelong, Bellarine and South Barwon said, the Bill is
of Significant economic importance for the Geelong
region. Geelong has been hit hard by the recession
and matters associated with the recession. Every
honourable member in this House knows what I am
referring to.
People in Geelong need to know that the costs of
government, in this case local government, are no
more than they should be. A case has clearly been
made out that they are currently paying far in excess
of what they should be paying for the services they
receive and that those services can be delivered
more efficiently and at cheaper cost.
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Only a group of imbeciles would ignore that kind of
evidence, let it continue and allow extraneous
matters to get in the way of delivering the
much-needed reform that has been on the agenda in
the Geelong area for almost 100 years. It is important
for the House to address the big picture and not
allow itself to be distracted. I know government
members will not allow themselves to be distracted.
It is no good for Labor members to say that they

went to the election last October with their cards on
the table, and that the coalition did not. Some of the
cards that were on the table were reiterated by the
honourable member for South Barwon, who read
out the coalition's Geelong policy, in which the
coalition said it would move decisively on this issue.
I know the vast majority of people in the Geelong
and Bellarine areas want the coalition government to
do that. This is not 1985-86 when the options papers
I referred to were around; some of those options are
not available now. We do not have time to be
mucking around, and neither have the people of
Geelong. The people of Geelong want to see reform
and to be relieved of some of the cost burdens
imposed on them by an out-of-date and overloaded
local government structure. That is why the
government is moving as decisively as it is.
The honourable member for Geelong North spoke
about the Geelong Regional Commission. I
understand the honourable member was a member
of the commission. Perhaps loyalty has clouded his
long-range vision, because what he said was a blast
from the past. He asked who would do the planning
for the Geelong area. The planning will be done by
local government bodies in the area.

Geelong area, because it imposes a cost on them that
they can do without.
If a regional authority is created it should have a
specific task, and once that task is completed the
authority should be dosed down and spirited away.
That happened on the Momington Peninsula with
the Western Port Regional Planning Authority. That
authority drew up regional plans and when it had
completed its task it was closed down by the then
Minister for Planning, the Honourable Lou
Lieberman. The decision was approved by all local
government bodies in the area. All those bodies had
their regional planning schemes in place and those
schemes are now being administered by the local
authorities.

Bodies such as the Geelong Regional Commission
and others try to find other things for themselves to
do in order to perpetuate their existence. The
Geelong Regional Commission lost credibility in its
long-term existence a long time ago, and it should be
dosed down. I am sorry that the honourable
member for Geelong North is not in the Chamber.
He should rethink his position on this matter
because it really is a blast from the past. He is still
living in the 1960s or early 1970s and is therefore not
putting forward a view that is in the best interests of
Geelong.
The Bill is worthy of unqualified support from all
sides of the House, and I urge opposition speakers to
give that unqualified support. For them to qualify
their support would be hypocritical and two-faced.

We must rid from our thinking the imposition on
communities of fourth or fifth tiers of government
with all the attendant costs that brings. It is
disappointing that some members of the Labor Party
still believe that a fourth and perhaps fifth tier of
government is the way to go. By arguing that way
they are passing a vote of no confidence in the
planning ability of local government.

Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - I am certainly
not prepared to give this Bill the unqualified support
mentioned by the honourable member for
Momington because there are three glaring
omissions. Firstly, no provision is made for a poll.
Secondly, no election date is set; it is left to the
never-never. And thirdly, no proper accountability
has been provided for the commissioners who are to
run the City of Geelong until some time in the future
when presumably a date for a poll will be fixed.

Although there are places in this State, some of
which are not far from this building, where
questions have been asked about the effectiveness of
local government on planning matters, there is a
need not to take power from such local government
bodies but to try to get local government bodies to
operate properly within their powers. To argue for
the long-term continuation of an organisation like
the Geelong Regional Commission is not only bad
for local government but bad for people in the

A number of opposition members have mentioned
the poll. The honourable member for Momington
has accused the Labor Party of double standards.
That statement is almost breathtaking. He also
claimed that the Liberal and National parties at the
time of the amalgamation debate in 1985-86 did not
oppose restructuring. Again, that is an extraordinary
comment. In the few minutes since the honourable
member for Mornington made those comments I
have retrieved Hansard from the back of the
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Chamber and looked to see what the then
opposition said about restructuring when a Bill with
a similar provision, although nothing as draconian
as this Bill, was before the House. The opposition
spokesman for local government in another place,
Mr Macey, is reported at page 1022 of Hansard of 6
May 1986 as saying:
The opposition will oppose this clause.

That is, the clause related to amalgamations.
It is not prepared to do anything to facilitate forced

amalgamations -

I presume the opposition spokesman at the time was
reflecting opposition policy and that will soon
become apparent to the Minister for Small Business,
who is at the table especially given the undertaking that was provided by
the former Minister for Local Government that forced
amalgamations would not occur. The opposition will
do everything within its power to ensure that forced
amalgamations do not occur.

Who has the double standards? The coalition parties.
I turn now to the debate in this House on 8 April
1986. I must admit that when I see who made this
statement I appreciate that there was some
connection between local government and
preselection. Perhaps honourable members opposite
might guess who made this statement but it was a
member of the Liberal Party. In relation to the
amalgama tion proposal in the Bill he is reported in
Hansard as saying:
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Momington has been fair in his criticism of our side
of the House.
The other party represented in the coalition ranks is
the National Party. The honourable member for
Murray Valley, who seems not to have lost his
preselection - not yet anyway although there have
been murmurings - is reported on page 828 of
Hansard as saying:
New South Wales has demonstrated that little benefit
has been achieved by enforced amalgamations. The Bill
should not be a forerunner for amalgamations and
restructuring to occur in the future. The National Party
will oppose the Bill and fight measures to change the
structure of local government.

It is the coalition that has the double standards.
Members of the Liberal and National parties not
only in this place but from all over Victoria went to
meetings on amalgamations at that time, and I was
at those meetings in a professional capacity. I
represented the Shire of Lexton which is a
distinguished shire, and I attended the meetings in
the country. The then opposition members were
there and I did not see any evidence of their support
for restructuring, to which the honourable member
for Momington has referred.

The Premier has just come into the Chamber. I recall
another event that is unlikely to be repeated, at least
in the short term. The municipal employees union
(MEU) workers of Port Melbourne cheered the then
opposition Leader, who is now the Premier.
Mr Kennett - Those were the days.
Mr THWAITES - They still refer to those days

I am delighted to say that I believe the Minister is
pretty close to being a communist. The Australian
Labor Party in this State, 10 years behind the times, is
attempting to introduce a philosophy and a way of
operating local government that, virtually everywhere
else in the world, people are trying to get rid of. Big is
not beautiful! A good example is what has happened in
England, where they have decided that huge councils
do not do anything for the constituencies they are
supposed to serve. In fact, they do the reverse.

Who said that? A clue is that it has something to do
with preselection. It was the then honourable
member for Malvern, who is now the honourable
member for Mordialloc. I wonder whether he will
give that same view to the House tOnight. We will
then see whether the honourable member for

in Port Melbourne. It has become quite a story

among the MEU workers of Port Melbourne that in
the Board of Works theatrette before Mr Stuart
Morris the then Leader of the Opposition said he
would back those workers of Port Melbourne and
would not allow any enforced amalgamations to
take place. Government members, whether it be the
honourable member for Momington or anyone else,
cannot say that in opposition in the 1986 period they
did not oppose amalgamations and municipal
restructuring. They did everything they could to
oppose it at the time and now in government they
show their hypocrisy and support forced
amalgamations.
The honourable member for Momington also spent
a great deal of time selectively quoting from the
document produced by the Morris Local
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Government Commission. He did not say that those
documents were not legislative and were not
statutory or regulatory; they were discussion
documents.
The Morris commission was a consultative process.
When he was given the brief, Mr Morris consulted
with communities around Victoria. Members of the
Liberal Party threw flour bombs, abused him and
did everything they could to upset him. I remember
a member of the National Party with a name like
Liddle, who ended up being a National Party
candidate for election to Parliament, making
disparaging remarks to Mr Morris.
The Morris process involved the public and was not,
as the honourable member for Momington implied,
a process where the government produced
documents and said, "This is how it will be done
and you have no say". Mr Morris produced a range
of options for every group of councils. He then
arranged public meetings and, where municipalities
so requested, a public meeting took place. Before
becoming a member of this place, I attended a
number of those meetings.
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There is a great deal of nervousness in the country as
a result of people losing their trains, hospitals and
schools. Amalgamation is just the next thing to come
along, just the next issue to cause people to throw up
their hands and say, 'We will not get anything from
these people. They have never given us anything
and won't do so in the future".
The honourable member for South Barwon gave a
good and amusing speech. He said the government
had a mandate for this. He quoted from the
document put out by the Liberal Party in Geelong
prior to the election. Unfortunately I do not have the
document here, but I recall that it said restructure of
local government was needed and that the time had
come for the State government and the people of
Geelong to implement that.
However, in his speech the honourable member did
not concentrate on the words lithe people of
Geelong". The document referred to the people of
Geelong and to consultation with the people of
Geelong. That has not happened, so there is not a
mandate.
In the Geelong Independent of 26 June 1992 the

At the meetings, members of Parliament, councils,
councillors and various representatives were given
the opportunity of having their say and, following
that, the Local Government Commission was to
recommend to the government an arrangement or
structure for local government within that region.
In all cases, before a final decision was made, the

people were to have a say by poll. This government
is not prepared to countenance holding a poll. What
is it scared of? What does it think a poll might say? I
can only assume the government is scared of the
people having their say.
My concern in relation to this is not just the effect on
Geelong but the precedent that is created
throughout Victoria. I understand that in Geelong a
fair amount of debate has taken place and there was
not just the 1986 process but a process over the past
three years, and that process had come to a
deadlock. I am concerned that, if the government
were to take this as a precedent and go around
Victoria saying, ''Let us not have consultation, not
talk to anyone. Let us just have legislation that wipes
out people's rights", members of the National
Party - not just those in this House but members of
the party at large, and I know a few -would be
most upset.

following words appeared:
"Regional councils would not be forcibly merged under
a coalition government", opposition spokesman on
local government, Roger Hallam, said this week.

He was not saying there would be amalgamation
whether people liked it or not. Rather, he was
saying, 'We have to have a restructure and we have
to have better organisation, but it won't be forced".
We are saying that there should be a poll. There was
no mandate. It just underlines the complete
anti-<iemocratic jackboot approach the government
is taking to Geelong, as it is taking to other areas.
Another omission from the Bill is the election date,
which is not specified. Clause 16 says that it is for
the Governor in Council to fix a date for the election,
but no time limit is given. It could be any time in the
future -2, 4, 6 or 10 years in the future. The
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee,
comprising representatives from all parties, took this
issue seriously. Its report was tabled in Parliament,
and I will read from that report. The committee was
concerned that this provision may make rights,
freedoms or obligations dependent on a
non-reviewable administrative decision. That is of
concern because this decision as to when the vote
will take place will not be reviewable by this House
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or anyone else. It will be purely a matter for the
government.
The problem is compounded by the fact that the
Governor in Council not only fixes the day of the
election but also specifies the number of councillors
and the number of wards and gives directions as to
the holding of the election. All the details of the
election are decided by the Governor in Council and
are unreviewable, and that is completely
anti-democratic. That could create a void, and the
citizens of Geelong will be unsure of when the
election will be held. Provisions specifying the
election date should be included in the Bill.
Another glaring omission is the lack of provisions to
ensure that the commissioners are held accountable.
The Bill makes it clear that the commissioners will
not be elected but will be appointed by the
government - and they may be removed from
office at any time by the Governor in Council. One
wonders about the criteria for appointment.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for
me to interrupt the business of the House has now
arrived.
Sitting continued on motion of Mr GUDE
(Minister for Industry and Employment).
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - The
appointment of the commissioners gives rise to a
number of concerns. Clause 7 says that the
commissioners are to receive salaries - the same is
not true for councillors - and the salaries are not
specified. Clause 7 also says that a chairperson and
deputy chairperson will be appOinted by the
Governor in Council and that the commissioners
must not engage in any paid employment without
the permission of the Governor in Council. Those
provisions will place the commissioners in a
category different from local councillors. It appears
the commissioners will be employed full time,
unlike local councillors, who act in an honorary
capacity.
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If commissioners are to be full time, the group of

people from whom they can be appOinted will be
severely restricted. They will be people who either
have retired or are prepared to leave their current
occupations. Someone who leaves a job to take up a
position as a commissioner will not want to quickly
leave that job, which will be an incentive - Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr THW AITES - Under your government there
will be no jobs anywhere else! That will be an
incentive for them to keep their positions as
commissioners for as long as possible, which will
push back the election date even further.
The effect of the Bill on existing municipal
boundaries has been referred to by a number of
speakers. The issue is of interest to me because of the
effect the Bill will have on the Queenscliffe
municipal boundaries. One of the boundaries of the
Queenscliffe municipality runs down Fellows Road,
Point Lonsdale. A group of people, including my
parents, who live in Point Lonsdale are to be
included in the greater Geelong municipality.
My parents have raised with me their concerns
about the change, as a result of which a number of
Point Lonsdale residents will be left sitting like
shags on a rock at the edge of the City of Greater
Geelong. They are unlikely to be well served by the
city because the council and councillors will be
located in Geelong while the interests and activities
of my parents and their neighbours will remain
centred around Point Lonsdale.
That part of Point Lonsdale to be included in the
City of Greater Geelong should be placed within the
Borough of Queenscliffe. As a number of opposition
speakers have said, Queenscliffe will not be
included in the greater Geelong municipality. The
government has assured the opposition that there
are no political reasons for that; the decision has
been made for reasons to do with efficiency and the
unique character of Queenscliffe. I am grateful - Mr Kennett interjected.

Another serious omission is the lack of the
requirement for commissioners to register their
interests, because section 81 of the Local
Government Act is specifically excluded from the
operation of the BilL That omission is serious and
will undermine the accountability of the
commissioners.

Mr THWAITES - My parents live in Point
Lonsdale.
Mr Steggall - On the wrong side of Fellows
Road!
Mr THWAITES - Yes, on the wrong side of
Fellows Road. I am pleased that the government has
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taken that decision. Because the municipality of
Queenscliffe has been able to prove to the
government that it is efficient and unique it has been
saved from being restructured.
As reported in the Geelong Advertiser of 8 April this
year, the Minister for Local Government told the
Mayor of Queenscliffe:
I was impressed with the community spirit that clearly
exists within Queenscliffe and your arguments that you
do not consider your borough to be part of the Geelong
region.

I hope the government will adopt the same attitude
to the restructuring of other municipalities. That
precedent is particularly pertinent to any
restructuring of the inner Melbourne area. The
electorate I represent contains the municipalities of
Port Melbourne, South Melbourne and St Kilda. The
issues the Minister for Local Government referred
to - community spirit, efficiency and uniqueness of
character - apply equally to those municipalities.
Each has expressed its strong view that restructuring
should not take place without a poll of residents and
ratepayers, which would give them the opportunity
to have their say about the way they are to be
governed.
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should have thought the Liberal Party would be
concerned about, but also the resolution of any
disputes.
Clause 25(2)(c) also allows the making of Orders in
Council requiring any party to a dispute to bear the
cost of resolving the dispute. That is a dangerous
provision that will allow an administrative action to
force property rights to be adjusted so that one party
will have to pay all the costs. The provision could
well be used unfairly against one of the shires. It
lacks any natural justice and could be used as a
means of oppression. That is what that clause allows.
An amendment should be put forward at some stage
because this clause creates concern not only to the
shires of Bannockburn and Barrabool but also to
shires and businesses throughout Victoria if they are
in dispute with a council that faces restructure.
Under a clause such as this those businesses or
shires could find that their properties are taken
away and that they are left with huge legal bills
which they are required to pay regardless of the
rights and wrongs of the case. It may be that the
clause is not as broad as I have indicated, but there is
certainly cause for concern.

I use the word "governed" advisedly, because the
issue is about local government, which is the third
tier of government. It should not be ignored or
subjected to execution, which is what the Bill is all
about, without residents and ratepayers having their
say.

Ms MARPLE (Altona) - This Bill is important to
everyone in this House and to most Victorians. Each
and every one of us has a personal interest in the city
or shire in which we reside. The municipalities in
which we live have a great influence on our lives;
we can do hardly anything without taking them into
account.

Clause 25 is particularly worrying, because it
appears to give enonnous powers to the government
through the making of Orders in Council. Those
powers could have dramatic effects on the property
rights and incomes of municipalities and the
incomes of individuals and companies in the
Geelong region. Clause 25(2) states:

This Bill is the possible forerunner of other
amalgamations and, therefore, its implementation
will be watched carefully. Most honourable
members have spoken about the attempts made
during the 1980s by the Labor government to assist
councils to amalgamate for reasons of finance and
community interest.

... the Order in Council may provide for (a) any property, income, assets, rights, liabilities ...
or other matters to be apportioned, settled,
transferred, adjusted or determined.

They are extraordinary powers, which could be
applied to the properties of the shires of
Bannockburn or Barrabool in any disputes they have
with the City of Greater Geelong. Even more
extraordinary is the fact that the clause allows the
making of Orders in Council to provide for not only
the apportionment of property rights, which I

Most of the boundaries of our cities and shires are
accidents of history. Another boundary is to be
created by an accident of history - that is, a
government with the numbers in both Houses can
bulldoze through this Bill without talking to the
people to find out what their interests are.
Victorians will pay the price of this Bill being passed
without community consultation. No-one knows
better than the opposition the consultation that took
place through the 1980s. The government cannot
claim to have been involved in consultation when a
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specific program and a map outlining the proposed
boundaries are included in the Bill. The Labor
government would not have done that.
In addition to community consultation it is also
essential for polls to be undertaken to find out what
residents believe in. Australia is a democratic
country and the people are used to going to the polls
to elect their representatives in government. As the
honourable member for Albert Park pointed out,
local government is the tier of government that has
the most impact on our day-to-day lives, so surely
the people are entitled to have an election.
The Morgan poll taken recently reveals that more
than 45 per cent of the people in Geelong are happy
to move into a bigger council. From discussion over
the past 10 years the people of Geelong see that
some advantages do exist. However, the people
want to be taken into account; they do not need to be
pa tronised.
The people of Geelong do not want dictatorship in
the guise of leadership; they want to be involved in
the process. The call by 81 per cent of residents for a
poll has been ignored by this government.
Another point made to the shadow Minister by the
councils involved is that everything that is big is not
always right. For example, no huge financial savings
have been made in Christchurch in New Zealand,
where there has been an amalgamation. I hope there
will be savings for the City of Greater Geelong.
Previous speakers have indicated their interest in
Geelong, and I will declare mine. My mother lives in
Clifton Springs on the edge of Corio Bay, and it is a
lovely place. My mother has found that the Rural
City of Bellarine is a wonderful city in which to live.
The council has done a lot of research on the needs
of the people, has planned accordingly and is able to
deliver the services needed.
The people are concerned that the City of Greater
Geelong will not be able to continue to provide those
services and to have that close contact with the
residents. I believe those services will be delivered,
although more time should have been taken to
explain the situation to the community. A good
percentage of the Clifton Springs population consists
of retired people. Many farmers have retired in that
area and they are anxious that the services they
currently r-eceive from the Rural City of Bellarine
will continue. Many of the residents know their
councillors and expect to see them in the street and
talk to them at any time of the day.
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The government should have explained to the
residents how the City of Greater Geelong will
work. Instead, those people are being told, ''This is
what you are going to get, so like it or lump it". They
probably do not even know the Bill is currently
being debated. Those people will find themselves
being represented by commissioners who will not be
elected by them but will be appointed. People in the
various cities and shires will not know the
commissioners and they certainly will not have the
feeling of being taken step by step through this new
experience. Any restructuring of councils should
take into account the needs of people and should be
driven by the community so that they feel they have
taken part in the decision making.
The Bill has been introduced by the government,
which has the numbers in both Houses, and we are
told that the restructure will happen. It comes hard
on the heels of other changes made by the
government that have left people anxious and
concerned. The people of Geelong have had a few
shake-ups over the years and are now having
imposed upon them the amalgamation of their
councils. No doubt they will be able to cope with the
changes, as they have coped remarkably well with
many changes over the years, but that does not
mean that they should be treated in this way.
Geelong has strong manufacturing and farming
industries and in its early settlement it rivalled
Melbourne as Victoria's major city. At the turn of the
century people travelled on the ferries to Clifton
Springs for their holidays. Unfortunately the springs
have become polluted and are no longer an
attraction, but Geelong has grown as a provincial
city. In the post-war boom companies such as Shell
and A1coa moved to Geelong, and the port of
Geelong has one of the quickest turnaround times of
any port in Australia.
Geelong's wool industry has made an important
contribution to the country in providing excellent
wool from the region and has provided jobs for
many people over the years. Despite the current
problems suffered by the wool industry I have great
faith in it, as I have in Geelong. Anyone who visits
Geelong regularly, as I do, cannot help but be
impressed by the strength of the residents.
The shires of Bannockburn and Barrabool will be
reduced in area, for little reason. If the boundary
changes are based on the assumption that bigger is
better and cheaper, what will happen to the two
shires that will be reduced in size? They will be
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expected to battle on as they have in the past and
they will be left out in the cold.

issues that concern them, because they are wide and
varied.

Queenscliffe is to stand on its own. The municipality
has a great community spirit and the town is a
wonderful tourist attraction with a long history of
families visiting the area to enjoy the rural feeling,
the open space and wetlands. The Borough of
Queenscliffe will find it difficult to continue to
provide the level of service that residents have come
to expect because it will not be part of the City of
Greater Geelong. I wonder why Queenscliffe was
not included in the City of Greater Geelong when
other areas that did not want to be included have
been included.

I have noted during the past five years when
travelling through the area with my mother that
residential development is spreading through the
Bellarine Peninsula, so families with young children
are now living next to retired couples. More facilities
will be required even though the former Labor
government upgraded schools and built a new
school at Clifton Springs.

Reference has been made to the members of the
Geelong Regional Commission being sacked. The
skills of those people, who know the area well, will
be lost to the community. They could have been
used to assist with regional planning and the
changeover to the Greater Geelong City Council.
The amalgamation of councils will cause the loss of
500 jobs in Geelong, which is already suff~ring
because of high unemployment. It is not enough to
give those people extra money and to say, ''Here is a
package for you, off you go". Those people have
worked in local government and they know that
there are no jobs in the area. The loss of 500 jobs in
Geelong will mean that less money will circulate in
the city, and honourable members know that it is
people putting their hands in their pockets,
spending money and keeping people employed that
keeps the wheels of commerce turning.
It appears that the word '1ocal" is being taken out of

'1ocal government". Local government best delivers
services and people best relate to that level of
government.
How will the commissioners of the interim council
represent the residents and the needs of the
proposed Greater City of Geelong? The Geelong
region has rural areas, a coastal area with problems
relating to land protection, and an inner-city area
that has similar problems to other inner-city areas.
The community is concerned about young people.
How will they be represented by appointed
commissioners? The people of Geelong do not know
for how long the interim commission will be
appointed, or when elections will be held. The
House has not been told how the commissioners will
be selected and what policies they will adopt. People
will have difficulty explaining to commissioners the

The people of Geelong want to be part of the
decision-making process and a have a say in their
local government. Many regional councils are
concerned about the political ramifications that the
proposal will have on their communities because the
legislation is open-ended. They believe the proposals
are undemocratic and that the same thing could
happen to them. They have every right to think that
way because the legislation lays the path for further
amalgamations of councils throughout Victoria. The
democratic rights that they have become so used to
are under a cloud!
Unfortunately, the Bill will be passed without
opposition amendment, even though the Labor
Party will propose amendments during the
Committee stage. It is a pity that the people of Corio,
South Barwon and the Bellarine Peninsula and
others will not have a say in how the boundaries
should be drawn up.
I conclude by referring to a letter from the Shire of
Corio which put its concerns about its future and the
future of other councils that may be forced down
this path. It believes the ideal model is three
municipalities, each with a population of between
60 ()()() to 70 000 people and each containing urban
and rural areas to ensure strong, economic,
municipalities. The shire believes it has proven this
model to be the optimum size of a council that can
provide effective and economical services. The shire
itself has kept its rate increases below the increases
in the consumer price index for the past four years.
The letter points out that a recent Morgan Gallup
poll indicates that the people and the business
houses of the region are willing to accept change.
However, 14 per cent of residents favour a single
municipality; 44 per cent favour the
three-municipality model; and 32 per cent wish to
retain the existing 9 municipalities. An
overwhelming 81 per cent want a referendum before
restructure takes place.
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In conclusion the council makes the point:
This council, and several regional councils, are deeply
concerned about the political ramifications on the
community if this legislation is forced through,
undemocratically, without a referendum.
The Minister has indicated that restructure in Geelong
is likely to be the forerunner for other Victorian
regions. It is vital that the correct principles are adopted
for the Geelong model.

Change is inevitable. The former Labor government
believed in the amalgamation of councils where
warranted, but its proposal were blocked by a
hostile Upper House. I remind honourable members
that discussion papers are different from Bills. The
Labor government allowed the people to decide
their future.
It is disappointing that the government, which has

control of both Houses, abuses the democratic rights
vested in the Parliament. The government should be
watching carefully. It should take note of the
amendments to be proposed by the opposition so
that the people of Geelong are able to have a
democratic say in the future planning for Geelong.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) - I congratulate the
government for biting the bullet and putting in place
a system that has been needed in Geelong for years.
After spending some time at the Gordon Technical
College I am delighted to see that this community,
which has suffered a rough trot in recent years, will
benefit from the restructuring of the local
government authority and will be well equipped to
face the challenges of the 1990s to deliver adequately
the services required in the area.
Earlier today we heard that this Bill is a purely
economic proposal and that the government was
doing nothing for the people of Geelong. That is not
true. This Bill is about creating efficiencies in the
community to tackle the challenges of the future. It
will help provide efficient services in Geelong.
I am delighted that the opposition is supporting the
legislation, but it is right when it says that local
government services will be delivered by 400 or
500 fewer employees than is currently the case. If
local communities are to get back to business and
become more productive and competitive and
provide more jobs, all tiers of government must
deliver services in the most efficient and effective
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way. That is what this legislation will do for the City
of Greater Geelong.
The honourable member for Altona said that this Bill
would encourage other municipalities to follow the
same path. That may be so, but that argument has
nothing to do with this legislation. Local
government in country Victoria is now, and has
been for some years, looking closely at its structures
to see what should be done, where it should be
going, what services it should deliver and how it
should conduct its business.
The shires of Bannockbum, Barrabool and Leigh and the Shire of Whittlesea - do not contain growth
areas and will not be part of the City of Greater
Geelong. They will be rural shires. I hope the people
in those areas discuss what they want their councils
to do. For example, they should look at the
directions other local governments have taken in
recent times. One of the main functions of the Local
Government Act is to provide good government, but
most councils have lost sight of that aim. Even
honourable members think that the only function of
local government is to deliver human services. That
is but one of its functions.
The Geelong community is a classic example of local
government needing to have a parochial look at its
strengths and weaknesses. It needs to consider
closely the provision of services in transport, health,
education and other industries, but that does not
mean it must be the medium by which those
functions are carried out. It should be the body that
ensures that the State and Federal governments
deliver the services they should.
OppOSition members have said that Geelong will
lose 400 to 500 local government employees and
deliver the same services. If that is true the benefits
that will flow from this legislation will become
apparent. Local government needs to examine
closely the functions it carries out and consider what
advantage it offers the community and industry. For
example, Geelong has major natural advantages that
it has not properly exploited.
Today we heard a lot about the Geelong Regional
Commission and what a great job it has done. The
Geelong Regional Commission was established in
1977 to carry out the various functions of local
government because the then government thought
that restructuring local government in Geelong
would be tricky. For many years the Geelong
community has been concerned about the structure
of local government and the management decisions
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that have been made for the area. This legislation
will abolish the Geelong Regional Commission and
its functions will be handed over to the City of
Greater Geelong. I have no doubt that those
functions will be carried out in a far better way by'
the local government authority than by the
commission. I am not criticising the Geelong
Regional Commission.

amalgamation. The Bill represents a different
approach from that taken at that time.

Each function that is carried out by a Greater
Geelong City Council will better reflect the aims and
aspirations of the people of Geelong. Much has been
said about the undemocratic method of introducing
the proposed measure. Honourable members have
spoken of a poll not having been conducted and
have said the introduction of the proposed
legislation is a dastardly deed, although I
understand all honourable members will support
the City of Greater Geelong Bill.

The government is moving with the popular consent
of a majority of the people. The Bill will bring about
change and give the people the necessary
horsepower and drive to go ahead and tackle the
challenges of the 199Os. In the mid-1980s the then
Labor government tried to impose a completely
inappropriate type of regional government across
the State of Victoria.
.

Governments can do only so much when
introducing legislation or making regulations. The
judgment that will be passed on the government in
general and members of Parliament in particular especially on members on this side of the House will have to be taken into account. A political
judgment will be passed on each and every
honourable member. At the next State election,
members of the government will pay the price if the
measure is considered by the people of Geelong to
be unfair, undemocratic or wrong.
The political judgment that will be made will be
reflected in expressions such as, ''Thank you for
looking at Geelong; thank you for putting our
community on a path for the future; thank you for
having a bit of faith and giving us the strength and
muscle to take hold of our community and make it
work".
I invite honourable members to remember one thing.
Some speakers have said that to create a big
municipality with so few councillors is terrible. I
remind honourable members that the council of the
proposed Greater City of Geelong will be similar in
size to many metropolitan councils and will have the
same representation.
The challenges presented by the Bill will spread
throughout the rest of Victoria. Members of other
communities will stop and look at themselves to
determine what advantages they can gain through a
different structure and better management of their
own facilities. During the 1980s I was involved in
the proposed forced local government

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr STEGGALL - This one will succeed, and
that is something that you fellows were not too sure
about.

As I said, the Bill will result in communities
throughout Victoria considering and reshaping their
structures. The people of Victoria will not choose a
regional style of government; they will create
structures that suit their communities and have
more relevance to their productive base, whether it
be primary, service or manufacturing industry.
Victorians will create structures that address the
challenges to be faced.
People in rural shires such as Bannockburn and
Barrabool will consider the commodities produced
in their areas. They will still attend to the roads,
rates and rubbish, which are functions of local
government, but they will begin to consider their
productive base. They will look at their primary
producers or their commodity group. They will
ensure that the latest marketing and access to
markets will be sought and looked after. They will
become advocates for the producer areas they
represent.
Currently room exists for rural councils to have a
good look at what the farmers or primary producers
in the Geelong area are doing, especially given what
can be described only as the disaster that is the wool
industry. Consideration could be given to the
services necessary in rural areas.
The structures that will be established will differ
from those put in place earlier. For example, people
will have a good look at their rate structures.
Although it is hoped that the Bill will reduce rates in
the region of Greater Geelong by some 30 per cent,
all local government authorities, particularly those
with a rural base, will have to look carefully at the
cost of their rating structures, and as a result they
will look carefully at the functions being carried out.
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I support the City of Greater Geelong Bill. The
government should be congratulated on having the
foresight and courage to introduce the proposed
legislation and run it through Parliament.
I congratulate all those honourable members who
represent the Geelong region. As a member of
Parliament who has lately been under pressure, I
understand what it is to have to take a stand,
knowing something is right but knowing also that
the popular mood could go against the proposition.
The stand taken by all those honourable members
who represent the Geelong area - even honourable
members opposite - shows that deep down every
member of Parliament understands and
acknowledges that the Bill represents the best way
for Geelong to go. As I said, it will provide the lead
for many communities throughout the State to
follow. Although their forms will be different, the
Bill opens the way and provides other communities
with the opportunity to restructure to meet the
challenges of the 1990s and beyond.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I congratulate the
honourable member for Swan Hill on his
contribution to the debate. When he began I thought
my opening line would be wrong and that, for the
first time in the history of this House, a member of
the National Party - or the former Country Party would not speak on local government. Every time a
Bill relating to local government has been debated,
members of the National Party have spoken on it.
The honourable member was simply earning his
Parliamentary secretary's salary; he was not
speaking on behalf of the National Party. Nothing in
the National Party platform provides a base on
which the honourable member can stand and
support forced amalgamation.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
request that the honourable member for Morwell
withdraw the offensive remark he made.
The ACfING SPEAKER (Mr Weideman) Order! Does the honourable member wish to draw
the remark which was found to be offensive?

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I withdraw.
I invite honourable members to be quite honest
about the problem, which is the forced nature of the
proposed amalgamation by a government which,
when in opposition and formerly in government,
has stridently - not just loudly, but stridently -
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denied that it would ever support forced
amalgamations in local government.
Local government reviews are nothing new. In the
1950s an inquiry was conducted into local
government. It seems as though reviews were
instigated in the middle of every decade because
some were undertaken in the 1960s and 19705 at the
direction of the then Premier, Mr Hamer, later
Sir Rupert Hamer, and another review was
conducted in the 198Os. In this decade the
government has acted quickly; it has got out the big
stick and adopted the attitude of ''Whack, whack,
give it to them before they can jump up and down".
The proof of the pudding will be in the eating, as the
honourable member for Swan Hill said. If the
amalgamation proves successful and if the people of
Geelong discover that the end result is good, that
will be fine. I have no problem in supporting the Bill
because I have no doubt there is a great deal of room
for restructure in local government. Victoria's 210
local government authorities are too many. I have no
problem with smaller shires surrounding cities and
regions such as Geelong, Ballarat, Bendigo and,
obviously, the Latrobe Valley being amalgamated
with larger municipalities.
The problem is political because, as the honourable
members representing Geelong electorates will
discover, it is all about the way amalgamations are
undertaken. It is better for local government leaders
in those regions to involve the people in the process
so that a far less politically unsavoury result will be
achieved. If that is done the people will support the
proposition and will work towards being part of the
new structure, which is a critical aspect of council
amalgamatiOns.
The Bill creates a dangerous precedent. One need
not be a lawyer to know that precedents can be
dangerous, because once set they will most likely be
followed. Residents in every other region in Victoria,
including the famous or infamous Goulburn
north-east region, should be concerned. I would
have been interested to hear a contribution from an
honourable member representing that area because
everyone must remember the halcyon days of the
Goulburn north-east, when the National Civic
Council, the League of Rights and every other
redneck organisation jumped on the bandwagon
and had one heck of a time with a government that
dared think about compulsory council
amalgamations. All honourable members should be
aware that the principle then at stake is still at stake.
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Another problem I have with the justification for the
Bill is that its introduction has been forced upon us
by the bean counters. Whether it be KPMG Peat
Marwick or any other group dealing with figures,
numbers or dollar signs, the same end result is
arrived at. That may be quite satisfactory if one
happens to be rwming, say, BHP or even a small
bUSiness, because accountancy matters are relevant.
But local government is about people. It has
historically claimed, 'We are the government closest
to the people; you lot in State government know
little about what happens in our communities". A
Federal government politician stuck in Canberra,
normally receives the retort, "You know nothing
about what happens in the local communities". In
this case the government did not worry about the
people; it worried only about the dollars that could
be saved and the efficiencies that could be made.
Those affected would have accepted the
government's explaining, 'We are worried about
the people and by looking after them we will end up
making savings".
I notice the honourable member for Gippsland South

is in the House. His community screamed blue
murder when the former government tried to
amalgamate a few water boards. The National Party
screamed, "What about the assets?" The honourable
member for South Barwon - an electorate with a
beautiful civil centre - asked, "What about our
assets?" What has happened to members of the
National Party? Not a murmur is heard about
principles. They have gone to water - and that is
probably a most appropriate analogy! When
anything is said about amalgamations in rural areas
the honourable member for Swan Hill is certainly
heard.
The government's attitude towards the Bill is
something akin to its saying, 'We know what is
best, we are taking the Big Brother approach". It is
rather like my mother saying to me, "Drink this
castor oil, it will do you good". She did not tell me
why and the oil did not taste very nice, but she
would say, '1t will do you the world of good".
That analogy is appropriate because of what the
government is saying to the people of Geelong.
Indirectly it is saying to all Victorians, 'We know
what is best for you, we will amalgamate local
governments". People from Narracan to Sale should
think, "Perhaps we should watch out, they will get
us".
One of the positive aspects of this legislation may be
what it will do for the Greater City of Geelong.
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Many in my community have been examining the
restructuring of local government, but from a far
broader base. History shows that although only one
council has voted itself out of existence a number of
councils were forced out of business by former
Liberal governments. A few years ago a Liberal
government got rid of the City of Melbourne, as well
as sacking the councils of the cities of Sunshine and
Richmond.
This government has a great record of knocking
local government. It beats me how any local
government authority could support the
government because anyone of them could be
knocked over next week.
Local government authorities, the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry and
other leaders in the Latrobe Valley have got together
and said, 'These are the services we need to supply;
this is what we can do. This is what is needed for
economic development or for servicing our
constituents. How can we best structure ourselves to
address those needs?" They have started from a
broader base and have involved people in the
decision-making process so that a more positive and
logical reorganisation of local government in the
Latrobe Valley will be achieved.
The Father Knows Best attitude the Bill exhibits
could perhaps lead to some of the so-called fathers
in Canberra saying, 'We might do better if we
amalgamate Victoria, Tasmania and South Australia
and call them the Great Southern States". One can
almost see Victorians jumping up and down, and
saying, "You cannot do that because of our
Constitution".
It is a pity local government did not have its own

constitution. Lawyers were not involved in the
establishment of local government, otherwise local
government in Victoria would have a constitution
that Parliament could not touch.
Restructuring will obviously occur in other regions
because the days have gone when you could set up
divisions within a municipality and call them
ridings - the size of each riding being the distance a
shire engineer could ride his horse in one day.
Communication and technology have changed.
Certainly we can serve the people in our areas better
by properly examining the restructuring of local
government; and I sincerely hope that happens in
Geelong.
Mr Coleman - What about the Latrobe Valley?
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Mr HAMILTON - I hope it happens in the
Latrobe Valley. I will be relating the view of my
community to the House and not the view from high
above. I felt sorry for the honourable member for
Geelong and other government members because
they could not stand up and represent the views of
their constituents, who no doubt had contacted their
offices. Those members would have had members of
the public plead with them at public meetings, but
they were bound to support the government's
position of forced amalgamation. It would have
been so much easier and better for them as local
members if they had been able to say, 'We have the
support of our local people. We are asking
government to bring about the amalgamation rather
than forcing it upon our communities".
For a party that has always claimed it is opposed to
forced amalgamations, it has made history today. It
is the first time we have had a debate on local
government without a true National Party
representative speaking. With those comments, I
wish the Bill a speedy passage.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - I join debate on the
City of Greater Geelong Bill as a former municipal
councillor, one of several former councillors in the
House.
Mr Coleman - But you were not in Geelong.
Mr LEIGHTON - I was not in Geelong but I
believe my experience in local government is
relevant as is that of a number of other members. I
not only have fond memories of my time in local
government but also have much affection for local
government and believe it has an important role to
play. In many ways it can become more important
not only as it continues to provide many of its
traditional services but also as it increases its role in
providing various human services such as those in
the health area.
I have no difficulty in saying that I support the Bill,
although I hope the government will seriously .
consider the amendments that will be moved by the
opposition. I also have no difficulty in saying that I
support the amalgamation of local government.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON - I take up the interjection of
the Minister for Planning. If Preston and a number
of neighbouring municipalities wished to go
through an amalgamation process in a cooperative
and consultative way, subject to the poll provisions
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of the Local Government Act being honoured, I
would have no difficulty with that process. It must
be cooperative and based on trust and consultation,
and that is certainly not the case with this Bill.
There are a number of difficulties with the Bill.
Firstly, it is typical of the sledgehammer approach
the Kennett government has used to pass a number
of Bills since 3 October. Secondly, neithei in the
debate nor in the second-reading speech of the
Premier has any case been made as to why Geelong
should be singled out for this sort of treatment.
Thirdly, I am not convinced that there has been any
clear demonstration of the cost effectiveness of
change.
Fourthly, it has not been demonstrated that there
will be an economic benefit to the Greater Geelong
area. Fifthly, there is no provision for a poll of
residents of the affected municipalities. In fact, it is
the opposite. The Bill cuts across the poll provisions
of the Local Government Act. Sixthly, no election
date has been set for the new council. Seventhly, the
government is attempting to ram the Bill through,
with no consultation on the poll. The government's
treatment of poll provisions is creating enormous
uncertainty and apprehension within other
municipalities around Victoria.
My eighth concern is that there are no transitional
provisions for staff of the Geelong Regional
Commission. My ninth concern is that in achieving
the amalgamation of the councils three
municipalities will clearly not be viable. I do not
know how the government intends to address that.
The government has in no way demonstrated that
the amalgamation will be cost effective. The Bill is
based on a KPMG Peat Marwick report, which was
based on a three-week study. It is sad that the only
report we have is prepared by accountants. At best it
can be said that it is an accounting report that has
not even considered the wider economic
implications for the City of Geelong, let alone other
social and political concerns.
Let us consider the amalgamation purely from an
accounting approach. I refer the House to several
reports alternatively commissioned. A critique
prepared by Coopers and Lybrand concludes:
The result of our analysis is that we believe that if the
single city proposal proceeded, there would be longterm recurrent savings through economies of scale of
about $1 million per annum.
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Mr Coleman - Who commissioned the report?
Mr LEIGHTON -It is a Coopers and Lybrand
report. It continues:
These would be offset by transition costs which are
very difficult to estimate, but might run at about
$3 million per annum for the first two years and about
$1.5 million per annum thereafter.
Hence the proposed amalgamation is likely to incur
increased costs rather than savings. It is clearly an
unattractive financial proposition.

Another report commissioned by a number of
councils, the Duesburys report, is substantial but I
will quote from a couple of sections:
The Audit suggests "efficiency gains of a minimum of
20 per cent (and up to 30 per cent)" which are then
quantified to be a minimum of $17.8 million a year. The
Audit does not in our view provide sufficient hard
evidence to support these efficiency gains.

Another important section of that report refers to the
situation in Christchurch, New Zealand. The report
points out that reference was made to basing the
Geelong model on the model applying in
Christchurch. The report continues:
Our own inquiries in Christchurch, New Zealand have
indicated:
the ability to maintain rate levels has been
facilitated by asset sales rather than significant cost
reductions;
rates are estimated to rise by 7 per cent this yeara figure in excess of inflation;
staff reductions have been achieved principally
through contracting out rather than through
purely efficiency measures;
the number of salaried staff has reduced only
marginally;
the majority of staff reductions have occurred
through contracting out of areas affecting wages
staff;
there has been an increase in the level of tIred tape"
due to the larger bureaucratic structure of the
amalgamated council; and
the survey results of residents' satisfaction have
shown no significant change from
pre-amalgamation opinions.
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Such responses demonstrate quite clearly that the
model referred to in Christchurch, New Zealand,
rather than achieving efficiencies, increased rates by
some 7 per cent.
I refer to another area of concern to Duesburys:
The audit does not calculate the cost of redundancy
payments that would be incurred in such a large
reduction in the work force. Based upon recent
Victorian government announcements in relation to
redundancy of State government employees, such costs
could amount to between $5 million and $15 million.

Several reputable accounting firms dispute the cost
benefits that are supposed to accrue from this forced
amalgamation. The government has not
demonstrated the economic benefits that will accrue
from this forced amalgamation. The initial impact on
the staff that will either be retrenched or voluntarily
made redundant will mean that an additional 400
people will be unemployed in Geelong at the worst
possible time.
There is another way of examining the cost benefits.
Although there may be a clear saving in costs as a
result of forcibly amalgamating six municipalities
into one council, with one town hall and municipal
officers serviCing the six former municipalities, it
will not be a cost saving in human resources because
ratepayers in the outlying areas will not have the
same access. One must also consider the efficiencies
not only in the accounting sense but also in meeting
the needs of the people. That has not been
demonstrated with the proposal to create the City of
Greater Geelong.
The Bill also cuts across poll provisions. Although
the Premier and the Minister for Local Government,
in their former capacities as opposition members, in
a visit to Geelong during the election campaign
stopped short of giving any commitment to hold a
poll and said no forced amalgamations would occur,
that is clearly not the case. The Bill denies ratepayers
of the six municipalities the right to hold any sort of
poll - a right at least theoretically enjoyed by
ratepayers of any other municipality. The Bill
demonstrates the hypocrisy of the government. Its
members, when in opposition, were happy to make
statements that there would be no forced
amalgamations, but in considering the
reorganisation of local government they were happy
to exploit the process for short-term political gain. In
so doing they played a destructive role. The
statements made by former opposition members
were quickly forgotten on attaining government.
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The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has
pointed out that no election date has been set for the
new council. In theory there is no obligation on the
government to call for an election of the proposed
council. Provisions covering both the right to hold
an election and a commitment to an actual date must
be enshrined in legislation. Again the government
has ignored the advice of the Parliamentary Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee.
Mr Cole - The powerful Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee!
Mr LEIGHTON - Not only is it powerful, it is
one on which the government has the numbers. At
the end of the day the government will have to
decide whether it is serious about the committee or
whether it is simply a vehicle to pay another
government member an additional $9000 or $10 000
a year. If that is its only purpose, the government
would be better off not wasting the time of
committee members and saving expense by doing
away with it. However, if the government is serious
about the committee it should reconsider its
recommendations. Each report issued by the
committee has exposed a number of breaches of civil
liberties and rights in many government Bills, yet
not once has the government acted to remedy any of
those matters.From my contact with a number of
local councils it is clear that the proposals in the Bill
have created much uncertainty among other
councils. Over the past few weeks there has been
speculation in many municipalities about whether
the August council elections will go ahead. The
speculation has ranged from concern about
impending announcements on forced
amalgamations through to suggestions that the
government will act to defer elections for councils in
some municipalities to allow the government to
proceed later in the year with further forced
amalgamations.
It has been difficult for municipalities to get a clear
statement of intent from the Minister for Local
Government. It is incumbent on either the Minister
or the Premier, when he responds in closing the
second-reading debate, to make a statement on
where other local councils stand.

One of the Bill's harshest aspects is that although it
provides transition arrangements for employees of
the six councils it does not provide for the staff of
the Geelong Regional Commission. The Bill offers no
protection for the continued employment of staff of
the GRC. They have no right to maintain their
benefits if they are employed by the new super
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council. Despite the Minister for Local Government
making motherhood statements on the rights of
staff, the Bill provides only for the amalgamation of
six councils. The new council will have enormous
difficulty in picking up the staff of the Geelong
Regional Commission.
The commission has a wider role in areas such as
preparing economic data and publishing reports.
The Bill provides no assurance that that work will be
picked up by the new council. If GRC staff are
sacked their expertise will be lost. The new council
will not have the expertise available to continue the
work of the commission.
I refer to the House a paper entitled Regional Policy
in a Changing World prepared by three academics of
international standing, Niles Hansen from the
University of Texas at Austin, Benjamin Higgins
from the Australian National University and Donald
Savoie from the Canadian Institute for Research on
Regional Development, which examined the
positions in a number of countries. In Australia they
determined that only one body was worth looking
at - the Geelong Regional Commission. They state:
The sophistication regarding regional development
displayed by the commission and its staff also appears
in its approach to attraction of new enterprises to the
region. Rather than casting bait in all directions and
welcoming all newcomers, as Canadian provinces tend
to do, the commission has made careful studies of the
region's advantages and shortcomings, to determine
what industries ''belong'' in the region.

It is clear the GRC is internationally acclaimed, but
the government has no commitment to continue the
work of the commission or to ensure that its
expertise is retained.

Mr Mac1ellan - They could probably get
positions in Canada and the United States with their
talents!
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Preston will ignore interjections.
Mr LEIGHTON - Perhaps the Minister for
Planning, who says by interjection that these people
could get jobs overseas - The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled
that interjections are disorderly. The honourable
member should ignore interjections and get on with
his speech.
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Mr LEIGHTON - The government has a
heartless approach to GRC employees. Perhaps the
Minister for Planning would care to tell the GRC
staff that they could work overseas. They are not
guaranteed employment in Geelong. The
government has forced the amalgamation of six
councils and it has also carved territory from the
shires of Bannockburn and Barrabool. The shires will
not be viable.
One problem for the Shire of Barrabool is that its
shire offices are in Jan Juc. However, Jan Juc
becomes part of the City of Greater Geelong, so the
Shire of Barrabool is left without its shire offices,
which were built only three years ago.
Mr Madellan - That is outrageous!
Mr LEIGHTON -If I were a ratepayer in the
Shire of Barrabool, I would find it outrageous.
Mr Madellan - You are voting for this Bill, are
you?
The SPEAKER - Order! The level of interjection
from both sides is too high. I ask the House to come
to order.
Mr LEIGHTON - A further problem caused by
the carving off of territory from the Shire of
Barrabool is that the shire will not be viable because
its rating base will be reduced. It may be forced to
approve inappropriate subdivisions in an attempt to
regain its rating base.
The Borough of Queenscliffe has approximately 3100
residents, and that figure is decreasing by 1 per cent
a year. The yardstick for a borough is 4000 residents.
Clearly the Borough of Queenscliffe is below the
yardstick, but no attempt has been made to deal
with this issue.
When one examines the smaller shires one finds that
Torquay and Bells Beach are in separate
municipalities. Earlier today the government was
crowing about tourism, but it has not considered the
economic implications of its action. I welcome the
foreshadowed amendment that will be moved by
the shadow Minister for Regional Development, the
honourable member for Dandenong North, which
seeks to create a coastal municipality out of
Torquay, Barrabool and Anglesea.
Mr Weideman - What about Bells Beach?

Tuesday, 27 April 1993

Mr LEIGHTON - And Bells Beach! The Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee pointed out that
section 24 comes into effect on a date to be fixed; in a
specific report on the issue of proclamation and the
receipt of Royal assent, the committee says a Bill
should provide a date on which its provisions come
into effect so that communities and organisations
can prepare in an orderly manner.
I welcome the foreshadowed amendments by the
honourable member for Dandenong North, among
which is a provision for a coastal municipality that
includes Torquay and Queenscliff. The most
important amendment foreshadowed provides that
the Bill cannot take effect until after a poll has been
undertaken, to which every municipality and
ratepayer in this State is entitled. Other amendments
include the protection of staff of the GRC by giving
them the same transitional conditions, entitlement to
continued employment and the maintenance of the
level of entitlements as that of the staff of the six
municipalities. A further amendment will provide
that a commissioner should come from each of the
six municipalities.
I do not oppose the Bill. I am happy about the
rationalisation of local government, because 210
municipalities are too many. I support the Bill with
the amendments foreshadowed by the honourable
member for Dandenong North. I urge the
government to consider those amendments.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I have some observations
about the government's hasty handling of the Bill.
The government has used the defence that the
KPMG report motivated this Significant move that
former governments have tried to take. Many
countries have been forced into amalgamations, but
those amalgamations have not lasted. Some
countries have been amalgamated at the point of a
gun, but they later break up.
The government has the job ahead of it if it is to get
the people of Geelong to support the amalgamation.
It is important that they feel comfortable with it
because they are the ones who will be most affected.
The amendment foreshadowed by the honourable
member for Dandenong North will enable the
people affected to be part of the process. Although
there should be some rationalisation of local
government, some municipalities can end up being
too large. The greater Melbourne municipality was
divided because it was collecting more rates and
revenue than the government.
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For the government to succeed where its
predecessors have failed, the issue should be
handled cautiously. The amalgamation must be
beneficial to the people who are affected,
particularly the ratepayers in the smaller
municipalities. They must be fully acquainted with
what is intended and must feel comfortable being
part of the new City of Greater Geelong. Some of the
smaller municipalities have particular strengths,
such as netball facilities. How will they be affected
by the amalgamation? There are cultures peculiar to
each shire. Those issues must be taken into account.
The Bill is far-reaching and will have an impact on
many people. One could say it will have an impact
on the whole of Victoria. If the amalgamation is
successful, further amalgamations may take place. If
it is not, it will delay amalgamations that many
ratepayers wish to occur because of the savings to be
made in the sharing of libraries and so on.
Because of improvements in transport decisions that
were made at the turn of the century are outmoded
and need to be re-examined. One example concerns
people travelling through a number of
municipalities to attend a football match. When the
Cain Labor government tried the amalgamation
process it failed because it did not have bipartisan
support. Had bipartisan support been given,
amalgamations would have taken place earlier and
Victoria would have saved millions of dollars by
avoiding the duplication of services. I hope the
legislation does not suffer the same fate. Although
the government has the numbers to ram legislation
through this place and the other place, it should
consult the people in the Geelong region. The
government has left the decision making to the
Governor in Council because it is not confident that
the people of Geelong will accept amalgamation.
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allowed to exercise their democratic rights. They
should know where they are going and what their
futures will be.
The Borough of Queenscliffe has not been included
in the proposed amalgamation probably because of
the number of elderly retired people in the area. The
residents of Portarlington, Drysdale and St Leonards
have expressed concern about their rates and the
retention of the services that have been provided by
the local council, such as nursing, podiatry and
other services. Those people are used to the
availability of face-to-face services and feel
comfortable in a rural setting.
For the proposed legislation to be successful
boundaries should not be drawn like lines on a map.
The wishes of local communities should be taken
into account and people should be given a choice
about the drawing of boundaries, not the dominant
shire or chief executive officers. Local government is
basically run by elected part-time councillors and
chief executive officers who are on contracts. If the
amalgamation is to be successful a different
approach must be taken by the smaller
municipalities surrounding Geelong, each of which
has a small budget. Will the City of Greater Geelong
have an image similar to BHP or the multinational
companies that are run by professional accountants?
Will the amalgamation engender the corporate
image of private enterprise rather than catering to
the needs of the community? Local government is
about communities being able to express their views
and wishes to local councils, which have time to talk
to their communities about particular issues. I hope
the government will consider the foreshadowed
amendment and allow public debate and discussion
to take place.
It is clear from representations I have received from

There are no dates or firm decisions for the return of
democracy. Although Russia has discovered
democracy, Victoria has forgotten about the
importance of letting people vote on the issues.
Russia is learning about democracy yet Victoria is
heading in the other direction - and that is a
dangerous sign. A poll should be taken on
amalgamation.
Members may ask why I am speaking on the Bill. I
have an interest in and some knowledge of the
Bellarine area because I have holidayed in that area
over the past 20 years, as have a number of my
constituents. Some of them have bought holiday
homes there, and I know how they feel. The people
of the area should get a fair deal and should be

the Geelong area that councillors are not happy
about the situation. If the proposal is to work the
people who have to implement it must be happy
with it and it must be able to be supported by the
local press and community groups in the area. The
boundaries must be looked at in that light.
In a regional area with the growth potential of the
greater Geelong area, which may eventually have a
greater population than Tasmania, an amalgamation
will have a Significant impact, and more will need to
be done than local government can handle. That is
where the role of the Geelong Regional Commission
comes in. If the commission is abolished, who will
take on the role and pay for the planning
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development that needs to be carried out to ensure
the economic future of the region?
The Labor government fostered and supported the
Geelong region with funding and forward planning
for the needs of the whole region and attempted to
assist the development of tourism by developing
infrastructure such as roadworks, caravan parks,
jetties and other activities in the area.
Will all that work now be concentrated in the city
centre and the outlying areas forgotten about? If that
is done, a decade from now petitions and demands
will come from people in those areas seeking the
creation of separate shires. We need to take time
with this proposal to ensure that the results last. We
do not want forced amalgamations that will cause
divisions, as has happened in Ireland and Eastern
European countries.
Mr CO LE (Melbourne) - I support the Bill and
unequivocally support the concept of municipal
amalgamations. Amalgamations must occur if we
are serious about government in this State and
nation. The former government went through an
amalgamation debate. I was a member of the
Melbourne City Council at the time and was
embroiled in that debate. It is a controversial issue
and sometimes even members of one's own party
can be critical of the position one takes on the issue.
It is always a sensitive issue.
It is for that reason I believe this amalgamation
should have been handled more sensitively and
should have been announced prior to the October
1992 election. Nothing was said then about this issue
by the present Minister for Local Government in
another place. At that time he was also under
pressure over the City of Melbourne and he was not
forthcoming with his views on that question, either.
I shall speak generally about the concept of
amalgamation. I am concerned that the
amalgamation proposed in the Bill is being done in a
vacuum. Although there has been much debate over
many years on the need for amalgamations of
councils, even this Bill does not examine the reasons
for so doing. We assume that bigger is better. As has
been pointed out, there are arguments that big is not
necessarily better.
When I was on the Melbourne City Council one of
the big six accountancy firms was reporting to one
council that bigger was better and another firm was
reporting to a smaller council that smaller was
better. The only thing we could conclude from that
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was that there is a good argument for saying that
accountants can come down with a view one way or
the other.
The question is one of economies of scale. One must
ask what gains are to be made by this
amalgamation. In my view it is almost impossible to
argue against making something bigger and
reducing the size of infrastructure needs and costs
such as garbage collection costs. Honourable
members who have been members of local
government organisations will know that one can
become obsessed with garbage, particularly when it
is not collected and every ratepayer rings up and
says it is your fault! There is an inexorable link
between the size of a council and the amount of
infrastructure it needs.
It is perhaps inappropriate to suggest that
economies of scale will not be achieved by having
bigger councils. An argument was put forward last
year that if councils were to become limited service
providers, particularly if they used contractors, they
would not need to be particularly large; that the
economies of scale could be achieved quite
satisfactorily by having contractors and by reducing
the services provided. I do not believe that is a real
option.
The second issue, which is as important as the
economies of scale question, is the question of
planning. As the Premier and Minister for Planning
are aware, the inner suburban area of Melbourne has
15 different planning authorities. It would be fair to
say that there are probably 14 too many. I do not
mean that the Minister as a planning authority is one
of the 14 too many because the Minister should have
an important and seminal role in planning in the
inner suburban area.
Planning is a most important issue. It involves not
only deciding whether buildings are constructed but
also whether roads should be constructed and how
that affects businesses. Businesses have complained
to me that small councils make decisions in isolation
from what is happening down the road, and those
decisions affect their businesses. Planning is
becoming a more complex issue. As we become
more urbanised planning issues will need to be
addressed on a broader scale. Nobody can argue
that having 210 different councils will result in
consistent planning decisions.
An honourable member interjected.
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Mr COLE - We need a few more than 20, but we
do not need 210. In a broader sense, we need to
examine the role of local government and the role of
government in general. If councils are to be
amalgamated -as is the case in the Geelong
region - as I am sure will happen in areas where
they least expect it under this government, we need
to address the concept of regional government.
Amalgamated municipalities will become regional
governments and we need to examine what we
expect from regional governments.
Sitting suspended 12 midnight until 12.35 a.m.
(Wednesday).
Mr COLE - As I said before the suspension of
the sitting, we should properly consider all the
issues involved in bringing different councils
together. It has been said that the City of Geelong is
too big, and at this stage it would have been more
palatable to the community for three interim
councils to have been created. The Bill has been
introduced without any consultation. The
government seems to think the Bill is in the best
interests of everybody, but it does not give any
reason. Moreover, no real investigation or inquiry
has been conducted into why an amalgamation
should take place and nothing is known about the
outcome of any amalgamation.
As I said earlier, the opposition supports the concept
contained in the Bill. As we move into the next
century we have many issues to address in this
country; they all must be considered in context. We
must consider the possibility of Australia becoming
a republic and the changing nature of Australian
society. Local councils will eventually amalgamate
to form large regional governments, and that will
lead to a dramatic change in the role of State
governments. It is hoped that in the next 10 years or
less Australia will become a republic and, if so,
constitutional issues and the role of local
government will need to be considered seriously.
I am sure the Premier is more than aware that
problems in Federal-State financial relationships will
continue, whatever happens to be the compleXion of
the government in Canberra. There will always be
enormous problems in the relationship between a
government that gives money to another
government that has no responsibility for raising its
own revenue. I do not agree with the argument that
States should have taxing powers.
One way of resolving the issue is to amalgamate
councils and make them into regional governments.
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In the debate on a republic we will have the
opportunity of considering the whole issue of
federalism. That debate must embrace local
government. Should this government continue to act
in the manner it has done on so many issues, but
particularly in the case of the City of Greater
Geelong Bill, we will have regional government
more quickly than we expected and perhaps in some
senses more quickly than is desirable, because the
government is acting without sufficient consultation.
The proposal in the Bill has been introduced without
adequate consultation.
The plan outlined by the Prime Minister for the
development of a republic in the next 10 years
cannot be achieved in isolation from a total review
of State governments and local councils. I know the
Premier and some other members are constitutional
monarchists and, while they have been keen to get
rid of small local councils quickly so that people are
unaware of what is happening, they are not
prepared to get rid of their allegiance to a foreign
queen and an hereditary title which we see as an
absolute load of nonsense.
The SPEAKER -Order! I have some difficulty in
relating the honourable member's remarks to the Bill
before the House.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr COLE - Do you want to get me to withdraw
it?

Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr COLE - That's fine, if that's what you
think - and if you have any problem, it's your
problem!
No-one objected when I made comments about the
need to look at Federal-State relations and what
happens with local government. I also made
disparaging remarks about the Queen, which I stand
by. I do not accept an hereditary title and I do not
accept her as the monarch of this country. I wish we
did not have her.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
ask you to bring the honourable member back to the
debate. You have already drawn his attention to that
once; and I find the remarks he is making to be
offensive. I would like them withdrawn.

