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be better able to assist ANTA. That fact was not
covered as an anomaly or enumerated by the
honourable member. Where was his disagreement
with the ANTA board, which is parallel in functions
with the State Training Board? How can issues and
structure be addressed unless a parallel exists
between the boards?
The honourable member for Carrurn mentioned the
review commissioned last year by the minister into
the State Training Board, but he fudged the issue. I
shall refer to the report with which he took issue.
The recommendations of the report are carried
through by the bill. In its recommendations about
the government's approach to the State Training
Board and the movement away from a
representational board and its reconstitution along
lines similar to the ANTA board the report sta tes:
The composition and membership of the STB sought
diversity of knowledge and experience on the board.
However, this has handicapped its decision-making
processes. From time to time board members have seen
their representative role as primary, giving rise to
difficulties with decisions affecting certain interest
groups. The size of STB has also militated against
expeditious and effective decision making. A number
of those interviewed by the project team saw particular
strengths in the composition of the newly created
five-person ANT A board. A board with such a
membership was seen to be reflective of contemporary
developments in executive management arrangements
in more progressive private and public sector
organisations.

The State Training Board has been reconstituted to
reflect those recommendations, yet the honourable
member for Carrum did not mention that fact.
What should be the role of the board? Is it to be a
stakeholder? Of course it is not! Should it argue for
sectional and partisan requirements? Of course not!
Should its members be representatives of interest
groups? Of course not! Therefore, what should
happen?
The honourable member for Carrum misused the
word 'stakeholders'. The government will consider
the key stakeholders in the state training system
because STB members will have Significant industry
experience. They will have employer and employee
backgrounds, as the minister said in his
second-reading speech, but the honourable member
for Carrum ignored that. It would not hurt if the
members had knowledge of college operations and
college government - that could be provided for.
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The six members will be expert contributors. The
board will work not as a parliament of interests, and
that change must be welcomed.
Let us look at what the board is to do because that is
particularly important. First, its advisory and
research function will be strengthened. This should
be the real focus of the State Training Board.
Secondly, under the board's management function,
which was ignored completely by the honourable
member for Carrum, the roles of the minister and
the board have to be clarified - that is being
done - and the State Training Board has to become
Victoria's agency under the ANTA arrangement so
that it can provide to ANTA policy advice and
information on training needs, develop our state
training profiles and monitor the state training
system to ensure that it fits into the national strategic
plan and the state training profile. All of that will be
done by the bill, yet it was ignored by the
honourable member for Carrum. The regulatory
functions were briefly mentioned, yet the
accreditation, apprenticeship administration and
tribunal functions were ignored.
I would like to speak for a longer time on ANTA
itself because members on both sides of the house
should come together to agree on how important it
is to put the legislation in place for the training of
young people given their importance in the future of
the economy and the prosperity of the state and
nation, as was mentioned by the honourable
member for Carrum. Yet he dealt with none of that.
What about the agreed objEctives and priorities of
the ANTA agreement, the assured funding
arrangements, the consistent national strategies or
the network of public and private providers that is
agreed on at the state and federal levels? That
should be a matter of celebration between us rather
than a deba te on some spurious amendment
beholden to a constituency of unions, brought in
here by the honourable member for Carrum.
The focus of our discussions should have been
ANTA as a national focus and how it will work with
the state. I am disappointed that the amendment
was moved because it has meant that did not
happen.
State legislation must be brought forward to support
the commonwealth legislation. The state has a
pecuniary interest given the growth funding
provided by the commonwealth, which I
understand will provide Victoria with $179 million
in addition to our training budget. That funding
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would be put at risk if, for instance, we were to do
what the honourable member for Carrum suggests
and withdraw the bill. What of that growth he wants
for the economy and for our young people? What
about the $179 million we would forgo if we were to
withdraw the bill?
I have often heard the honourable members for
Springvale, Morwell and Carrum talk about
training, and there are many things on which we
agree: interaction between industry and training
providers, an effective training market and an
efficient network of publicly funded providers. We
all agree that we need better cross-sectional links.
They are the things we should have been talking
about tonight, not this spurious amendment. Yet
none of these was mentioned.
I agree with the honourable member about the
culture of training that we need in Australia, which
we have not yet developed. We need life-long
training. At the moment apprenticeships and
traineeships are giving way to arrangements
involving host employers taking on young people
who are doing courses. That trend was picked up in
the Carmichael report and more recently in the
federal government's white paper. Expertise should
be recognised wherever individuals gain it. That is a
more flexible training situation that we would all
agree on. Why are we not agreeing on that and
furthering those things for young people in this
country? Those things were not mentioned by the
honourable member for Carrum.
The state training agency that will be constituted by
the bill will be responsible for training within
Victoria consistent with the national strategy plan.
That training agency has to be responsible to this
Parliament and to the minister. It has to be
accountable to the minister for its operational
responsibilities. That is why I could not understand
the point made by the honourable member for
Carrum about some sort of mythical ministerial
dictatorial control. That is an appropriate check and
balance in the same way that the state training
agency would be responsible to the ministerial
council on matters of national policy.
There is a need for complementary state and federal
legislation to define the role of the state training
agency and its role with ANTA. The proposed
amendment puts that at risk. I hope the honourable
member for Carrum understands the seriousness of
that.
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I turn to the national framework for recognition of
training and the national qualifications framework. I
have two post-secondary educational providers in
my electorate, the excellent Holmesglen College of
TAFE and a campus of Deakin UniverSity. Those
two bodies have some difficulties with the current
situation. I have had talks with the staff and
interested people from both institutions. In light of
those talks it is interesting to think about the things
that we should be and need to be addressing;
establishing competency-based qualifications, the
point the honourable member for Carrurn was
making earlier when he talked about the importance
of TAFE; the development of competency standards;
not placing undue emphasis on course duration or
entry conditions but putting the emphasis on
competencies; the confusion about the word
'certificate' and what it might mean; confusion about
the terms 'advanced diploma' and 'associate
diploma', which are used differently overseas; the
inappropriateness of the diploma award for
educational practice when overseas it is considered
either a technical or para-professional level of
training; the misalignment of current credentials in
the system; the arrangements for holders of existing
qualifications; the arrangements for students
currently completing accredited courses; and
cross-sectional articulation principles. Those are the
training and qualification problems which face us as
a nation and which I hope the state training agency
and ANTA can work on.
Where was the discussion of those things and the
offer of working together to solve them in the
interests of our young people? It did not happen.
Where was the discussion of guidelines and
protocols for issuing qualifications or mechanisms
for evaluating the framework? Where was that
discussion in which we could have worked together
on this important initiative? Those things were not
mentioned in the response of the honourable
member for Carrum.
I was disappointed with that because the specifics of
the bill mean that it will enable Victoria to conform
with national standards; will bring the Victorian
accreditation system into line with national
standards; do simple things like making the
terminology consistent in the state and federal acts;
give the State Training Board the ability to
determine ma tters such as a competency standards
by adopting national, interstate or industry
standards; and review the legislation to enable
compliance with the qualification framework and
recognition of the training framework. None of those
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things was mentioned by the honourable member
forCarrum.
Those are critical matters on which we should be
working together, just as we should be working with
TAFE to get the best TAFE council expertise we can.
Whether it be an industry training board, the state
training agency, the State Training Board, or a TAFE
council, we should ask the central question: what
has any individual to contribute to whatever body is
involved? That is the only question we should be
asking. If the answer to that is 'plenty', we should
put that person on. Let us do it on the basis of
expertise.
I do not care whether an individual is a wtion
official, whether an individual is male or female or
whether an individual is an employer or an
employee or has been involved in governance of a
TAFE college -let us put that person on for what
he or she can contribute to the board. Let us not stick
ourselves into some rigid box and fill the board with
people who might not be up to the task but who
fulfil representational constituendes.
Let us free ourselves from that situation and mirror
what has happened at ANTA. So future TAFE
councils instead of having 17 or 20 members will
have 9 to 15 members and the processes for selection
will be Simplified. For instance, the bill clarifies that
members of Parliament may be members of TAFE
councils. That is a small but important thing.
I will not say much more, although I wanted to talk
more about industry training boards, accreditation
and practical placements - an important matter
that was not covered until this bill, which picks up
the important aspect of the protection of people
completing courses who go out to host employers,
was drafted.
I wanted to talk about reforms to regulatory
provisions and about the employee relations,
WorkCover, disputes, unfair dismissal and
stand-down provisions on which we want the
grievance jurisdiction and other things extended to
trainees to protect them, as should happen. None of
that was discussed by the honourable member for
Carrurn in his contribution.
We should be enthusiastic about this bill. It brings us
into line with ANTA and mirrors what ANTA is
doing. It says that we will take our place in the
national training framework and will be proud to do
so. It keeps our TAFE colleges with their
self-governance and autonomy as the envy of the
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system throughout Australia. Yet none of that was
referred to by the honourable member for Carrum in
his speech.
The bill reforms the government's arrangements for
the state training system. We should all applaud
that I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - I am amazed at
the contribution of the honourable member for
Malvern. U I had not already known the honourable
member's background I would still have concluded
that he attended a private school because of his
authoritarian attitude and lack of understanding of
training issues. All the issues he talked about, and he
rattled them off as a series of cliches one after
another, are reasons why the opposition has
concerns about the bill.
The opposition supports the thrust of the bill, but
how to achieve that thrust is another matter.
Mr Doyle - That is not what your reasoned
amendment says.
Mr MICALLEF - If you'd only shut up and
listen - The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr J. F. McGrath) Order! That is unparliamentary language to be
throwing across the chamber. I ask the honourable
member to be more orderly in his comments.
Mr MICALLEF - I will not promise, but I will
try. If government members can understand, the
opposition wants to develop a skills base that will
take us into the next century. How that is achieved is
the key issue. All the rhetoric and the nonsense
about getting the key people and choosing on the
basis of the father-knows-best syndrome that
conservatives are good at, will not work. One must
go through the consultative process to achieve
balance on different bodies or boards.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr MICALLEF - A skills base must be
developed that enhances competency-based
traineeships and apprenticeships through the type of
training arrangements that will take us into the next
century. That is agreed but in the next breath the
coalition then excludes the tripartitism that has
worked well for the past 10 years. There will be
ministerial appointees, people who do not
necessarily have the appropriate skills, people who
have received the nod from the minister, from the
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party or whoever. Under past conservative
governments boards have had a conglomeration of
freaks and misfits, people who got there by
belonging to the right association or the right club
and who voted the right way. If that is what the
government is on about, it will be a sad day for
Victoria.
I have had the experience of being on an industry
training board for a number of years. It is one of the
better experiences I have had as a member of
Parliament. I have also had the experience of
training apprentices in industry, had practical
experience on the ground and been through an
apprenticeship. I have then helped train apprentices
at the other end. I have also been appointed to a
state training board by a minister and have sat on
that training board for about five or six years.
A government member interjected.
Mr MICALLEF - That is bullshit.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has
already requested the honourable member for
Springvale to temper his language. What he just said
is unacceptable in the chamber. If the honourable
member for Springvale is not prepared to heed the
directions of the Chair, he leaves me with no
alternative but to call the next speaker.
Mr MICALLEF - This issue is too important to
be side-tracked by irrelevancies from the backbench.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! I concur that
interjections are disorderly, and I ask honourable
members to contain themselves.
Mr MICALLEF -If government members want
to conduct themselves in that way, I shall respond
accordingly, but I would prefer not to. The
Engineering Skills Training Board of which I have
the privilege to be a member is a tripartite body with
employer and employee participation from the
metal and engineering industry. There is also
government representation. It is an important group
of people. Who detennines those representatives:
the government? The minister? The be-all and
know-all? Who detennines who has something to
contribute? Is it the government's representatives? It
is appropriate for the Metal Trades Industry
Association, the Australian Chamber of
Manufactures and the National Electrical
Contractors Association to allow the government to
determine its representatives. Should they not then
have a right to determine their own representative
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who will have something to contribute? Of course
they should, and I support that right to detennine
representatives on a training board.
Should the Metal Trades Federation of Unions, the
Metal and Engineering Workers Union, the Electrical
Trades Union, the Vehicle Builders Employees
Federation or the Federation of Industrial
Manufacturing and Engineering Employees have a
right to elect their own nominees on a board? Of
course they should.
My experience on a board with such diversity has
been appropriate. Members have consciously
contributed to making the Engineering Skills
Training Board work. We have had people like
Bob Herbert and John Halfpenny as jOint
chairpersons, and later Geoff Larkin from the Metal
Engineering Workers Union. To say that those
people do not have expertise or a contribution to
make is nonsense. I shall not repeat what I said
earlier, but government members understand my
sentiments. It is an insult that somebody from a
private school system tells other people how to suck
eggs. It is an absolute disgrace!
The representatives I have mentioned have a lot of
experience and are able to contribute because they
understand the nature of the training that is
required. The move towards developing a skills
base, uniform standards and competency-based
training and the move towards proper industry
training boards that reflect and take up those issues
must be taken into account instead of the clich~ the
honourable member for Malvern talked. in.
The board of management of the Engineering Skills
Training Board consists of Bob Herbert and
Geoff Larkin and representatives from industry like
Dale Calhoun from Brake and Clutch Industries
Australia Pty Ltd, Chris Cartwright from the
Australian Electronics Development Centre, and
John Cramond from what was Australian Airlines.
The board also consists of Helen Davis from the
Metal Trades Federation of Unions, Peter Glynn
from the National Electrical Contractors Association,
Brian Kerwood from the Australian Chamber of
Manufactures Training Centre, Garry Main from the
Electrical Trades Union of Australia, John Mathieson
from the Vehicle Builders Employees Federation of
Australia, Eddie Micallef as representative of the
federal Minister for Education and Training,
Sam Muscat from the Federation of Industrial
Manufacturing and Engineering Employees Union,
Helen Robinson from the Metal Trades Industry
Association, and Bob Smith from the Federation of
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Industrial Manufacturing and Engineering
Employees Union.

Engineering Skills Training Board and other training
boards?

That is a diverse group of people from diverse
backgrounds who are able to get together and work
through issues. That is important, and the principle
of tripartitism is fundamental. We have been able to
work with nominated observers and staff. The
general manager, Neil Quinn, has a background in
industry. His contribution to that board has been
outstanding and we were lucky to have someone of
his calibre to oversee and manage the Engineering
Skills Training Board.

I have been a member of the board for a number of
years. It has been a pleasure to work on such issues
as the industry training plan for the Engineering
Skills Training Board. Some of the board's
documents have been well put together and will
certainly have an influence on the direction of the
metals and engineering industries. From time to
time I have been required to work with numerous
other training boards, each of which has comprised
a base of very good people from industry as well as
the unions. It amazes me that the government is
taking this step to exclude unions. The Minister for
Industry and Employment ought to be ashamed.
Despite the rhetoric he comes out with from time to
time, privately the minister is a much more
reasonable person than he appears to be in this
place. I am sure he would agree with many of the
things I have to say. If he is serious about upgrading
Victorian industry skills and encouraging research
and development into the state he will not be happy
with the bill.

A move away from that tripartite position is
disgraceful because there must be support from
industry and the unions to take training into the next
century.
The opposition can see that things are changing and
that the industry has undergone restructure.
Enterprise bargaining and a range of industrial
reforms have taken place, and if the government
wants to take Victoria forward it needs to consult on
those matters. The national government's white
paper contributes $6OO-odd million to the Australian
National Training AuthOrity (AmA), which shows
that it is serious about raising the status of training,
industry and competency to a level that
approximates that of Europe.
If one compares the results achieved from the funds
Western Europe, West Germany and the
Scandinavian countries put into training with the
skimping, whingeing and whining that happens
when Australia introduces training levies, one
realises that if Australia is to compete
internationally, it will need to raise its training
standards Significantly. This government will have
to cut out the petty bickering and vindictiveness that
cuts across tripartite agreements. The government
does not understand that it must consult with key
interest groups.

I cannot understand why it will not talk to people
with different viewpoints. The minister must
understand that. At some stage he must sit down
with the unions and work through it with them.
Although he may have a difference of opinion, as a
minister he needs to work with the unions. The same
can be said for the minister in another place who, I
understand, is a reasonable minister and has a lot of
standing in the community. Why should he resort to
that type of nonsense to score some cheap political
ideological points to stop the activities of the

The bill is consistent with some of the thrusts of
ANTA. The board consists of six experts. Al though
with six experts things might get done, I do not
know if they will get done appropriately. Initiatives
must be sold to the broader interest groups in the
community. It is sad that that is the way the
government is going about it.
I acknowledge the work of people such as Bob
Herbert from the Metal Trades Industry Association
(MTIA) who has made a contribution to training. He
will probably be retained as an expert person; he is
ideologically aligned to the government because he
comes from an employer group. On the other hand
people such as Geoff Larkin made a terrific
contribution from the point of view of the unions.
Because both those people collaborate so well, the
Victorian community and Australia as a whole will
be the losers if that working relationship is removed.
Victoria must maintain tripartite training boards. It
must involve the best people - the Carrnichaels of
this world and the people who put together the
Mayer report. They should develop career paths in
industry so that it can continue to progress. It is
important that that should happen, and it is sad that
the government is taking this step. I hope the
government will reconsider the bill. It needs to
understand its ramifications and develop
traineeships and apprenticeships in line with the
initiatives in the white paper. The government
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should work with the federal minister, Simon Crean,
in that respect. If the opposition, the government
and the wrions work together they can take Victoria
forward - even if by the bootstraps - because we
all have a lot to offer and a lot to gain from the
diverse views of others. It would be sad if the
government does not take those views on board.
Mr WELLS (Wantirna) - I join the debate not
only as the honourable member for Wantima but
also as a board member for the Outer Eastern
College of TAFE.1t gives me a great deal of pleasure
to speak on the Vocational Education and Training
(Amendment) Bill. I must say at the outset that I am
a little disappointed by the reasoned amendment
moved by the honourable member for Carrum. If
honourable members consider the tripartite
philosophy they will realise that that is one of the
reasons why the Victorian Labor Party is in so much
trouble at present. It does not have people who are
willing to make the hard decisions and get on with
the job.
I have no problem with consultation with the
tripartite committee as such. However, in the end
the decision must be made by the council. It can
receive information and discuss issues but in the end
the council must be sharp, focused and have the
necessary business expertise. My experience with
the Outer Eastern College of TAFE tells me that it is
the business people who step back to find out what
is really going on. Because they are not stakeholders
they can address the problems - regardless of
whether they concern financial or any other
issues - from a more pragmatic point of view.
An example arose when the board discussed the
budget towards the end of last year. It is interesting
to note that teachers and students all jostle for
pOSitions to argue their case about the budget cuts.
Fortunately there were enough business people on
the board at that time to say, 'We need to make these
cuts for the good of the college. Rather than
whingeing and whining, we need to get on with the
job and look at other ways of raising revenue'. It was
disappointing that the problem concerned the
stakeholders who were looking after their own
interests first rather than those of the college.

The Labor government has pushed the as-of-right
principle, which I do not agree with. People should
be appointed to boards based on their expertise and
knowledge.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The time
appointed under 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 WELLS (Wantima) - The honourable
members for Springvale and Carrum said the
legislation will enhance political influence on boards
of education. I am a member of a board that has two
former Labor Party members on it, so when the
honourable members refer to political influence on
boards, they should acknowledge it could have
happened in the past. I admit that those two Labor
Party members contribute to the board's
operations - although when budget cuts arise they
squawk about protecting themselves rather than
getting on with the job of running the college.
The bill is a further demonstration of the
government's commitment to improving efficiency
and accountability in the public sector, particularly
in the training and further education sector. The
functions of the State Training Board, which was
established by the former Labor government, have
been mainly advisory. The board has brought
together the former offices of the TAFE board, the
training division of the former Department of
Labour and the Industrial Training Commission.
One of the problems with the Vocational and
Education Training Act, particularly section 12, is
that it requires the State Training Board to exercise
its powers and perform its functions 'subject to the
general direction and control of the minister'. The
provision gives less power to the minister than was
envisaged.
Mr Baker interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! U the
honourable member for Sunshine wants an early
night, he is going the right way about it.
Mr WELLS - The courts have interpreted the
meaning of provisions such as those as they apply to
other statutory bodies on a number of occasions. The
decisions make it fairly clear that the act does not
authorise the minister to give the board a direction
on the decision it is to reach or the action it is to take
on a matter in circumstances where the act confers a
discretion on the board. Rather, it authorises the
minister to establish a general framework within
which the board must exercise its powers.
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This bill will extend the power of the minister. The
State Training Board has 15 members. A board of
that size may have worked in the past, but it is not
appropriate for a government that wants to increase
efficiency so that it can get on with the job. The
government of the day appointed one member as
chairperson; four members were representatives of
employers, one of whom was to be deputy
chairperson; four were representatives of unions,
one of whom, again, was to be a deputy chairperson;
three were nominated by the minister; one was a
representative of the TAFE college council; one came
from the union representing TAFE teachers; and one
member represented the Adult, Community and
Further Education Board. I am sure the fonner Labor
government had its reasons for appointing a board
of that nature, but I am not sure whether the board
has been effective.
The new board will have six members appointed
because of their expertise and knowledge. It will
have a sharper focus and will get on with the job.
The main aim of the board is to provide expert
advice to the government on vocational education
and training issues. Of course, it is imperative that
the board have strong links with industry.
The Outer Eastern College of TAFE maintains a
strong link with industry in surrounding areas.
Recently, the government issued its
community-based employment program, which is
designed to encourage TAFE colleges to further
develop their links with industry. TAFE colleges
now approach industry asking about the type of
training it requires. After consultation training
programs are organised specifically for the industry
and often people are trained on site. As a
consequence, companies save thousands of dollars.
During the past 12 months vocational education and
training hours have increased from 50.55 million to
51.6 million. That has been achieved through the
realisation of extraordinary productivity gains in the
TAFE system and by introducing competition into
the delivery of vocational education and training
services.
Changes had to be made. The bill boosts vocational
education and training in Victoria line with the
Australian National Training Authority (ANTA)
agreement. It gives a sharper focus to the business
sector. College councils will change to better reflect
their roles as boards of directors. More emphasis
will be placed on the boards of directors as such
"ather than on having them look after their mates or
stakeholders. The bill will reduce the number of
various coui,cil members to betwe~r: 9 and 15
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members. The current act allows each council to
have between 12 and 20 members, but in practice all
college councils have either 17 or 20 members. Large
college councils make it difficult to get on with the
job. The new boards of directors will provide a
sharper focus, allowing TAFE colleges to operate
efficiently and effectively.
The honourable member for Springvale referred to
the industry training board, but he does not realise
that the government is shifting the focus of the
board to ensure that it is more representative,
because it will comprise people who are experts. The
bill will bring private course accreditation into line
with national standards. That will mean that
someone training in Queensland will be recognised
as having the same qualifications as someone
training in Victoria. It is a comrnonsense approach
that should have the support of all honourable
members.
The bill also allows community-based providers of
further education courses in literacy and numeracy
to be registered by the Adult, Community and
Further Education Board as providers of accredited
courses. The moves are long overdue and will
ensure that T AFE colleges operate efficiently and
effectively. I congratulate the minister on
introducing the bill.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I oppose the bill and
support the reasoned amendment moved by the
honourable member for Carrum. I support the
concept of bipartisan cooperation, which is currently
under attack. The Minister for Education opposes
the operations of the State Training Board on the
basis that the delegates act as the representatives of
various interest groups.
The honourable member for Wantirna said that the
current problem with the system is due to the
stakeholders. He said that he has no problem with
tripartism as a concept but he does not want the
stakeholders to be involved in the programs. That is
an extraordinary statement given the modem theory
and practice of public administration. The
government does not want stakeholders but wants
business people involved in the action. The
honourable member is not talking about pluralism,
which in modem practice involves groups in
identifyi.,g a mission statement and ensuring that
everyone involved in the process participates in the
process; he is suggesting that some business people
and others removed from the practice oi running a
publicly responsible organisation can make
decisions. That is a belief that wisdom rests only
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with business people. Yet industry training boards,
national competency, award reform, enterprise
bargaining and trade wtionism have always been
connected with the major players.
One should consider the work of Laurie Carmichael,
who has worked hard to improve the competency
and training of future workers. He is a visionary, yet
we are told that he should not be involved in the
process because he may be a stakeholder and may
have vested interests. I find that an extraordinary
statement. Stakeholders have expertise and, more
importantly, they have an interest in ensuring that
things work.
Mr Kilgour - For them.
Mr CARLI - It is a fundamental element of a
pluralist system for people involved in the process
to be part of the debate, discussion and negotiation.
If they are cut out of negotiation, which happens
under authoritarian regimes, there is growing
resentment, rebellion and dissent.
It has been a practice of the Labor government to
involve the stakeholders. I was fortunate to have
worked for a significant federal government
tripartite organisation which involved major players
from the business world, the trade union movement
and government from around the country. That
body worked on industrial policy on behalf of the
federal government and had numerous
conversations with people working for companies
such as BHP and Siemens. It adhered to the
principle that the stakeholders should be involved in
the process of change and that change should reflect
the interests of all to ensure that there is competition.
I have been fortunate to witness the negotiations of
those fair-minded representatives of the business
community, major players in the country who
would never deny stakeholders the right to
participate in negotiation.
The notion that the State Training Board should be
based simply on skills and on the wisdom of people
removed from the practice creates a major dilemma
for public administration. It is basically a recipe for
increasing dissent and conflict. It is really saying,
'You have an interest in what is going on and
therefore we don't want you involved in the
process'. It can spell only disaster and will result in
low morale among the stakehoIders.
I am not surprised that that is part of the
government approach to public administration
because it is part of a fundamental world view
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which tolerates the dog-eat-dog attitude and sets
individual worker against individual worker. In the
real world, workers, administrators and managers
believe in a fair go for everyone. They believe people
should be involved in negotiations rather than
simply competing against one another. Many people
have common interests, and a common interest in
training should exist between the trade unions,
business and government. Those three levels of
society have an interest in good and progressive
training, reform of the award system and in
ensuring that core competencies are recOgnised by
people moving within the industry. It is a
recognition that people have prior learning
experiences which can be a basis for reform so that
industry can be internationally competitive and
viable.
We also believe in productivity and efficiency, but
we do not believe that happens without the
involvement of the various parties concerned.
Mr Leigh - Who is we? Is it the royal we?
Mr CARLI - It is the pluralist we that is
involved in the process of debate and negotiation. It
is not the process which is governed by the objective
that people sit above, as the honourable member for
Wantima said, and make decisions on behalf of the
whole. The pluralism that I understand and in
which the Labor Party believes involves the
stakeholders. The belief that the stakeholders should
not be involved is a recipe for conflict.
I am standing up for the interests of tripartism. It has
been a good model for Australia and has been
followed by many other countries. It should be
recognised by government parties because it enables
us to set priorities. It provides wtions with the
ability to accept change and award restructuring.
The move toward core competencies and the reform
of training boards is linked to enterprise bargaining
and award restructuring. They are key tenets.
Unions should be involved because they are an
integral part of the whole process.
Rather than promoting pluralism - I defend the
fundamental values of pluralism and small 'I'
liberalism - this bill allows the minister to decide
who gets on the training board and who decides all
the issues.
The bill reduces the number of members on the State
training Board from 15 to 6 on the basis that smaller
is somehow more efficient. Those six members will
be appointed by the minister and there will be no
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union representation on the board. There is no
suggestion that there should be a representative
group. There is only the suggestion that it should be
people with expertise, and the people with expertise
are not stakeholders.
As I said, I find it contradictory. There are other
matters missing. I shall point out the future of the
college council under the government's proposal.
Firstly, under the old system only a quarter of the
college councils were actually appointed by the
minister. Under the new system it will be half, so
again it is up to the minister's discretion.

The minister has attacked tripartism: there is no
commitment to having broad representation, and
certainly not trade union representation on the
board. For instance, there will be only two teachers
from the colleges involved; one student previously there was at least one student - the
director of the college, and the people who can be
co-opted. Under the bill there is a guarantee of only
three people that are independent of the minister,
and again it is a situation where the minister
decides. It is a politicised situation: there is no
commitment to pluralism; no commitment to
involving the stakeholders; no commitment to what
modem management is telling us, which is that it is
the stakeholders who have to be involved.
It is important that the stakeholders be identified in
order to create a common purpose and identify the
things that will take Victoria forward, and there is
none of that. What opposition members are told is
that the minister will decide. On what basis will the
minister decide? On the basis of expertise. What is
the basis of expertise? The honourable member for
Wantima answered the question: it is the business
person. What business person? As I said before,
from my experience of working for a tripartite body
I believe it is the business people with enormous
commitment to the development of Australia on
issues of international competitiveness who are
committed to tripartism. If they were involved I
would welcome the bill, but that view is not shared
by the minister.
It is the failure to recognise the importance of
stakeholders that is a fundamental flaw of the
legislation, which flaws the whole restructuring of
the TAFE system and flies in the face of what federal
Parliament is moving towards with its commitment
to tripartism.
The opposition is suggesting basically that the
government should be creating bodies to look at
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national competency and training. The proposals in
the bill fly in the face of the views of our federal
parliamentary colleagues and will cause major
limitations in Victoria because the system is not
trying to have uniformity or to work in with the
trend; it is basically a re-run of the ideological
position that has been seen in the administration of
government in the state. It is an ideological position
that says: we believe in the individual versus the
individual; we do not believe there can be collective
negotiation; we do not believe there are interest
groups; and we do not believe fundamentally in
pluralism.
In the past with training boards there was a
commitment to gender balance, and the issue is a
critical one. The government should be looking at
breaking down the stratification of the work force.
One of the ways that stratification can be broken
down is by having people retrained or encouraged
to move into different industries and to learn
different skills. That commitment is there in
principle, but it is not in terms of the industry
training boards because there is no commitment to
gender balance; no commitment that both men and
women will be represented on the boards in equal
numbers and will be able to defend various interests.
I am not prepared to say that the gender issue is
made up of interest groups and that there should be
stakeholders. Part of the way to identify those
stakeholders and ensure they have a say is to ensure
that males and females are represented in equal
numbers.
The industry training boards have been narrowed
under the new~eislation. The bill provides that a
delegation to co eges be issued to college councils
and not to staf Although the bill recognises that
course accred· ation ought to be in line with national
standards and allow for recognition between
institutions and states throughout the country, there
is the limitation that it does not allow for the full
gamut of organisations that provide adult and
community education. Not only is there the TAFE
system but many community-based and adult-based
education centres are being allowed, and it is
important that it also fits well into the whole
accredited system so that we can define course
competency and accreditation not only in the TAFE
system but right through the tertiary system and
also into community and adult education.
There has been enonnous growth in
community-based skills improvement programs
such as Skillshare, and growth will continue. The
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federal government's white paper gave a
commitment to training and it is critical that it be
linked to the industry training boards and the
accreditation of training courses. That in turn means
that it is linked back to course competency, and that
is defined by each of the training boards.
In opposing the bill, opposition members have
identified a number of shortfalls. The fundamental
shortfall is one of principle and ideology. It is the
principle of dog eat dog; let someone come in and
make the decisions; let someone else be the expert
or, as said by the honourable member for Wantima,
let the business person decide and let us get on with
the job. That is a principle which is fundamentally
flawed; it results in social conflicts for staff, students
and unions and ultimately conflict among people in
the business community who have an interest in the
level of cooperation.

Tripartism has become a major tenet of Labor Party
public policy, and I believe that there can be
cooperation. The change of the legislation will
involve various parties. Victoria cannot afford to
have one stakeholder not involved in the process. It
is not an insignificant difference, but it marks the
opposition's side of the house from the
government's side of the house.
In conclusion, the opposition opposes the bill and
supports the amendment on the basis that it marks a
fundamental division of principles between
individualism gone rampant versus pluralism,
which is what the Labor Party stands for.

Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Educa tion) - I
thank all honourable members for their
contributions to the debate. I believe all members
have taken the trouble to look at the bill carefully
and have made reflective contributions.
It is generally agreed the bill is an important and
constructive reform to the government's
accountability of the state training system. The bill
further implements the government's policy to give
to give TAFE colleges operational independence.
Not much attention has been paid to that aspect in
the debate, but that independence has to be
combined with proper accountability.

I listened carefully to the contribution from the
honourable members for Carrum, Springvale and
Coburg. Those contributions concentrated mainly on
the composition of state training boards and
industry training boards.
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In their contributions the honourable members for
Malvern and Wantima dealt effectively with the
reasoned amendment of the honourable member for
Carrum.

I recap and focus specifically on the State Training
Board. The object of the government is to create a
small, high-level training board of people chosen for
their expertise in industry and training, in contrast
with a large number of members selected as
representatives of or delegates from interest groups.
The primary role of the State Training Board will, of
course, be to provide expert advice to the
government on vocational education and training,
and that must be reflected in the expertise of its
members. I expect that the people chosen to be
members of the State Training Board will come from
both management and worker backgrounds. The bill
will substantially improve the training opportunities
for young people and others in our community and
will give them a better chance for the future.
The government is unable to accept the reasoned
amendment of the honourable member for Carrum.
I commend the bill to the house and am confident
that the house will give the bill its support.
House divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):

Ayes, 58
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
C1ark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Dr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude, Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr

Maclellan, 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 (Teller)
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
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Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

McArthur, Mr
McGiIl,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr w.o.
McLellan, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 26
Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr (Teller)
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
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These amendments are again essentially technical
corrections.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 49 to 56 agreed to.
Clause 57
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education)-I
move:
5.

Clause 57, page 33, line 3, after "accredited" insert "or
noted as being equivalent to the whole or part of
an accredited course".

The amendment ensures that the new criteria for full
accreditation for further education courses will also
apply to recognition of a course being equivalent to
whole or part of an accreditation course. 1 believe it
is a non-controversial matter.

Amendment negatived.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 58 to 70 agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Clause 71

Read second time.

Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:

Committed.

6.

Clause 71, page 44, line 21, omit "education or" and
insert "education and".

7.

Clause 71, page 44, line 26, omit "or" and insert "and".

Committee
Clauses 1 to 45 agreed to.
Clause 46
Mr HA YW ARD (Minister for Education) - 1
move:
1.

Clause 46, line 32, omit "section 73" and insert "the
heading to Division 2 of Part 6".

The amendment simply corrects a technical drafting
problem.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clause 47 agreed to.
Clause 48
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:
2.

Clause 48, line 6, omit "; and".

3.

Clause 48, line 17, after "training" insert "and further
education".

Clause 48, line 18, after "training" insert "and further
education".

The amendments are technical drafting corrections.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 72
Mr HA YW ARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:
8.

Clause 72, page 47, line 8, omit "incorporated" and
insert "unincorporated".

The amendment corrects a typographical error.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 73
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:
9.

Clause 73, line 18, omit "51" and insert "53".

The amendment corrects a technical drafting
problem.
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Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 74 to 81 agreed to.
Clause 82
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - I
move:
10. Clause 82, line 12, after this line insert"(d) Divisions 3 and 4 of Part 9 are repealed.".

The provisions referred to in the amendment are
spent and their repeal does not affect the substantive
law.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.
Report adopted.

Third reading
The SPEAKER - Order! I am of the opinion that
the third reading of this bill is required to be passed
by an absolute majority. As there is not an absolute
majority of members of the house present I ask the
Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Required number of members having assembled
in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Passed remaining stages.

MELBOURNE EXHIBITION CENTRE
BILL
Government amendments circulated by Mr GUDE
(Minister for Industry and Employment) pursuant
to sessional orders.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 May; motion of Mr GUDE
(Minister for Industry and Employment).
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - In the interests of
completing this bill tonight, and given the lateness
of the hour, the opposition points out that it does not
o~pose the measure. However, it has some problems
With the Melbourne Exhibition Centre Trust going
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out of existence, which the government is well
aware of. The opposition appreciates that the
legislation is designed to place the Melbourne
Exhi~ition Centre on an extremely positive footing,
and It regrets that no similar legislation exists for the
grand prix.
Having had a quick look at the amendments, the
opposition indicates to the house that it supports
them and will examine them more closely while the
bill is between here and the other place. If there are
any difficulties, relevant discussions will take place.
The opposition totally supports Melbourne
becoming the centre for exhibition activities. It
understands the economic, cui tural and artistic
necessity for an exhibition centre of this sort. It
~upports the exhibition industry becoming a growth
mdustry and encourages exhibitions to continue to
come to Victoria.
The lateness of the hour does not allow for a great
deal of debate. I indicate that the opposition agrees
to the amendments circulated by the Leader of the
Government and supports the bill.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I thank the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition for his support and the support of his
party for the legislation and indicate a preparedness
to have discussions between here and the other
place should any concerns arise with respect to the
amendments. I am sure that will not be necessary
because the amendments simply add a further
safeguard in cross-referencing to the Borrowing
Inv~stment Powers Act 1987. I thank the opposition
for Its support of the bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! A statement has been
made pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution
~ct 1975 requiring that the second reading of this
bill be passed by an absolute majority. As there is
not an absolute majority present, I ask the Clerk to
ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Required number of members having assembled
in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.
Committed.

ADJOURNMENT
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Committee
Oauses 1 and 2 agreed to.
Oause3
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At the end of Schedule 1 to the Borrowing ilnd
Investment Powers Act 1987 insert "31 Melbourne Exhibition Centre Trust 5, 6, 8, 10,
11, llAA, 12, 14,20,21.".

New clause agreed to; schedules 1 and 2 agreed to,
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
1.

Clause 3, line 14, omit "37' and insert "35".

Reported to house with amendments.
Report adopted.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 4 to 25 agreed to.
Clause 26
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
2.

Clause 26, omit this clause.

Third reading
The SPEAKER - Order! I am of the opinion that
the third reading of this bill requires to be passed by
an absolute majority. As there is not an absolute
majority of the members of the house present I ask
the Clerk to ring the bells.

Oause negatived.

Bells rung.

Clause 21

Members having assembled in chamber:

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

3.

Clause 27, omit this clause.

Clause negatived.
Clauses 28 and 29 agreed to.
Clause 30
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
4.

Clause 30, line 21, omit "31" and insert "29".

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 31 to 38 agreed to.
Clause 39
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
5.

Clause 39, line 12, omit "(2)" and insert "(3)".

Amendment agreed to; clauses 40 and 41 agreed to.
New clause
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
6.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 41:

"AA. Borrowing and Investment Powers Act 1987

Read third time.
Passed remaining stages.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

World Cup
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I direct to the
attention of the Premier the management of a major
event in Victoria, the bid for the 2002 soccer World
Cup. There are two distinctly appalling aspects to
the bid: the first is that the bid was launched by the
Victorian government and the Melbourne Major
Events Company Ltd when only countries, in
conjunction with their national soccer bodies, are
permitted to bid for the event. The bid did not have
the support of the national body, the Australian
Soccer Federation, and did not have support of the
national government or the New South Wales
government, despite the fact that that particular
government's cooperation is necessary to provide
the venues and financial support. The bid competed
against a Japanese bid which had been running for
four years with an $80 million budget and a
commitment for 15 new stadia to be built around the
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country. The Australian Soccer Federation had
publicly supported Japan's bid around the world in
return for Japanese support for an Australian bid for
2006.
The second appalling aspect of the bid is that again
the government allowed Mr Ron Walker to insert in
the bid documents some unashamed spruiking for
his hotel and casino at the expense of all other
facilities.
Now we have had the revelation that the Australian
Soccer Federation will bid for the 2006 soccer World
Cup, with Melbourne having the final and Sydney
the opening ceremony, which may well have been
the original intention of the ASF.
The embanassment and outrage caused by the
clumsy 2002 bid may have ineparably damaged and
put at risk Australia's bid for the 2006 cup.
Firstly, I call on the Premier to remove the conflict of
interest and Mr Ron Walker from the Melbourne
Major Events Company process. It is the second time
he has done this sort of thing. Secondly, I call on him
to review the operations of the MMEC to ensure that
amateurish and blundering bids are not repeated.
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It is unfortunate in this day and age that we have to
provide protection for women who are badly treated
in their own homes and have to find somewhere that
is protected. People from the Wangaratta and
north-east area are often transfened to the
Shepparton area for overnight or weekend
accommodation so that they can get away from the
area where the problem exists.

The future of the refuges is not at stake, but I ask the
minister to provide the information so that people at
Shepparton and Wangaratta have an understanding
of what extension services may be provided for the
region, especially for Marion House at Shepparton,
and for further ou treach services for women who
have problems in their own homes.

EPA testing station
Mr eARL! (Coburg) - I ask the Minister for
Industry and Employment to direct to the attention
of the Minister for Conservation and Environment in
another place the Environment Protection
AuthOrity's testing methods in Melbourne's
northern suburbs. It is my understanding that air
quality is measured by a member of the EPA looking
out the window of the EPA building and examining
the colour of the air over the northern suburbs.

Women's refuges: northern Victoria
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) - In the absence of
the Minister for Community Services I raise with the
Minister for Industry and Employment the
operation of women's refuges in northern Victoria,
particularly in the cities of Shepparton and
Wangaratta.
The women's refuge in Shepparton, which has
support from the St Vincent De Paul Society, is
called Marion House. Constituents from Shepparton
have contacted me asking how the refuge will
continue.
I know some information about which my
constituents are concerned has been circulated by
the department, but what that information is
intended to convey concerning the operation of one
24-hour refuge in the region has probably not been
fully understood. Because there are seven regions
with more than one refuge in each, the media has
taken the information to mean that seven of the
refuges will close. My understanding is that that is
not the case. I ask the minister to provide
information for my constituents and the people from
Marion House and the refuge in Wangaratta in the
north-east region about the future of the refuges.

If it is clear, it is clear and if it is hazy, it is hazy, and
if it is murky and brown the station issues a critical
alert. Air pollution is the main environmental issue
in Coburg. It has a dramatic social and economic
cost, and major health problems such as asthma and
heart disease are directly linked to air quality.

Air quality is also linked to public transport and car
emissions. Cunently 65 per cent of photochemical
smog comes from cars. The Department of Transport
has admitted that public passenger fares are down
by $13 million this financial year, which means that
daily journeys are down by 52 000. Reduced use of
public transport means there are more cars on the
road, particularly in inner suburbs like Coburg.
When there are more cars there is more stopping
and starting, which increases pollution and
emissions.
The reduction in use of public transport is directly
related to government policy. We know there is a
direct medical link between airborne pollution and
heart disease and respiratory illnesses. The air is full
of cocktails of particles like hydrochemicallead and
carcinogens like benzine. I ask the minister to
examine the EPA testing station in Brunswick so that
the northern suburbs have a measure of air quality.
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River Murray levee banks
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) - I refer the
Minister for Natural Resources to extensive
representations I recently received concerning the
problems of flooding down the River Murray and
the difficulties caused by levee banks. I undertook
an inspection of several areas in the western part of
my electorate, particularly the Shire of Numurkah,
and discussed with two groups the problems caused
by levee banks and the need for rectification works
to prevent minor flooding when the river runs at a
high level.
I have received representations from constituents in
the Shire of Cobram where an investigation is under
way into further protective measures. In 1975 there
was major flooding through the river system, and a
break in the levee bank in Cobram caused extensive
flooding to surrounding horticultural areas.
Rectification work was undertaken to raise the levee
banks. The local water commission hired consultants
to investigate alternative protective measures for the
township should the levee bank break, resulting in
flooding along the River Murray.
The report of the investigation recommends that
there be a levee bank system on the former Dicks
property where the levee bank tops a particular
level. The water would then flood the horticultural
land around Cobram and bypass the township. The
shire has received suggestions from groups of
residents and the local fanning community to the
effect that the levee bank should be raised along the
river rather than on the Dicks property. I ask the
minister to visit the Shire of Cobram, investigate the
area with representatives, including shire officers,
and take all the information on board.

Public transport in Melton
Mr CUNNING HAM (Melton) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Public Transport the
public transport system on the Melton railway line
on Sundays. The question is whether the rail system
should be extended or the timetable adjusted. The
reason for raising the matter is the popularity of
Sunday football and other sporting events, as well as
the desire of residents to avail themselves of
activities such as Sunday shopping and visiting
tourist attractions such as the Moomba festival, the
Royal Botanic Gardens and the Melbourne Zoo. Any
additional service or timetable change that could be
effected would benefit families, the elderly and the
young by giving them access to mainstream public
transport services in the inner-metropolitan areas.
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Many groups and families have approached me
about the matter. The eight members of the Polley
family are enthusiastic football supporters. I know
that one barracks for Footscray, but I am not sure
about the others. There is only one train service out
of Melton on a Sunday morning and that is at 9.16,
and that is where the problem starts. The other
trains out of the area are at 3.31 p.m., 5.37 p.m. and
7.50 p.m. The timetable needs to be adjusted to cater
for people who do not have a car or who prefer to
leave their car at the station for a relaxed day out or
for environmental reasons.
The return trains from Spencer Street are
inappropriate. They leave there at 1.15 p.m.,
5.00 p.m. and 7.15 p.m. Two of those times are not
conducive to a good day out and need adjustment if
they are going to suit the passengers. A more
passenger-friendly timetable is needed. Perhaps the
new sprinter trains could be of assistance. They have
been a great success since their introduction and
have the potential to carry many more passengers. A
changed timetable would result in benefits for
commuters and more revenue for the service and
would make its application cost neutral. I ask the
minister to consider those factors.

Bus services in Greenvale
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Public Transport the inadequate
bus service in Greenvale. The local community is
growing rapidly and the current services in the area
travel through what might be described as old
Greenvale. Unfortunately, nothing goes through the
new area, which has blossomed over the past few
years. There is no service for the people who have
recently moved into the area. There are many young
families who, because of the difficult economic
times, have been reduced to owning one car and
there is a great deal of isolation, particularly among
young mothers who stay at home with their
children. The government should take that into
consideration when examining the provision of
more bus services in Greenvale.
As children grow and become teenagers they need
more bus services. I ask the minister to take that into
consideration. Greenvale, which is a beautiful part
of Melbourne, is situated on Mickleham Road near
Somerton Road and it is too far to walk to
Broadmeadows. I suppose you could walk it, but
you would have to be fit to get there and back.
Locals have been pleading for help for some time
but have been neglected by the Labor Party. They
were very much ignored by their previous member,
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which reflects very badly on the present member for
Keilor. One can only presume that he is too busy
stacking branches to be concerned about what is
going on in his electorate! The only buses he is
interested in are the ones carrying potential
members of the Labor Party.
I ask the Minister for Public Transport to give the
Greenvale community a much better go than it
received over the past 10 years. The minister is
highly thought of in my electorate. He has provided
some wonderful services to many people in my
electorate. I ask him to consider the people of
Greenvale in any further considerations for services
he may have before him.

Public sector superannuation
Mr SERCOMBE (Niddrie) - In the absence of
the Minister for Finance I direct a matter to the
attention of the Minister for Industry and
Employment.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order. The honourable member for Niddrie is quite
in order.

Mr SERCOMBE - The matter I raise concerns
breaches of the occupational superannuation
standards caused by changes to Victorian public
sector superannuation. Honourable members will
recall that at the end of last year legislation was
passed that, among other things, changed the
indexation features of the existing 60 000
superannuation pensiOns from 6-monthly to
12-monthly intervals and changed the accrued
benefits of the 65 000 current members of the state
superannuation revised scheme. At the time the
minister was warned that those changes may
Significantly breach the occupational
superannuation standards. The commonwealth
Treasurer of the day said:
Any change by a fund to its provisions to remove an
existing indexation feature without the fund members
or the commissioner's consent either for existing
pensioners or in relation to future pensions in respect
of prior periods of service, would constitute a breach of
regulation 17 (l)(d). Unless the commissioner was
satisfied that there was some other special circumstance
which would enable him to exercise discretion ... the
fund would lose its compliance status and
consequently the tax concessions applying to it.

Despite those warnings from the commonwealth
Treasurer, the government nonetheless proceeded
with its welshing on the rights of superannuants and
people acquiring superannuation entitlements in
Victoria. Lo and behold this very day Mr Pooley, the
insurance and superannuation commissioner, clearly
says he will not approve the changes to the
indexation of pensions provided for in section 60.
Mr Pooley states:
I consider this change more extensive than is
appropriate in all the circumstances ...

That shows the mess associated with the
government's superannuation and industrial
relations changes. The minister has egg all over his
face. He has created a monumental mess with those
changes. The commonwealth is not agreeing to the
indexation changes, so it will be back to the drawing
board. The minister ought to be in the house to
explain how he intends to get out of the chaos he has
created in respect of Victorian superannuation.

HumeWeir
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - I direct the
attention of the Minister for Natural Resources to an
earthquake recorded by the Seismology Research
Centre on 21 May at apprOximately 6.59 p.m. just
north of Albury. Many residents of
Albury-Wodonga are concerned about the safety of
the Hume Weir. In respect of the effects at
Ettamogah, the earthquake's centre, the Seismology
Research Centre says:
Most reports describe a sound like a large explosion, or
two loud bangs within a second or two. No reports of
any damage-

or any other concern have been received, and none would be expected from
an earthquake of this magnitude.

Those reports came from the residents of the
northern suburbs of Albury. The Hume Weir has
been a matter of concern for residents in the lower
areas of Albury-Wodonga for some time. Victoria
has had two of the wettest summers on record and,
since its construction, the Hume Weir has never
been as full for a longer consecutive period. The
design of the weir means the concrete structure tilts
as the dam fills. Because the water in the dam has
not receded as it normally does over a two-year
period, the tilt has not rectified itself. The
community is concerned that the continued tilt of
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the concrete dam wall presents a possible danger to
residents below. Will the minister advise whether
there been any recorded movement of the dam wall?
Will surveillance of the dam wall continue and can
he assure residents in the lower areas of
Albury-Wodonga and residents downstream from
the weir that the wall has not been damaged?

Proposed northern hospital
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomas town) - I direct the
attention of the Minister for Health to the
construction of the northern hospital. I understand
the minister will confirm - Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR - You did not come in any
other night to answer the real questions, but you
came in tonight to help the Minister for Health. I
understand the Minister for Health will announce
commonwealth government funding arrangements
to enable a 300-bed public hospital to be built on the
corner of High and Cooper Streets, Epping in
approximately four to six weeks time. I have had a
longstanding interest in this community propOsal. I
have worked hard to convert this dream into a
reality.
The previous health minister appointed me to an
advisory committee to work with the then health
department to bring the hospital plan to fruition.
The adviSOry committee comprised a number of
people who worked well together not only
examining the health needs of the northern
suburbs but also ways of getting things done. In
particular the committee worked to finalise the site
for the construction of the northern hospital.
I note that under this government a number of the
departmental representatives who worked with me
on that committee have recently received good
promotions. I hope they are able to continue
working on the committee which, as I said,
comprised representatives of the department as well
as hospitals such as the Preston and Northcote
Community Hospital and other health and
community organisations. Will the minister
reactivate that committee because at present the
community is being denied an opportunity for input
into the various planning decisions being made. I
point out to the minister that the hospital will be a
public hospital and therefore community
representatives should be able to determine its
future. The community is afraid that decisions are
being made without consultation. That is wrong; it is
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threatening to the local community. Because the
hospital is of great interest to the northern suburbs I
ask the minister to reactivate the committee so that
the community can have its say.

Better Care Pty Ltd
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Fair Trading a company
that I spoke about during the grievance debate this
morning, Better Care Pty Ltd, which is responsible
for a number of rip-offs. As the minister is probably
aware Better Care is one of the companies that touts
for business by using telemarketing, letterbox drops,
radio advertising and by taking its testing van to the
gates of factories and other places to solicit business
by offering people who have suffered hearing losses
the opportunity of obtaining workers compensation
payments. The company does not advise workers
that the government recently legislated to raise the
threshold for hearing loss under WorkCover to 7 per
cent or higher. This firm is continuing to offer this
service without advising workers that the hearing
threshold has been amended and it continues to
accept deposits from people who hope they will
receive some sort of compensation in the future.
An audiologist happened to be among those who
received telephone calls from Better Care. He was
aware of Better Care's practices and so he asked a
few questions. He was told that only doctors
conducted the free hearing tests even though he
knew they were conducted by unqualified people.
He also asked if any additional fees would be
incurred and he was assured that he would have to
pay only $250 deposit for Better Care to submit a
claim and that it was a matter of filling in a form and
sending it off. He asked whether any additional fees
would be incurred and was assured it would cost
only $250. However he knew there is a subsequent
fee of at least $650 from Better Care's solicitors. He
went on to ask if there had been any changes in
legislation governing WorkCover and he was told
that there had been no changes even though
Parliament had recently amended the legislation to
raise the hearing threshold.
The Victorian WorkCover Authority has evidence of
invoices submitted to insurers from Better Care for
hearing aids, batteries and cleaning kits which have
not been supplied to workers, and also for repairs to
hearing aids which had not been completed.
I ask the minister whether there is a possibility
of--
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Responses
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - The honourable
member for Footscray raised the final of the World
Cup soccer final-Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNETI - I actually have on file a report
that recommended you be charged.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair did not hear
the remarks.
Mr BATCHELOR - Mr Speaker, you will have
to look at the transcript tomorrow.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - To assist you, Mr
Speaker, I said that the honourable member for
Thomastown was a crim. I was wrong; I withdraw
those comments. He was not charged. He should
have been charged and when the report - Mr Micallef interjected.

Mr KENNETI - Why didn't we do it; I will tell
you why we didn't do it.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier has
withdrawn and now I ask the honourable member
for Springvale to withdraw his unparliamentary
remark.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will return
to his response.

Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - I called him an
arsehole and I withdraw it!

Mr KENNETI - If there are no interjections. We
will release it at an appropriate time, be assured of
that! The honourable member for Footscray raised
the issue of the World Cup - -

The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is grateful for
the cooperation of the honourable member for
Springvale!

Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNElT --Can I talk about the only
person in the house who has admitted that he lied?
If he is going to continue to interject - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the house to come
to order.
Mr KENNElT - The honourable member for
Footscray raised the issue of the World Cup soccer
final--

Mr KENNETT (Premier) -let me say that it
takes one to know one! If the honourable member
for Springvale looked in the minor he would have a
good idea of the definition of the word he has just
used, but he and I have been in this place for a long
time and I take it in the spirit of debate. The
honourable member for Footscray raised the issue of
the World Cup soccer final.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNETI - What has transpired in my
meetings tonight with Neville Wran, Mr Ted
Harrison, John Constantine-Mr Batchelor interjected.

Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNElT - And you are a crim!
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the Premier take
his seat. I warn the honourable member for
Thomastown that if he continues to interject across
the table I can no longer offer him the protection of
the Chair; it is one of those strange things. I ask him
to please remain silent.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - On a point of
order, the Premier made some remarks which I ask
him to withdraw.

Mr KENNETI - Have you been drinking
tonight?
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNETT - You sound as though you have.
Mr Gude (to Mr Batchelor) - Why don't you
shut up you fool!
Mr KENNETI - I will go back - Mr Batchelor interjected.
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Mc KENNETf - The honourable member for
Thomastown is obviously drunk. It is not often we
see a member here - The SPEAKER - Order! Will the Premier
withdraw the remark that the honourable member
for Thomastown is drunk?

Mc KENNETT - I withdraw the remark; he is
very tired.
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Mr KENNElT - Because the executive had
made an agreement to support the Japanese bid for
2002, in my opinion if that were withdrawn this
country would be involved in a substantial loss of
face. The Japanese are important trading partners of
Australia's. As a result of the discussions Victoria
has now secured agreement for a formal bid to be
lodged by Australia to hold the soccer World Cup in
2006.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, the Premier also made what I believe
to be an unfair attack on the Clerk, for offering you
advice on his unparliamentary language. I ask that
you ask the Premier to apologise to the Clerk.
The SPEAKER - Order! Except for a very few
places in standing orders, the clerk is not recognised.
There is no point of order.
Mr KENNETf (Premier) - You will learn that
when you grow up! The honourable member for
Footscray raised the matter of the World Cup soccer
final. It is a big event. I am sorry that the Australian
Labor Party and the honourable member for
Footscray have obviously been taking their briefings
from the Leader of the Opposition; three weeks ago
no bid had been made by Australia to hold the
World Cup soccer final in this country.
Mr Andrianopoulos - There still isn't now!
Mr KENNETf - It was agreed upon tonight at a
meeting between myself, my officials and the
executive of the Australian Soccer Federation - Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr KENNETf - You ought to listen to the
answer.
Mr Gude interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! This is enough
nonsense. The house will come to order. The Chair is
just about fed up! The Premier will be heard in
silence.
Mr KENNETf - Tonight the executive of the
Australian Soccer Federation exercised its right to
make a commitment to Japan. Australia will be
supporting the Japanese bid - Mc Brumby interjected.

Mr KENNETT - Not only will a bid be lodged
for 2006, but Melbourne - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the house that I
will put the question that the house do now adjourn
unless there is silence.
Mc KENNETT - As I said, a bid will be lodged
for 2006. If Australia is successful, Melbourne will be
the host city for the grand final or final of the cup.
These events could attract up to 2 billion viewers.
I am very disappointed that the honourable member
for Footscray, obviously at the bidding of the Leader
of the Opposition, has clearly indicated that the
opposition not only opposes this event being held in
Australia but is opposed to the multicultural society
in Victoria being part of that bid.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mc DOLLIS (Richmond) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the Premier's speech is the most
pathetic explanation I have heard. He is making a
false statement when he says that the opposition is
against the multicultural nature of the World Cup.
He is a disgrace!
The SPEAKER - Order! There is no point of
order.
Mr KENNETf (Premier) - I am very
encouraged by the discussions tonight with
Mr Neville Wran and John Constantine, because we
have a pOSition that will see Australia make a formal
bid through the official affiliated body, the
Australian Soccer Federation. I assure the
honourable member for Footscray that the issue he
raised tonight will reach every soccer dub in
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Victoria, because the honourable member and the
Leader of the Opposition are not only opposed - Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNElT - Why don't you go and have
another drink. The honourable member is tired and
emotional. I will ensure that the soccer community
has the opportunity to read the comments of the
honourable member for Footscray.
Mr Baker - You're dnmk. You're as rotten as a
chop.

Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNElT - At the MCG, is that all right? Is
that near the casino? What are you implying?
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr KENNElT - Ron Walker has never broken
the law.
Mr Batchelor - You have, you're the only one
here who has.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! When the honourable
member for Sunshine has finished his tirade he will
withdraw his remarks.

The SPEAKER -Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - I withdraw.
Motion agreed to.
Mr KENNElT (Premier) - Approximately
three weeks ago we did not have a bid, but we now
have a bid that favours Melbourne, that recognises
the agreement - -
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House adjourned 11.46 p.m.

2188

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 25 May 1994

ABSENCE OF CLERK
Thursday, 26 May 1994

ASSEMBLY

Thursday, 26 May 1994

The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 10.05 a.m. and read the prayer.

ABSENCE OF CLERK
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that
the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly is prevented
by illness from attending the sitting today. I have
directed that the Deputy Clerk, Mr Phil Mithen,
perform the duties of the Clerk and take his chair at
the table.

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

Student unions
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the Wldersigned citizens of the
state of Victoria sheweth that:
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Clothing requirements for food
preparation outlets
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petitioners of Thomastown and

surrounding suburbs advise Parliament that our local
community is disgusted and angry at the establishment
of a topless sandwich shop and home delivery service
in Settlement Road, Thomastown. We regard this as
being exploitative, degrading and humiliating to
women.
Your petitioners therefore pray that as members of
Parliament you will take all the necessary steps that
would prevent people who prepare, retail and/or
deliver food from carrying out those tasks without
wearing all their clothes.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Batchelor (1071 signatures)
Laid on table.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
1993-94 budget estimates

student wtions are the valid and effective voice
working for students' interests within the wtiversities
and the wider commWlity;
students have the right to control the money they pay,
and to use it to promote student interests;
members of student wtions should be free to determine
the future of their representative bodies free from
government or Wliversity interference; and

Mr WEIDEMAN (Franks ton) presented interim
report of Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee on the 1993-94 budget estimates and a
report on a matter related to the Auditor-General's
report on the 1992-93 finance statement, together
with minutes of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.

services on campus such as clubs and societies, student
theatre and academic support are an integral part of the
tradition, culture and commWlity of university life.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government
halts plans to introduce any infringement of universal
student wtionism.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Building and construction industry
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) presented report of
Economic Development Committee on code of
tendering for Victorian building and construction
industry, together with appendices.

By Mr Brumby (8204 Signatures)

Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.
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AUDITOR-GENERAL
Purchasing practices
The SPEAKER presented special report no. 31 on
purchasing practices pursuant to Audit Act 1958.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

SUPREME, COUNTY AND
MAGISTRATES COURTS REPORTS
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) presented, by
command of His Excellency the Governor, reports
for 1992-93 of the Supreme, County and
Magistrates courts .
Laid on table.

PAPER
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978 - Summary of variations notified between
25 November 1993 and 25 May 1994 .
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fraud that is this piece of legislation. It is one of the
worst bills to have been brought before Parliament.
We need to consider how insidious a measure it is
and what effect it will have on university life and
culture. Firstly, I refer to one of the comments in
support of the legislation and voluntary student
unionism by one of those failed Uberal student
politiCians from whom the proposal emanated. In a
debate held at the University of Melbourne - if the
provisions of the bill are enacted such debates will
no longer be held in universities because there will
be no money for them and you will have to pay at
the door if you want to get in - Mr Charles
Richardson said:
Nobody wants to abolish the caf. Nobody wants to
close down the toilets in the union building or
whatever. Those services will survive under a
voluntary union. They will be better provided. They
will be targeted more effectively to the students.

Perhaps Mr Richardson was suggesting the
introduction of user-pays toilets, where you pay 20
cents at the door. That is the system we had SO or
100 years ago, but I believe the fact that we do not
have to pay when we visit the toilet these days
represents social progress. That is the kind of bizarre
logic that the advocates of voluntary student
unionism have been putting forward.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow at
10 o'clock.

Motion agreed to.

TERTIARY EDUCATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Government amendments circulated by
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) pursuant
to sessional orders.
Second reading
Debate resumed from 28 April; motion of
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment).
Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - I expressly
sought from the opposition the responsibility of
leading the debate on the bill because I want to
direct the attention of the house to the contemptible

The people who have developed the legislation are
failed former Liberal student politicians and this is
the third go they have had at it. Firstly, they tackled
it in the courts by trying to have universities
prohibited from charging compulsory fees and
requiring compulsory membership of the unions
and associations, but they were unsuccessful.
Secondly, they tried to win by having students on
the campuses of universities and post-secondary
education themselves reject the idea. It is a
reasonable proposition that if the majority of
students want membership of the associations to be
voluntary student unions should move in that
direction. However, they failed to attract support
among the student community to do that. Thirdly,
they are now using Parliament to impose voluntary
student unionism on student communities
regardless of whether they want it. That is the heart
of the argument.
We have a problem in this house with people like
the honourable member for Box Hill - I wondered
whether it was John Clarke doing an impersonation
of a former student politician who cannot leave his
past behind and does not understand the damage he
is doing now he is in the political big league -
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because the voluntary student unionism proposal is
a combination of ideolOgical fantasy and political
pay-back.
Voluntary student unionism is no different in
character from voluntary payment of taxes, council
rates, the state deficit levy or goods and services
taxes. It is not compulsory unionism in an industrial
relations setting. University students and
post-secondary education students are not
employees seeking to negotiate with employers. It is
a totally different kind of association.
The analogy of voluntary student unionism with
taxes illustrates the shortCOmings of the idea. The
honourable member for Box Hill and other
government advocates of voluntary student
unionism are not advocates of voluntary payments
of the state deficit levy because if some of us refuse
to pay there may not be enough to pay the
additional $10 000 that the honourable member for
Box Hill and others get as parliamentary
secretaries - and that is not to say other
parliamentary secretaries are necessarily lazy and
undeserving of those payments; some of them
actually run their departments and many
honourable members are thankful that their
ministers do not run them.
Theoretically we could make taxation voluntaryin fact under the Fraser Liberal government during
the 19705 the proliferation of tax avoidance was such
that it was the same as doing away with taxes
altogether. But if we made the payment of taxes and
the state deficit levy optional no-one would pay
them, and one would have to pay someone to
construct the street outside one's house and the
footpath and so on. We could hire private
bodyguards to keep us safe or at least a private
investigator to recover our belongings if they were
stolen, and so forth. If one looks back into the history
of Victoria, Australia and other places, before state
socialism, one finds many things did work in that
way, but there were many problems with voluntary
payment of taxes. Likewise, if you made student
unionism optional, no-one would pay the fees,
which would lead to the death of university
unions - that is the opinion of the universities
themselves.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Morwell, the honourable member for
Bentleigh and the honourable member for Malvern
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are continually interjecting, which is disorderly; the
Chair will not tolerate it.
Mr THOMSON - Obviously there are severe
problems with the idea of voluntary payments. We
do not have the time to do all these things ourselves,
such as hire road makers or footpath makers or
private investigators. We do not have time to check
their credentials or to sue them if they stuff things
up! And even if my section of the road is perfect,
perhaps the neighbour next door is too lazy, too
poor, does not drive a car, does not want to put in
his section, or may want to do it in gravel instead? I
do not want a patchwork quilt for a road; I want a
road that I can use. I have found, and whole
communities have found, that it makes a lot more
sense to pool our resources and have someone else
look after those things so that we can get on with
our lives and the things that are important to us.
That is how taxes developed and how student
unionism also developed.

Student unionism goes back before the turn of the
century. It has a history that members of the
government do not understand. It came into being to
serve student communities because there was a need
for the services they prOVide, and they generally
represent better value for time and money than if
individual students had to do all those things
themselves. The student union is in place to set up
bushwalking clubs, build a swimming pool or
develop various other services and, by and large, it
has done a good job. This government is now trying
to kill off student unions and their services.
One other possibility that is frequently referred to in
this debate is that things are done on a
fee-for-service basis. It is typical of this government
that things should be done in this way. The
government's health and other policies are going in
this direction. It will not be too long, under the
Minister for Health, before ambulance drivers,
doctors and so forth ask for a person's cheque book
before assisting them.
A fee-for-service system has some advantages, but
the end result is that less well-patronised events
such as theatre, dances, and concerts will disappear
and universities and TAPE colleges will become
sadder, greyer and duller places. That is why so
many people oppose voluntary student unionism.
Many people in the entertainment industry, who got
their start through union theatres and the like, have
come out savagely and strongly in opposition to
voluntary student unionism because they
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understand the effect that a fee-for-service system
will have on those activities.

(Amendment) Bill, which he mayor may not have
read.

There is no doubt if you want to lower costs you can
do so but with that comes lower quality. If you want
lower quality on campuses you can bring in
McDonald's and KFC - they are experts in that
area. Perhaps food is not such a good example to
make a case for student unionism! In many areas,
however, bodies such as the National Union of
Students have provided things of value to student
communities, such as a student union discount club
card and campaigns against violence on campuses.
They have provided services of value in a plethora
of areas. The question is simply whether there ought
to be student unions, or whether students would be
better off on their own.

Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, one of the reasons why the
opposition opposes this bill is that it seeks to stifle
political expression by students at universities, and
it is part of a pattern of the stifling of political
expression to which I am making reference. That is
one of the key reasons why the opposition opposes
it. It is therefore relevant to this debate.

I experienced university life for some time and I
know that university can be impersonal and
intimidating, so anything in the way of shared
activities and a shared voice represents value for
money.
At another and perhaps more sinister level this is a
proposal from a government which is obsessed with
power and intent on crippling any independent
source of influence, authority or opposition. This
proposal comes from a government which sacked
the Law Reform Commission. The fascinating thing
about the commission was that its sin was to inquire
into a closed shop. It was inquiring into the
monopoly held by barristers and solicitors and the
issue of compulsory Law Institute membership. For
doing that it was sacked!
Then there was the Accident Compensation
Tribunal and the sacking of the Equal Opportunity
Commissioner, Moira Rayner, the restrictions on
freedom of information, the intimidation of the 7.30
Report and the Sunday Age and the attacks on Justices
Nicholson and Fogarty and the Director of Public
Prosecutions, Bernard Bongiorno. This bill is similar
to a bill we debated earlier this week, the Public
Prosecutions Bill.
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to standing order

no. 99. Although the range of polemic the
honourable member seems determined to put before
the house today may be appropriate at a different
time, in different circumstances and on a different
bill, most of what he has said, especially in the past
5 minutes, has been digression, and I ask you to
bring him back to the bill, the Tertiary Education

The SPEAKER -Order! It has been the practice
of this house that a lead speaker on either side can
have more latitude than subsequent speakers. I
believe the honourable member for Pascoe Vale was
building a case to illustrate a point against the bill.
There is no point of order.
Mr THOMSON - Thank you, Mr Speaker. The
bill is similar to a bill we debated earlier this week,
the Public Prosecutions Bill. The government had
embarked on a campaign to harass and force the
Director of Public Prosecutions from office, and it
was stopped only by a concerted community
campaign in support of his independence. Similarly
this bill is to be amended and it is appropriate that
we discuss the amendments in the committee stage.
The bill is being amended as a result of a concerted
univerSity-based and community-supported
campaign against the government's attempts to stifle
the expression of student opinion. It is part of a
pattern that includes local government
amalgamations, putting in administrators and
compulsory competitive tendering. I want to refer to
competitive tendering also because it crops up in
this bill. This pattern includes attacks on trade
unions and the abuse of Parliament, all coming from
a born-to-rule mentality and a manic determination
to stamp out opposition from any and all quarters.
As student organisations represent a source of
cri ticism from time to time the government's view is
that they must be crushed. By way of contrast,
bodies such as the National Union of Students have
lobbied on higher education issues and have
criticised the federal Labor government over the
higher education contribution scheme.
The difference between the Labor Party and the
Liberal Party is that we are big enough to take this
criticism and we do not try to kill off those who
dissent. Its arrogance and authoritarianism is a
display of the government's lack of tolerance and
belief in pluralism. The honourable member for
Coburg spoke about pluralism in the community. In
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the Labor Party's view pluralism makes us a richer,
more diverse and prosperous society. The opposite
is the view of the government. It is that sort of
approach that is causing Victorians to give up hope
for the future and move to Queensland and New
South Wales at a rate exceeding 200 a day.
Voluntary student unionism is nothing more than an
attempt by the government to shut students up,
keep them passive and keep them in their place. The
government is being egged on by former Liberal
students who are seeking revenge after being
perpetual losers in student politics. We probably
would not have this bill if it were not the case that
during the Vietnam war the Liberal Party sent
young Australians to Vietnam to kill or be killed. As
a result it lost support within universities and other
campuses and was unable to win student elections.
Its attitude is that if it cannot win it will kill the
whole institution. That is the philosophy that
applied to Victoria during the 1980s when the
Liberal Party did its best to sabotage this state and
this country. Liberal members went around
interstate talking Victoria's reputation down. It is
the same sort of philosophy that is now being
applied to universities. If the government cannot
win student elections, it will kill off the whole idea
of student associations.
A number of amendments have been proposed and
distributed by the minister. It is appropriate to
debate those amendments during the committee
stage. They extend the range of allowable activities
to be funded by compulsory fees and also eliminate
the compulsory tendering requirements. However,
the state government will continue to legislate for
universities and colleges rather than allowing them
to run their own affairs. The Liberal government is
interfering with university autonomy, contrary to
the wishes of the federal government, which
provides most of the money to those institutions.
The opposition strongly opposes the bill. At the very
least the government should be giving all parties
time to examine these amendments, which are
necessary because it so comprehensively mucked up
the drafting of the legislation. The bill should lie
over until the spring Sitting to allow real discussion
of the issues it raises. The bill does not have the
support of university communities or the support of
students. It has been badly handled. It is the subject
of a great deal of division and debate within the
Liberal Party room and it should lie over because it
can do much damage in its current half-baked form.
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The amendments will provide some opportunities
for cultural activities, such as the arts, theatre and so
on, which were not part of the original bill or the
government's original intention. What we will have
on campuses is a situation like that which prevailed
behind the Iron Curtain, where people were not
allowed to engage in political activity so they
engaged in artistic activity. One could not be an
opposition politician in eastern Europe because
opposition politicians were banned, so people
became writers and actors and gave expression to
their political views in other ways. That is what the
government wants for campuses. It wants no
politics. It has now conceded on the arts, so we will
have no student politicians but many student poets.
The recent comments of Professor Penington and
others in this debate have given the game away;
they have talked about the government being
worried that student newspapers are politically
biased.
The government is not genuine about voluntary
student unionism, and in its amendments it has
conceded much of the ground, so there will be a
compulsory fee of similar dimension to the
compulsory fee that currently exists, and the unions
will have some flexibility and discretion in how that
money is spent. The government has conceded
ground, but in so doing it has made its real concern
clear. It wants to repress students, just as it wishes to
repress anyone in this community that dares to
express a view different from the view of the
Kennett government.
I referred earlier to the issue of compulsory
competitive tendering, and I draw a comparison
between it and this bill, because the opposition does
not believe the government is being honest about the
concept of voluntarism. The Local Government
(Competitive Tendering) Bill, which is listed under
government business on the notice paper, will
introduce compulsory competitive tendering into
local government. On the one hand the government
wants some matters to be voluntary and on the other
hand it wants some matters to be compulsory. The
Liberal-National party government is not serious
about its commitment to the concept of voluntarism.
The Labor opposition does not support either
voluntary student unionism or compulsory
competitive tendering in local government We do
so because we are in favour of autonomy in decision
making. The opposition respects the autonomy of
universities and their right to make decisions about
such issues. The government does not respect the
rights of individuals to make those choices. It tells
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local government that it must have compulsory
competitive tendering. It tells universities they
cannot have student associations that include
everyone. The Labor opposition respects the
autonomy of universities - if they want to make
student bodies voluntary, that is fine with me. It
respects the autonomy of councils - if they want to
have competitive tendering, that is also fine. The
opposition respects their right to make those
decisions, but the government does not. It wants to
impose voluntary student unionism on universities
and compulsory competitive tendering on councils.
The government is the great centralist. The
government often accuses the Labor Party of being
the great centralist, but it is the government that
wants to impose its view of the world on bodies
such as universities and councils. It has no respect
for their autonomy.
As with the Director of Public Prosecutions, it was
only the strong and concerted university-based
campaign that has caused the government to back
down, as is evident from the amendments that have
recently been circulated in the house. The
amendments will strip the bill naked and leave it
bare. The proposed legislation is not about
voluntary student unionism; it is just another
grubby little political attack on people who dare to
express a different view.
I rarely use the word 'fascism'. It is a word that is
used too often, particularly by the left side of
politics, and used with such abandon that its real
significance is diminished. But when one examines
the range of government attacks on anyone who
dares to disagree with it - sack or attack - in areas
such as the Law Reform Commission, the Accident
Compensation Tribunal, Moira Rayner, Mr Justices
Nicholson and Fogarty, the trade unions and the
media, wherever there are attacks on an
independent source or political view, I must say the
word 'fascism' does spring to mind.
The principle of voluntary student unionism as
espoused by its supporters is nonsense. Its
application in universities would result in guards
standing at the doors of the student union deciding
who can enter and who cannot, depending on
whether one is a member. We will end up with fees
for service at the University of Melbourne's Union
Theatre, the theatre, which, as Noel Femer pointed
out in one of the more significant demonstrations at
the university, was where Summer of the Seventeenth
Doll was first produced, which helped put an end to
the cultural cringe in Australia - it was also the
place where Dame Edna was born. It is unthinkable
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that such activities are threatened by the proposed
legislation and the principle of voluntary student
unionism.
I turn now to some of the comments made by people
who are best placed to know what sort of impact the
provision will have on university life.
Mr Doyle - Vice-chancellors!
Mr THOMSON - Don't be impatient, we will
cover all the ground.
The Australian Campus Union Managers
Association (ACUMA) in a letter to all
parliamentarians makes strong points about the bill:
... it is unworkable and calculated to destroy a valuable
part of university life.
All student organisations derive a substantial portion
of their income from the collection of a general services
levy from aU enrolling students. The funds are used to
provide a wide range of welfare, cultural and
recreational services. While elected student
representatives play a major role in setting policy and
guiding priorities, the administration of services is
carried out by professional staff under the guidance of
experienced professional administrators. (The
legislation puts approximately lOOO jobs at risk.) -

tha t point is often not understood ... the administration of services is carried out by
profesSional staff under the guidance of experienced
professional administrators ...
The services which are not to be provided include the
most popular and most valued student services, such
as lunchtime concerts, student theatre, leisure courses,
clubs and societies funding, orientation week activities,
computer facilities, leisure libraries and listening
rooms, and services for overseas, mature-aged and
part-time students. Educational advice and
publications are also excluded, as is funding for
students' role in the governance of the univerSity. In
addition, essential amenities such as information desks
and lounges are excluded.

Mr Doyle - Read the amendments!
Mr THOMSON - If the honourable member
understood the parliamentary process, he would
recognise that when we reach the committee stage
we will discuss the amendments.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr J. F. McGrath) Order! The Chair has been extremely tolerant in
allowing wide-ranging debate and interjections
across the chamber. I remind honourable members
that the house has a code of conduct and they
should respect it
Mr THOMSON - Thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. ACUMA also said:
The government's assertion that recreational services
could be funded by voluntary fees or a fee for service is
simply a nonsense. The cost of administering such a
system would price most services out of existence. In
some cases, such as the traditional outdoor concert, the
logistical impracticalities of excluding students who
hadn't paid would mean the service simply couldn't be
offered.

The association makes it very clear that it regards
the legislation as unworkable. I will refer to the
Signatories on the letter to demonstrate how broad
based is its representation. It is signed by general
managers and executive officers from Melbourne
University Student Union, La Trobe University
Student Union, University of Ballarat Student
Union, Deakin University Warmambool Students
Association, Burwood Association of Students,
Toorak Association of Students, Southern Campuses
Union, La Trobe University, Uni College North Vic
Student Association, Monash University Union,
Monash University Student Union (Caulfield),
Monash University, Gippsland Student Union,
RMIT Northern Campuses Student Union, RMIT
Union, Swinburne Student Union, Victorian College
of the Arts Student Union, The Union, Victoria
University of Technology, St Albans Campus,
Victoria University of Technology, Students
Association Council, Deakin University, and
Victorian College of Agriculture and Horticulture,
Burnley Student Association.
The managers of that broad range of associations
have pointed out the adverse effects of the bill on
their associations. They are much better placed to
know the impact of the measure than are members
of the government.
The Monash University Student Union also wrote to
the opposition about the legislation. It pointed out
that the student Wlion at Monash represents some
12000 students enrolled on the Caulfield and
peninsula campuses of Monash University. Their
membership base is extremely diverse and the broad
ranges of services that they provide to people simply
could not be provided if the bill were passed. They
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say that a compulsory non-academic fee does not
include matters such as student governance,
advocacy and student rights representation, campus
entertainment, information centres, students
newspapers and media, clubs and SOCiety support,
recreation, cultural and leisure services, student
diaries, orientation and host-scheme activities,
student emergency loans and grants, and
educational support services. They were strongly
opposed to the bill.
The Burwood Association of Students is also
opposed to the bill and in a letter to the opposition
states:
We were prepared for the introduction of optional
membership and optional payment of membership fees
to our association. We were not prepared for what
appears to us a piece of legislation that seems to have
less to do with optional membership and more to do
with destroying an extremely responsible, service
minded, administratively and financially competent
organisation.

The letter points out that:
The governing board of the wUversity is there to set
policy and ensure that the affairs of the wUversity are
properly managed. The legislation appears to say that
in the case of fees collected from students it cannot be
trusted to do so.
The legislation prevents the wUversity from even
seeking advice from students (the users and payers)
about the services that could be provided by
compulsory fees.

It further describes the bill as:
... overly detailed and heavily procedural. Some
requirements will be difficult and expensive to
implement and some just plain impossible to
implement.

The Burwood Association of Students is strongly
opposed to the bill.
The editors, subeditors and contributors of various
student newspapers have the same opinion of the
bill and are concerned that it outlaws compulsory
funding of student newspapers. The opposition
received letters from the editors of Rabelais, No Name,
Pandora's Box, Farrago, Catalyst and a range of other
student publications. When Noel Ferrier spoke at a
protest meeting he received from Farrago one of the
worst reviews he has ever received and he
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suggested that perhaps it would be not a bad thing if
that publication were banned and shut down! Those
newspapers are not fundamentally known for their
quality but as training grounds for many journalists
of major media publications - although I am not
sure whether that is a defence of those student
newspapers!
But the real issue here is censorship. It is not enough
to dislike a publication or to call a publication a
ratbag publication, the issue is whether the
government uses its legislative power to put those
publications out of business, which means we will
be lowering the Iron Curtain again. Those moves are
not supported by the opposition.
I now refer to the concern of the arts and
entertainment industry about the legislation. A
major event was held at Melbourne University on
Friday, 13 May -perhaps an appropriate datewhere noted performers such as George Fairfax,
Deborah Conway, Jack Hibberd, Barrie Kosky, Noel
Ferrier and other people from the arts and
entertainment industry spoke about the role of
universities, student unions, university theatre and
the like in giving them a start in their artistic careers,
something that is not widely understood. I hope that
it is now widely understood by the government and
in the wider community because the legislation in its
original fonn would have resulted in the breakdown
of that student activity.
Barrie Kosky said that in Victoria in 50 or 100 years
they would have to set up a museum for the sort of
quality performances that we can see now because
all that will be left will be monuments to the past.
We will not have a functioning, thriving and artistic
culture in the future. That point was well made and
I hope that the government's amendments will
address that issue.
Mr Alan Goldberg, QC, also commented on the bill
and has suggested two basic things:
That the current arrangements for the payment of
student fees do not contravene freedom of association
provisions under international law .

He makes the obvious point that it is not
compulsory to attend particular universities or
particular post-secondary education institutions and:
That elements of the bill breach provisions of the
International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights
pertaining to freedom of expression.
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We have certainly had grave doubts about whether
this legislation should have those sorts of provisions
included in it. Mr Goldberg suggests that the
proposed reliance on the International Covenant of
Civil and Political Rights to support this legislation
is misconceived. That argument fails to recognise
and appreciate the integral and symbiotic
relationship between a student association and a
university and that the university is an institution
with a public character. On the contrary, the bill
represents an encroachment on the freedom of
students and those involved in universities. Clearly
the legislation infringes on the rights of students to
political expression.
The views of Professor Penington have also been
widely canvassed. He points out that the bill makes
serious inroads into university autonomy by
dictating what the university can and cannot spend
money on. He says it is absurd that an educational
institution is able to fund physical recreational
activities but not educational and cultural activities.
He says that that is an absurd dichotomy and many
aspects of that would become laughable. He says:
We wouldn't want to have to go to tender for a new net
on a tennis court, or have to accept Monash's Playbox
Theatre to provide a Melbourne drama festival as a
result of tendering.

Professor Penington is not the only one concerned.
The past president of the Melbourne University
Overseas Student Society, Mr Raymond Lam, says
that the proposed legislation would wipe out
funding for current support activities for overseas
students and full-fee-paying overseas students
would find Victoria less attractive and would look
elsewhere.
Mr Wells - What about the amendments?
Mr THOMSON - The amendments will be
debated in the committee. Mr Ian Renard, a
prominent city lawyer, says that the proposals go far
beyond what is necessary. He says the legislation is
too doctrinaire and far too invasive. He points out
that people who have been involved in and who
have launched their careers in student politics,
including such people as Haddon Storey, Sir Robert
Menzies and Gareth Evans, had benefited from
student support services at Melbourne University. It
appears that there is no support for this legislation
whatsoever in the community.
In returning to artists and those who obtained their
start from university activities, it needs to be
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understood that universities are places in which
education takes place in a variety of fOnn5. It occurs
not only in lecture theatres and tutorial rooms and
so on but also in a more broad-based way in the
whole body of a university. Actors John Clarke,
Magda Szubanski, John Bell, Jane Kennedy and Max
Gillies; writers John Bryson, John Romeril and David
Williamson; theatre directors Aubrey Melior and
Roger Hodgman; and Adelaide festival artistic
director Barrie Kosky are among artists who have
actively opposed the legislation, pointing out that
the Melbourne Theatre Company and the La Mama
theatre had their roots in the student fee-funded
Union Theatre.
Television comedy producers Steve Vizard and
Andrew Knight have said that what is being
legislated is cultural suicide. They have stated that
they both owe their current livelihoods to the
cultural experiences and opportunities afforded on
campus, although they went on to say that may not
be a compelling argument in their case!
There has been widespread condemna tion of the bill
from the community in general. Claude Forell wrote
about this issue in an article published in the Age of
1 May 1994. In the article he states that compulsory
unionism sounds bad and many think it is not what
they would like to support. He also says that the use
of the expression' compulsory unionism' deflects
attention from the real issue involved, and states:
That is the right of universities to run their own
internal affairs and the right of students to have a say
on how their money (not the government's money)
should be spent.
Compulsory unionism is a high! y misleading
description in this context ... Students do not have
unions in the sense we usually understand the term.
Students are not employees and their unions are not
industrial organisations negotiating wages and
conditions on their behalf.
... student unions are more like community dubs that
provide their members with the facilities to meet, eat
and rest, to join a host of voluntary dubs and societies,
and to take advantage of a range of recreational,
sporting, cultural, health, advisory and child-care
services.
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Mr Finn interjected.
Mr THOMSON - That is nonsense! You
legislated for it, I voted against it.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair, by
standing in silence, has drawn attention to
unacceptable behaviour in the house. I expect all
honourable members to respect the appropriate code
of behaviour.
Mr THOMSON - As Claude Forell points out,
when one enrols at a tertiary education institution
one joins a university community, accepts the rules,
pays the fees and, if one is wise, makes the most of
it. We have a state government that does not trust
university administrators, let alone elected union
representative councils to determine what ought to
be provided and how it ought to be provided.
Claude Forell goes on to state:
The legislation embodies 'guidance' on what services
'satisfy the criteria of direct benefit' and insists these be
subject to a public tendering process.

Why is that going on? The answer is a leaked Liberal
Party education policy committee document, which
was quoted in an article in the Age of 28 April as
stating:
We do not want compulsory ... moneys flowing out to
anti-Kennett and anti-coalition activities and other
fringe activities of the hard ... left.

There we have it! It is not about the great principle
of free association at all.
Honourable members have been interjecting about
the amendments. If one looks at the amendments
one sees it is clear that this is not about freedom of
association at all but about preventing by law the
possible allocation of amounts of students' funds to
political causes of which the Kennett government
disapproves.
As Claude Forell goes on to say, that is just too bad,
the government will have to cop it. Every so often
people will disagree with what you do and you will
have to take some criticism for it. He states:

An honourable member interjected.
Mr THOMSON - I do not get any choice about
the state deficit levy!

University and college administrations are quite
capable of determining campus needs and ensuring
that student unions are properly constituted and
accountable. Student communities should be entrusted

TERTIARY EDUCATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
2198

ASSEMBLY

to elect representatives to act in their collective
interest - which may include political campaigns.
We may not always like what they do or say, but that's
not the point.

As I said before, they sometimes do things such as
attack the federal Labor government, but that is not
the point:
The state government has no business to impose its
own politically motivated curbs on academic autonomy
and student democracy.

The amendments the government has introduced
today strip the bill bare and make it clear exactly
what it is on about.
I return to the history of the bill. The government
introduced it with much fanfare and the Minister for
Tertiary Education and Training in another place
was quoted in the Age of 29 April as having stated:
This a decision about freedom of association and the
federal government should not interfere.

The opposition's view is that decisions about these
matters should be made by students themselves.
There was a strong outcry from academics,
including Professor Penington and others, who
talked about the dislocation the measure would
cause at universities. People explained that the word
'union' did not mean what the Liberal government
thought it might mean in this context.
University unions are democratically elected student
councils that run what might better be called
university clubs or cooperatives but which for
historical reasons are called unions. The services
they provide are very much cafeteria and sporting
services and support for political and social groups.
Under the legislation students will have absolutely
no say in the allocation of funds, and many services
will be specifically excluded. Although the bill is
targeted at left-wing political groups the damage it
inflicts will be felt by all students in one way or
another. As a result, people have expressed concern
and there has been a substantial wave of protests.
There was a protest at the end of April.
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make the bill very different, yet on the other hand it
says there is no opposition to what it is doing. The
government has either backed down or it has not! If
the government lets us know which it is, we will
continue the debate!
Supporters of the bill referred to the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights but have not
taken the same sort of attitude on the Law Institute
of Victoria. No individual has freedom of association
with the Law Institute - one has to be a member of
the institute to earn a livelihood practising law. The
former Law Reform Commission was abolished
when it recommended to the contrary.
The Age newspaper has supported the legislation.
Government members who talk about the Age being
pro-Labor must read a different paper from the one I
read. Although the Age supports the legislation, its
arguments are a bit woolly. At the end of an
editorial which suggested that voluntary student
unionism was the way to go the editor said that the
answer may still be some form of compulsory levy
imposed by the universities themselves. lhat is
exactly where we are now, and exactly what the
government sought to ban with this legislation.
In the wake of community and student opposition
the government signalled that it might be prepared
to amend the legislation. By 7 May the Age was able
to report that the bill might be changed, and the
Minister for Tertiary Education and Training
suggested that the bill could be changed in certain
ways, although he said that the full user-pays
principle would still be introduced.
On 13 May the Age reports further evidence of the
backdown, with the government being described as
being:
... forced to give an assurance to university heads that
they would be able to suggest changes in the
controversial voluntary student unionism bill after
threats the universities would pull out of a review
committee.

The state's vice-chancellors, with Professor Osbome,
Chairman of the Victorian Vice-Chancellors
Committee, threatened to pull out of the committee.
They saw no point in continuing to be part because
their advice was not being listened to.

Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr THOMSON - It is interesting to note the
number of amendments that are proposed. The
government says on the one hand that these changes

On 14 May an article in the Age under the heading
'Compromise plan for unis' reports that the
government was suggesting that it was prepared to
make some changes to the legislation in the areas of

TERTIARY EDUCATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday. 26 May 1994

ASSEMBLY

the arts and cultural and creative activities. There
has been a gradual pattern of the government being
worn down and forced to back down on certain
provisions, revealing the bill as the shabby political
exercise it is. The bill is now riddled with anomalies
and unsatisfactory features. It should be withdrawn
and allowed to lie over until the spring sittings.
Last Friday the Herald Sun reported a backflip on the
student bill with the government being forced to
make major changes. The game has been given away
by some of the comments made by the professors
who met directly with members of the coalition bill
committee. Professor Osborne reported to the Herald
Sun that:
Mps were strongly opposed to student newspapers.
They were extremely concerned student fees were
going to student newspapers which promptly attacked
the Liberal Party.

He accused the government of being overly sensitive
in wanting to ban student newspapers.
Mr Finn - He got it wrong.
Mr THOMSON - He was talking to 35 of you it must have been a pleasant experience for him! It
reveals that for all the rhetoric about voluntary
unionism and freedom of association, this bill is a
shabby, dishonest, fraudulent political exercise.
I shall refer to some of the effects that the bill will
have in its present form on student life. The
University of Melbourne provided a list of activities
that will be affected: student newspapers, student
theatre productions, the Rowden White library,
student representation, student art galleries, the
student computing centre, information referral
centres, committee grants, educational support
services, student lounges, building services, the
National Union of Students affiliation,
administrative services, funding for dubs and
societies, funding for overseas students, funding for
off-campus student dubs, student entertainment,
student resource centres and the like.
The students face taxation without representation.
They will still pay fees next year and those fees will
probably remain dose to their present level, but the
students will be deprived of having a say in the way
the money will be spent because the legislation
forbids universities to accept advice from students
about what the money should be spent on. It is
students, and universities, who are best placed to
decide what services students need and should have
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on campus. In my view students are the ones who
are best placed to decide what is needed in their
lives. Some mistakes may be made in the allocation
of the moneys, but one can always point to waste,
for example, by the current government. I believe it
represents good value to have students actively
involved in managing their own affairs. I do not
want to run that point so hard that it sounds
patronising, but it is a good thing for students to be
involved in making decisions about the
administration of bodies as important as student
unions with the amount of money they have at their
diSposal.
A wide range of student services has been
threatened by the bill. It represents an attack based
on outdated ideas about student activities. It is an
attempt to eradicate all political activity on
university campuses, in the process denying
students vital educational and cultural activities.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr THOMSON - I certainly have read it. The
government introduces proposed amendments at
the last moment, one day before the house is to rise
for this sessional period. That is an unsatisfactory
way to handle business, and the opposition believes
the bill should be allowed to lie over until the spring
sessional period.
The case for change has not been made, and
universities and students do not support the bill.
The legislation should be withdrawn. The bill is a
mixture of ideological fantasy and political payback
from failed student Liberal politicians. The Liberal
Party lost the support of students more than 25 years
ago in the aftermath of the Vietnam war. The way
the government is treating students today, with this
patronising legislation, will result in their not
returning to the Liberal fold in a hurry. The .
opposi tion opposes the legis la tion.
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - The honourable
member for Pascoe Vale commenced his
contribution to the debate by announcing with some
pride that he had sought the lead in the debate. I am
not sure which is worse, the fact that he sought the
lead or that the opposition gave him the lead. I shall
refer to the case for change with which the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale concluded and
strip away the nonsense of his argument. I shall
examine the facts and show that the bill, with the
proposed amendments, makes a good case for
change.
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The honourable member for Pascoe Vale missed the
central ethical thrust of the bill: should there be
compulsion or should there be freedom of choice? I
understand the point he made about only dealing
with the proposed amendments in the committee
stage, but for him to separate the two, bill and
amendments, and then rabbit on with irrelevant
arguments to make political points ignores what the
act will do, and gives the lie to what he said.
Mr Cole interjected.
Mr DOYLE - The honourable member misses
the central thrust to which I referred: the clear
differentiation between compulsion and freedom of
choice. I hope the honourable member for
Melbourne follows me in the debate.
Mr Cole - Follow the argument or come after
you?
Mr DOYLE - Follow the argument, if you can and then follow in the debate, if you will!
When honourable members come into this place
they should ask themselves - this is something I
ask myself every time I stand up to speak - why
legislate?
Mr Thomson interjected.
Mr DOYLE - If that is what you ask yourself,
just consider your own speech and then perhaps you
would understand! Clarification is necessary and
maybe performance as well!
Why do we legislate? I often think. the public would
be delighted if Parliament sat for an entire session
and did nothing but remove statutes from the books.
That would be a productive session of Parliament
for the greater community. One of the reasons we
legislate is that certain issues require it. To discover
why we legislate, one must also consider a party's
policies. I refer here to a coalition election objective.
A simple four-word statement was made clearly
before the October 1992 election: end compulsory
student unionism.
Why would we want do that? I return to the bill's
central ethical thrust, which is something the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale conveniently
ignored, because he does not have the answer. Some
members of his party - I will quote them in a
moment - support the legislation because the bill's
removal of compulsion accords with article 20 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which
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states that no-one may be compelled to belong to an
association. Although spuriously dismissed by the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale, the
freedom-of-association argument is still at the heart
of the bill. That is its primary focus, and so it should
be. That is the compelling reason why one should
legislate in this case. Philosophically, it is anathema
to me that people should be compelled to belong to
any association. And the bill puts an end to that.
Until now there was compulsory membership of
student unions because - Mr Cole interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Melbourne will be quiet. I
notice his name is not on the list of speakers. If he
wants to get his name on the list he should see the
Whip or the Leader of the House. Only then will he
have an opportunity to refute the argument.
Mr DOYLE - The student unions have
displayed the most breathtaking arrogance by
simply deeming students to be members; it was not
validly the case in law or in university by-laws, or
legislation or anything else. What breathtaking
arrogance to have whole generations of students
deemed to be members of a union. That is untenable
and undemocratic. It is unacceptable and the point
of the legislation is that it will stop now.
The honourable member for Pascoe Vale said the
principle of voluntary student unionism is
unworkable. I refer him to the amendments. I realise
that he may not have had dle inclination to examine
the amendments because they undercut the entirety
of his argument and it would be politic not to
consider them until the committee stage. However,
one of the amendments states:
the fee subscription or charge does not confer
membership of any organisation of students.

For the first time that statement is made directly,
and honourable members should welcome it. If
nothing else it represents a major philosophical leap
forward by the bill. No Victorian student can be
deemed to be a member of a union or association by
the payment of a prescribed fee. Compulsory
student unionism is dead. And that is why the
government is right to legislate in this area.
Earlier I alluded to the fact that members of the
Labor Party, the party of the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale, support the bill. I refer him to Alert
Digest No. 7, which was produced by the Scrutiny of
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Acts and Regulations Committee, on which three
rnembers of the opposition are represented: the
honourable rnembers for Albert Park and Werribee
and Ms Gould in another place. What did that
committee say about the provision that seeks to end
compulsion:
Abolition of compulsory unionism increases rights in
that it gives students the freedom to choose whether or
not they wish to belong to a union organisation.

That determination came frorn rnernbers of the party
of the honourable member for Pascoe Vale! One of
those mernbers was a union official - yet that
person is saying the bill increases rights.
We will legislate voluntary student unionism. Many
of the matters to which the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale referred were not about that subject; it
was conveniently ignored. He did not debate why
we should introduce voluntary student unionisrn or
how we should go about doing so. I shall discuss the
compulsory fee and some of the objections of the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale. I argue that
moneys received from compulsory fees must not
be - I take the word of the honourable member for
Doncaster - diverted to support the political
agenda of a minority of students. If, for instance, one
examines what happens at the University of
Melbourne, to which the honourable mernber for
Pascoe Vale referred, one finds a 20 per cent
participation rate in student elections. Therefore, I
argue that elected officers do not have a clear
rnandate to use the funds contributed by students
without sorne constraint requiring expenditure be in
the interests of all students. That is an irnportant
aspect.
One of rny colleagues gave me a poster that had
been displayed at the University of Melbourne. The
poster illustrates the point the honourable mernber
for Doncaster made. It states:
Write, phone and fax the Liberals all this week and
show your opposition to their plans. You can fax and
phone the Liberals for free all this week at student
union activities, BId ID, Lv 4.

I have no objection to dissent. It is important that I
am lobbied by people who disagree with what I
believe. I have spoken about the legislation with
representatives of a number of organisations. Sorne
support the legislation and sorne would go further.
Some are vehemently opposed to it, and that
includes the National Union of Students. I do not
object to students lobbying me and putting forward
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their points of view; I object to the fact that people
who may well disagree with a particular point of
view having their moneys diverted to campaign and
lobby for something which they do not believe in.
That is unacceptable. The government has nothing
to fear frorn opposing points of view, but if those
points of view are to be put by student unions those
unions rnust raise the cost of carnpaigning frorn
volunteers who support their activities. They should
be up-front and out in the open about funding their
viewpoint.
The government is happy for student unions to offer
free services for writing, phoning and faxing liberal
rnernbers of Parliament. The student union can do
so, but not by diverting moneys gathered from all
students - those who agree and those who disagree
with the subsidised lobbying campaign. That is the
unanswerable point. In a pluralist SOCiety, legitimate
protests, lobbying and the adoption of different
political views by governments and oppositions is
valid. Of course the government welcomes robust
debate; that is crucial to democracy. But please do
not give us this stuff! The fact that money raised
cornpulsorily from all students is being used to
further the vested interests of some is an insult to
those who do not support them, and to the system
itself.
Mr Thomson interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale has had an
opportunity to put his argurnent; he should now
restrain hirnself and listen with patience.
Mr DOYLE - I notice that this morning the
Leader of the Opposition presented a petition
opposing this legislation. I was charmed by a further
poster I received from a colleague. It concerns the
gathering of a petition against voluntary student
unionisrn and states:
Sign the petition against VSU and get unlimited free
pikelets!!

I am more inclined to ridicule the poster than be
concerned about it. It may well be called a
drop-scone assault on government policy! Maybe
the government should dismiss this method of
writing posters, campaigning and
petition-lodging - this drop-scone assault. Can it be
taken seriously? Perhaps we should consider
whether the Signatures on this morning's petition
are drop-scone motivated. It is terrific for those who
disagree with the legislation and who signed the
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petition legitimately and with passion. That
illustrates robust, valid opposition to the
government's proposals. I am not so sure about the
motives of those who signed the petition and then
went away with armloads of pikelets and
strawberry jam!
Other examples of student union manipulation are
more sinister. On 5 January this year the Australian
reported that the National Union of Students
diverted $100 000 towards political lobbying.
Although I make no comment on the accuracy of the
report or the size of the figure, I shall comment on
the principle of whether partisan political patronage
is an appropriate use of money collected
compulsorily from students.
My colleagues have put forward many examples of
the student fee abuses that have occurred in
universities. The government believes tertiary
students should be able to conduct robust and
legitimate political protests, but there are many
examples of less savoury practices, which the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale referred to but
did not try to excuse.
The honourable member asked how we should
maintain universities and how they should develop
in the future. My colleagues and I agree with him
and the honourable member for Melbourne that
universities are not factories for churning out
degrees; they are far more than that. If our
universities are to compete with tertiary institutions
interstate and overseas, they should offer a wide
range of activities in addition to teaching and
research. There should be a balance between
teaching, research and the wider campus life.
One of the differences between members of this
government and members of the federal Labor
government is that we believe in freedom of
association. What about the attitude of the federal
government to tagged funding - the Dawkins
legacy? The honourable member for Pascoe Vale had
the nerve to say that the federal Labor government
respected the autonomy of universities. He did not
refer to the effect that tagged funding has had on
their independence. The recent and criticised quality
process almost reduced universities to line item
funding, yet the honourable member boasts of how
the federal Labor government respects the
autonomy of universities! It is a sneaky,
second-hand way of funding that intrudes into the
life of universities. That attitude cannot be compared
with the amendments proposed by this government,
a difference conveniently ignored by the honourable
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member for Pascoe Vale. The coalition government
respects the autonomy of universities and tertiary
institutions because it realises they are vital to the
health of Victoria: vital to intellectual, cultural and
social health.
Earlier I spoke about the reason for the legislation. It
reflects the importance of our central, primary
focus - freedom of associa tion. The bill enshrines
that ethical and philosophical precept, which the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale chose to ignore.
There is a second reason for Parliament's legislating
in this area. Parliament has a stewardship role.
Members of Parliament sit on the councils of
universities, which are constituted under and
governed by acts of Parliament. The legislation does
not seek to curtail the autonomy of universities;
rather, it aptly highlights that autonomy. The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale was keen to talk
about the process before it was complete; but he was
not keen to talk about the total package of bill and
amendments and what they will mean when they
become law. The bill seeks to enhance the autonomy
of university life, not curtail it.
The honourable member for Pascoe Vale has a
jaundiced view of prescribed fees. He should
examine both the spirit of the legislation and the
services that can be provided. The legislation
enshrines the ethical importance of freedom of
association. It protects and values the autonomy of
universities to provide the wider campus life for
students.
If the spirit of the legislation is not observed,
sanctions can be applied. The minister may exercise
a regulatory power, which is appropriate when one
considers the consultations that the bill provides
may take place with vice-chancellors and the
directors of TAFE colleges. If the legislative intent is
abused, or circumvented, there is always the
pOSSibility of revisiting the legislation.

The opposition should not denigrate the high ideal
that the legislation offers: freedom of association.
The coalition stands by it and the legislation
enshrines it. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I oppose the Tertiary
Education (Amendment) Bill and the concept of
voluntary student unionism. The government's
arguments are dressed in civil libertarian garb.
Various arguments have been put about the
importance of freedom of association and some
honourable members opposite have referred to
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universal human rights. However, the bill is about
smashing opposition. The reality is that the majority
of student unions and guild associations hold views
to the left of the government, which the government
and the Premier do not like. A minority of students
support the Liberal Party and, therefore, the
proposal; but the bill is about smashing political
opposition.
The honourable member for Malvern said the bill is
about ethical choice and freedom of associationimportant elements of liberalism! But his arguments
were based on major contradictions.
Mrs Peulich - You do not believe in it, do you?
Mr CARLI - I believe in students joining a
student community. The legislation says students
should pay a compulsory fee.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! I caution the
honourable members for Bentleigh and Melbourne
and ask them to remain silent.
Mr CARLI - At my former university the sports
dubs were run by the sports union. Students will
still pay a compulsory fee to become members of the
sports union. But funding for the advocacy role of
university life is being cut. The bill is about a
clear-cut political choice. The government tolerates
only those things that do not impinge on it and only
those people who do not criticise it. Many students
do not use sports facilities but read student
newspapers. Why should their rights be infringed?
Why is there the contradiction? The bill allows the
levying of a compulsory fee to fund sports
associations but disallows the compulsory funding
of student newspapers! It is an extraordinary
contradiction.
Although the bill is against compulsion, there is still
a compulsory fee and the bill supports compulsory
tendering. The government says it is against
compulSion yet believes in the compulsory state
deficit levy and in enforcing the amalgamation of
local councils. Students should be given a choice
about how the money is spent; yet the government
claims it knows better than they do how the money
should be spent. The government is deciding the
areas that are okay and those that are not.
I was involved in student politics in the late 19705
when students debated a similar issue. The Liberal
students had clearly become a minority party on
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campus. It ran for office on certain issues and lost. It
participated in the students representative council
and in various aspects of university life, but always
as a minority organisation. The concept of voluntary
unionism became a catchcry and an ideological
obsession. I was involved in a university which had
a vote on the merits of voluntary student unionism.
The overwhelming majority of the university
campus, two-thirds of the students, supported the
compulsory membership of the student union.
Why? Because they knew there was a lot at stake. It
was a question of students receiving services and
actually being involved in the process of running
that univerSity. It was also apparent in the late 19705
that voluntary union membership did not have a
great deal of support in the university community. It
still does not.
In respect of the arbitrary decision on what is
allowable and what is not, I use the example that it
is acceptable to require payment of fees for sports
activities but not for newspapers. Again the
government is deciding what is okay and what is
not; it is being authoritarian. Students who go to
university believe it is unfair to be told that
somehow they have to pay fees to the sports union,
even though they do not play football or use the
swimming pool, while it is not acceptable for
students to pay compulsory fees in relation to the
production of the newspaper that circulates
throughout.the univerSity. But it is not completely
arbitrary, because student newspapers voice
opinions, and they voice opposition; they have
opposed Labor governments and Labor policies, and
they also oppose Liberal policies.
However, as the honourable member for Pascoe
Vale pointed out, the big difference is that the Young
Liberals, the Liberal Students Association and
various other Liberal organisations on university
campuses have lost the support of the bulk of
students. They are essentially a political minority
and this rallying cry for voluntary student unionism
is an attempt to punish the majority and challenge
the structures of the university.
The debate about compulsory student union
membership also encompasses the role that the
student has in the spending of the fees paid. A basic
and important principle applies: no taxation without
representation. I understand it is a principle on
which modern liberalism has its roots. That principle
will be a major concern if this bill is passed because
the government is really saying to students that
there will be compulsory fees, but that the
government will determine the areas in which
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money will be spent and the students do not
necessarily have a say in it. Therefore, students are
concerned about being represented.
The Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee has
condemned this proposed Victorian law as a gross
erosion of the universities' autonomy.
Fundamentally, the committee says that universities,
university bodies and students have rights and they
have the right to decide how the money is spent.
Again, it is the students' money, not the
government's. The vice-chancellors committee,
which is not by any means a radical bunch, has
shown deep concern about this bill. Its concern
basically rests on the principle that universities have
a right to autonomy and that there is a threat of
authoritarianism through a centralised
decision-making body - the state government deciding when and how the students' money is
spent. Even Professor David Penington, who is
certainly not a great fan of the Labor Party, has been
critical of the bill. One of his comments was:
It is absurd that an educational institution is able to
fund recreational activities but not educational or
cultural activities.

I realise amendments to the bill will include some
cultural and educational activities, but the issue is
still the same: it is absurd that educational
institutions can fund certain things and not others. It
is really ironic that many proponents of this bill have
actually honed their skills in universities in debates
such as this on voluntary student unionism.
It seems it is acceptable to require that a compulsory

fee apply to certain elements of a university's
activities that have been defined as direct services
that benefit students, such as food services, child
care, health care, visual and performing arts,
debating, libraries, orientation information, overseas
student services, accident insurance and a few
others. There is no disagreement there. They are
important services that benefit all students on the
university campus. Regardless of how often
students use them or how important they are, a level
of cross-subsidisation occurs in universities but
there is a difference in need and demand for those
services. It is good that this bill accepts the notion of
cross-subsidisation.
However, the critical aspect of this bill and the part I
find most objectionable is the decision to destroy
structures and bodies because they are possibly
critical of the government or because the Liberal
Students Association finds it difficult to increase its
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representation. That sort of attitude is a hallmark of
this government, which has resulted in trade unions,
local government and other democratically elected
institutions, if you like, being assaulted by the state
government; their rights have been taken away or
largely dictated by a centralised authoritarian
government. It is extraordinary that the same people
then defend Liberal values and principles, principles
of pluralism and democracy.
The Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee also
pointed out that student unions are not trade unions.
Somehow the impression has been gained that the
term 'union', 'guild' or 'association' in the title of a
student body relates to trade unionism; that such a
body has certain characteristics of trade unions.
The vice-chancellors' committee said that when
students enrol at university they also accept an
obligation to belong to a body of students, an
association or a guild. In other words, we are talking
about a community in which people participate. The
structure is more akin to local government than a
trade wtion. As we all know, we must all pay our
municipal rates, regardless of whether we believe in
the politics of the council. In fact, we may have
voted for people who did not get on the council. We
pay rates even if we do not use the services provided
by that council, such as the swimming pool.
The vice-chancellors committee is correct in
identifying the similarities between student
associations or unions and local government. It is
essentially an institution that is accountable and has
elections and is a representative body to which
everyone pays fees not simply on the basis of use
but for the opportunity of being part of that
community and entity.
However, it seems to me that all institutions like
local government, trade unions and student
associations are currently under assault by a
government that is seeking a monopoly of power.
The government is acting as though all institutions
should be essentially commanded by it. The
intermediate institutions of our society - they are
critical institutions, the basis of our pluralism, and
range from local government and the legal system to
student associations - are being reshaped and
reorganised on the basis of fee for service or
voluntary fees, or other bases that basically intend to
reorientate and redirect the activities of these bodies
to ensure they realise they are subject to the whims
of the governing party.
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I welcome certain aspects of the amendments to the
bill which I consider as improvements. Clearly the
tendering system was unworkable: it was always
there as an ideological statement rather than a
practical statement
Given that we are now talking about a compulsory
fee that may well encompass the majority of the
current fee, the question to be asked is: why all the
fuss? Why are honourable members arguing about
what essentially will be a minor part of the student's
actual bill- the sum of money the student will have
to pay at the start of the year? There is an answer to
that: it was answered by the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale. It came out of a leaked Liberal Party
policy document that says:
We do not want compulsory moneys flowing out to
anti-Kennett and anti-coalition campaigns and other
fringe activities of the hard left.

The basic issue is that there is a concern that the left
may control some of these moneys. As I said, the
Labor Party has copped many criticisms from
student association groups; however it accepted the
criticisms based on the philosophy of a pluralistic
and democratic society. Labor Party members
realised that a body had been elected, that there had
been a process of debate and that one group or
another has won. It is an aspect that opposition
members consider critical to the workings of a
democratic and pluralistic society.
OppOSition members are concerned about an
element of authoritarianism in the government's
assault on democratic institutions. There is a process
by which associations are committed to the
wellbeing of students and to advocacy. One may
question whether the political campaign is correct or
not; one may question elements of tactics and
whether the associations have got it right. However
one must give credit to the associations for their
commitment to the welfare of students. It is an
important element because people who participate
in representative structures do so in their own time
and have a level of commitment; they have gone
through a process of winning some degree of
mandate within the student body.
I understand that the coalition government and
certainly the Liberal Party hold concerns about these
bodies because they see them as potential training
backgrounds for people who will be the major
opponents of their policies. I find it ironic, given that
many Liberal Party politicians have come through
the same process. I do not see that as a weakness but
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as a strength of the system. I see it in the same way
that student newspapers have been vehicles for
journalists: major newspapers now recruit future
journalists from student newspapers. It is the same
with student theatres being the basis for future
directors and actors, and the list goes on.
Essentially universities are training grounds, and it
is naive to think otherwise. It is naive to think young
people who hold an interest in politics will not take
up the opportunity to participate. It does not
indicate that their motives are wrong or that they are
not trying to represent the interests of the majority of
students: clearly they are. As the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale noted, the problem with
Liberal students is that they have formed a minority
in most campuses since the Vietnam war. Before the
Vietnam war student campuses were often the
bastion of Liberal Party politics where future
members of the Liberal parliamentary party team
received their training. That situation changed quite
dramatically over one issue, and there has been a
problem in trying to bring back the mass of students.
The rally cry of voluntary student unionism has
been an attempt to win over the state governmentnot to win over the masses - to show that all the
years of hard work and activity deserve some
reward for the Young Liberals. The reward will be
that the mass of students will be punished to
support Liberal students and their obsessive
ideological position on voluntary student unionism,
but it is fundamentally a negative attempt.
As I understand from my days at university, the
voluntary student unionism agenda has always been
to smash political foes on campuses. It is destructive
because its effects will be felt not only on the
supposed political foes but also on the service
activities of the student union, and that is a
fundamental weakness. It is not a political debate
between two equal parties: it is a political debate the
cost of which at the end of the day will be borne by
students.
I refer for example to student newspapers. If there is
voluntary student unionism, compulsory fees will
not go to student newspapers. Students will incur
extra costs that they cannot afford for the service
along with other services because of the desire of
Young Liberals to win an ideological battle.
To put arguments like, 'We do not like the fact that
the government runs campaigns against us; we do
not like its politics' is like saying, 'We do not believe
in state government, therefore we will not pay the

TERTIARY EDUCATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
2206

ASSEMBLY

various state taxes: we will make them voluntary
and restrict the activities of the state government'.
Not everyone votes for and supports state
governments. The opposition accepts that the state
government was elected under a mandate and that it
has to make decisions, but in a pluralistic society a
state government also has to realise that there are
other important institutions which are also elected,
and this does not stop with student unions. It
includes organisations like local government; it also
has an important mandate and seeks support
amongst its constituents.
What the Tertiary Education (Amendment) Bill is
about is not the issue of free association -it has
been dressed up as that, it has been coloured by that,
it has an ideological veneer - but is about defeating
potential opponents of the government. Student
unions are properly constituted and accountable, not
only because they are elected bodies: there are a
whole series of regulations on their activities.
Honourable members know that a great deal of
money goes into direct services such as newspapers
and advocacy, which is to the benefit of students. If
that direct advocacy means criticising or opposing
Labor governments, that is their right because they
are there to advocate on behalf of a student body.
I also accept that within the student bodies there will
be dissenters, differences and debates, and again
that is welcomed. It is not incumbent on the people
who are the weakest in those debates to obtain the
support of the state government basically to defeat
and destroy what they consider their political foes.
Honourable members may not always like what
students have to say, but we should defend their
right to say it, and that is a basic democratic tenet.
The Labor Party copped much criticism in the past
with its introduction of the higher education
contributory scheme, which resulted in much debate
and large marches, but at no time did the Labor
Party attempt to smother that dissent or to crush its
opponents. The Labor Party welcomed the dissent
which brought about productive debate.
Mr Perton - You have never welcomed dissent!
Mr CARLI - The Labor Party always welcomes
dissent.
Mr Perton - What absolute nonsense!
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Mr CARU - Of course we have! It is a pluralistic
party and believes that these institutions have a
legitimate say in our SOCiety.
Authoritarian governments always seek to silence
those institutions that stand between the state and
the rest of the community, such as trade unions,
local government, the judicial system and student
unions. That aspect of the bill is not consistent with
the liberalism of the Liberal Party but reflects an
authoritarian approach. It is ironic and contradictory
that a bill that is authoritarian and about dictating
from above how student funds ought to be spent
should be dressed in the language of liberalism and
universal rights.
One of my concerns about the bill is that each
student will be forced to pay a compulsory fee but not the whole fee. That element has been
included to discourage the participatory or advocacy
roles of associations. The opposition objects to the
fact that the compulsory fee is what the Liberal
Student Association regards as necessary for
non-political purposes. There is nothing conclusive
about that. It is arbitrary and unclear.
How can football clubs serve somebody who does
not play football? Why should they be considered an
essential service and be funded from the compulsory
fee while student newspapers are considered not to
meet that criterion? At the end of the day the
arbitrariness is not coincidental, a fluke or a mistake
in drafting. The reason is that newspapers carry
ideas, opinions and dissent. It is always the books
that are burnt first. This is about being able to
express opinions. That is why student newspapers
are a fundamental student service. The student
newspapers with which I have been associated print
articles advocating dissent.
Mr Perton - Not on.
Mr CARLI -It is suggested that student
associations should not encourage dissent; student
newspapers carry articles advocating debate and
dissent. Right-wing university groups participate in
activities associated with those newspapers and take
part in elections to decide who should produce the
newspapers. All student newspapers have a system
requiring editorial candidates to present themselves
and argue their cases. In some instances
conservative students have won elections. In these
cases the newspapers they have run have also been
pluralist and have carried a variety of opinions. It is
arbitrary to enforce compulSion on the one hand the example of the football club - while arguing for
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the voluntary funding of university newspapers on
the other. I find that repugnant.
Of course student newspapers are often politically
motivated. Football clubs do not march in the
streets. The only arguments they have are about
who the coach should be. They do not argue about
what sort of government the country should havewhich is the province of student newspapers. The
vice-chancellors say the bill intrudes on the
democratic life of the universities. They argue that
full fees cover all aspects of university life - and are
consistent with the fundamental concept of no
taxation without representation. Students are
involved in the process of spending that money. It is
theirs; it is up to them to spend it. They may not
always spend it well - we may disagree with how
they spend it - but they have the right to spend it
as they wish.
The Liberal Students Association and other
conservative groups on campus would be better
served if they attempted to build a wider consensus
in our universities.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr GUDE
(Minister for Industry and Employment>.
Debate adjourned until later this day.

OFFICE OF FAIR TRADING AND
BUSINESS AFFAIRS

Introduction agencies
Mrs WADE (Minister for Fair Trading) presented
report of Joint Office of Fair Trading and Business
Affairs and Consumer Advocacy and Financial
Counselling Association Working Party on
introduction agencies in Victoria.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

TERTIARY EDUCATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment).
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Mrs PEULICH (Bentleigh) - I am pleased to
speak on this bill. It has a special significance for me,
because I have been a student at a number of
universities and other tertiary institutions for about
eight years - and I am still studying part time.
I am appalled by the quality of arguments presented
by the honourable members for Coburg and Pascoe
Vale - two presumably educated men -who have
dished up to this house a plethora of lies,
misinfonnation and half-truths. I expected, at least
from those two honourable members, a higher
degree of intellectual integrity, if nothing else.
Nevertheless I commend the honourable member
for Coburg on his active participation in debate. The
honourable member offered more doomsday
predictions. He said the bill was authoritarian
legislation dressed up in civil libertarian garb. That
is an absolutely appalling argument; as an exercise
in clear thinking it would fail miserably at year nine.
The arguments advanced so far by the opposition,
which has obviously been lobbied by people with
vested interests in the legislation, include the claim
that the bill will destroy the service, representative
and advocacy function of student organisations.
Those arguments do not make a distinction between
the effects the bill will have on students, as opposed
to just student organisations.
The opponents of the bill describe it as
interventionist and as threatening the generous
funding arrangements of student organisations,
which are obviously uncomfortable about being
scrutinised. They argue that the bill threatens the
autonomy of student unions in collecting and
distributing revenue as they see fit. Concerns have
also been expressed by university vice-chancellors.
Claims have been made that the bill will violate the
autonomy of tertiary institutions. The reason why
the vice-chancellors oppose the legislation is that
university administrations consider student unions
to be an administrative convenience because they
provide non-academic services to students. It is all
very well to describe the structure as an
administrative convenience; but I am not prepared
to support priVilege at the expense of defending the
rights of students to freedom of association.
The house heard the honourable member for Coburg
argue that the legislation will destroy the structures
of many university bodies. Obviously the
honourable member has little faith in the quality of
the representation provided by student unions and
other associations, and the support they receive
from the wider population of university students. If
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he fears for their existence, that is a problem on
which student unions should reflect.
The first distinction that must be made in the debate
on this bill is that voluntary student unionism is not
about compulsion but about choice. To the
opposition voluntary student unionism means the
same as compulsory funding of services to students
at universities or tertiary institutions. Clearly they
are not. This bill recognises that extremely clear
distinction between the rights of students to free
association and the rights of students to legitimate
university services.
The strongest justification for this bill can be made
on moral grounds. Compulsory student unionism is
a violation of the hwnan right of freedom of
association, particularly of political association, in
that it compels people to become members of an
organisation which purports to represent the
interests and beliefs of students. It is a direct
violation of article 20 of the United Nations
declaration of human rights, which states that
people have the right to freedom of peaceful
assembly and association and that n()-()ne can be
compelled to belong to an association.
Other international agreements that outlaw the
practice of compulsory agreements of unionism
include the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and International Labour
Organisation conventions concerning freedom of
association and protection of the right to organise.
Student unions have argued that their - Mr Micallef interjected.
Mrs PWUCH - I take great offence at that,
although I will not ask for its withdrawal. I will tell
you why I take great offence. I come from the former
Yugoslavia. I have lived under a totalitarian regime,
under oppression and in a system that requires
people to be compulsory members of the
Communist Party before they were even considered
for employment.
I reject the interjection made by the honourable
member for Springvale on emotional, moral and
intellectual grounds. I find that it is insensitive to the
views, feelings and attitudes of many people who
have migrated to Australia to escape oppression of
totalitarian regimes, the principles which he now
defends in arguing against this legislation and in
favour of compulsory student unionism.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs PEVUCH - The attitude is hypocritical,
and if opposition members were mandatorily
required to provide funds to support organisations
holding views different to theirs, they would be the
first to scream!
Compulsory student unionism is no different to the
prerequisite of the former socialist federation of
YugoslaVia - the country of my birth - that
workers be paid-up members of the Communist
Party before being considered for employment in
that country.
That type of compulsion to be a member of an
association has driven my family to this country,
thankfully, and I am extremely grateful for the
opportunities this country has given me. 1brough
my own choice I have been able to join a political
party in this country that preserves those rights and
privileges.
During his contribution to this debate the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale quoted from an
article written by Claude Forell. It is an absolutely
appalling example of inductive reasoning, from a
fairly senior journalist whose writing I have enjoyed
from time to time. He also argues that membership
of student unionism is traditional, therefore should
not be questioned and should be defended as an
important part of university life.
All honourable members would recognise that
certain services are important ingredients of
university life and the broader educative processes
at tertiary institutions. However, to argue that just
because something is traditional it must be
preserved is extremely narrow minded. Although
the traditions which preserve our rights and
freedoms must be defended and upheld, those that
are oppressive or restrictive need to be changed and,
at times, discarded. This piece of legislation is an
example of that sort of process. The closed-shop
principle of compulsory student unionism is
obviously against the basic tenets of a democratic
society.
An honourable member interjected.
Mrs PEVUCH - Under the closed shop of
student unionism I paid for more than eight years to
be represented by organisations that did not
represent my views or the views of many other
students.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs PEULICH - An interjection was made
about elections. I inform the house - I am sure the
opposition is aware of this - that the turn out of
students at student union elections varies from
10 per cent to approximately 20 per cent. A large
part of the argument mounted against this proposed
legislation is based on an incorrect assumption that
compulsory unionism will erode the quality of
student life. This bill does not do that. Compulsory
student unionism and the provision of legitimate,
necessary student services are not inextricably
linked; they are two distinct issues.
Student unions argue that the overwhelming
majority of funds are expended by their
organisations - they do not fund activities that
could be used for political purposes. Having spent
eight years at university in both a full-time and
part-time capacity, I have heard many criticisms and
much disgruntled discontent from students who
have seen the proliferation of a litany of unjustified
expenditures by various organisations that have
been given money out of the discretionary funds of
student unions.
I will allude to some of those. For example,
according to the Royal Melbourne Institute of
Technology student representative council, in 1990
funds were donated to the League of FilipinO
Students, a front organisation for the Communist
Party of the Philippines. In 1991 the institute also
funded the Coalition Against (George) Bush vigil, a
May Day committee, a Green Left weekly donation,
Democratic Socialists Society T-shirts, bus trips to
protests at the Gazebo Hotel in Sydney and the
Richmond Secondary College, and the like.
Everyone has the right to freedom of expression; I
would be the first to defend that. However, whether
they wished to promote left politics, right politics or
any other politics whatsoever, it should not be done
out of a compulsory fee levied on all students. It
should be done as it is done by active, conscious
participants in the political process - that is, from
funds raised voluntarily through subscription or
made through donations. That is the distinction
between what the opposition wants and what the
coalition government wants.
This bill will not stamp it out. It just diSCiplines
student unions and restricts the uses to which
compulsorily levied funds on students can be used.
Support for this bill is wide and broad not only
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among students but also their parents - in many
instances the people who actually paid for those fees.
It has been argued that services will disappear.

There is an extremely wide range of views. Many
people believe many services should be funded on
the user-pays principle. I do not share that view, just
as I do not share the view that things are currently
hunky-dory and should stay the same.
Compulsory fees should not be used for political
activities - be they left or right or whatever.
Ordinary students do not wish to see their
hard-earned money expended on the sorts of
political activities that they do not morally support.
As a student of the Monash University I am
automatically deemed a member of the Monash Post
Graduate Association, which distributes a
publication called Magnet, which it continues to send
to me. I have not read it for the last four years, nor
have I used any other services apart from the three
services that were valuable to me as a part-time,
mature-age student: the book shop, which is
outstanding; the cafe, where I call in from time to
time to see my supervisor; and the library, where I
undertake research. They are basically the three
important services to me. I will not argue that
compulsory fees should be restricted to those
services because full-time students require many
more services than that. However, I believe that this
bill achieves that.
I will explain why I do not believe that many of the
services currently provided should be funded from
compulsory fees. I take personal objection to a
particular voluntary student unionism supplement
in an issue of the publication, Magnet. The
interesting thing about this publication is that it has
a number of articles on the issue of VSU which
contain a plethora of lies, distortions and half-truths.
Interestingly the articles were not written by the
elected representatives of that association; they were
written by paid-up officers of that association. That
is a vastly different kettle of fish. The important
point in the debate is that many services are also
funded by the federal government, which means
they will not be affected by the legislation. It is
dishonest to suggest that they will disappear.
One of the opposition's other arguments against the
bill is that it reduces student representation. I am
pleased to know that in closing the second-reading
debate the minister will make an important
statement about that vital issue. The legislation will

TERTIARY EDUCATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
2210

ASSEMBLY

broaden representation rather than constricting it as
it has been constricted in the past.
To a large extent student unions are
unrepresentative: 10 per cent turnout at student
union elections is a rare exception to the rule. In any
healthy democratic system such a low turnout
would be seen as a serious problem and cast
legitimate doubts on the system. Yet student unions
have done nothing to remedy this. According to the
legislation and the statements the Minister will make
in closing the debate, representation will be
enhanced dramatically.
It has been said that the lack of funding for student

newspapers demonstrates hypocrisy on the
government's part. The belief that student
newspapers cannot survive through voluntary
subscriptions, which can be made at the start of the
school year, suggests there is a need for reflection by
those who run the newspapers and fear their
disappearance without compulsory levies. Many
secondary schools produce magazines and the
subscription rate among parents, many of them hard
pressed for extra money, is 97 per cent. They choose
to buy a school magazine. If student newspapers are
valued by student communities, subscriptions will
ensure their survival. If not, perhaps reflection and
change are needed.
I have received a lot of correspondence and support
via telephone calls and letters. All the letters were
signed but the people who wrote them said that
although they did not mind if I referred to their
letters publicly, they did not want their names
mentioned because they feared repercussions on
some campuses from individuals who hold different
points of view. They did not talk about personal
intimidation; they were more concerned about
ridicule and the attacks that are mounted with the
assistance of the funds compulsory student levies
provide. One young woman wrote:
Dear madam,
I enclose in this letter two recent articles from Tabula
RIlsQ, the Swinburne student newspaper. Unfortunately
these articles are representative of much that is
published in student newspapers throughout Victoria.
However, under the current system of compulsory
acquired union fees students are forced to subsidise
this drivel.

'That is one illustration of the many letters I have
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Mr Cole interjected.
Mrs PEULICH - Sporting facilities require funds
for development and maintenance of infrastructure.
The honourable member for Melbourne should be
able to distinguish between those two activities. One
of the arguments against the legislation is based on
what the federal government might do. It has been
suggested that the federal government will probably
sidestep the legislation by providing direct funding
to student unions. That argument has been
articulated by a federal Labor member whose
electorate straddles mine - I use the term 'straddle'
innocently - and contains a university campus. The
suggestion has been slammed by an editorial in the
Age of 14 February entitled 'Payment on demand'. In
my view the argument is not only morally
questionable but also has dramatic political
ramifications akin to the Ros Kelly sports rorts affair.
The editorial states:
The Minister for Education, Mr Crean, is reported to
have warned that should any state government axe
compulsory student union fees, the federal government
will retaliate by making up the shortfall to the unions
involved and deducting that sum from grants to the
states.

Grants to the states are for roads, hospitals and
education -essential services funded by taxation
paid by the citizens of this state. The services
provided by unions do not fall into the same
category. To fund political allies at the expense of
grants to the Victorian people is morally
reprehensible and politically suicidal. The editorial
continues:
But the analogy is limited. Compulsory student union
fees, for example, cannot be equated with taxes
because, while some services that union fees provide
are admirable, very few can be deemed vital. There is
no reason why those who do not use services should
have to pay for them. This argument applies even more
to donations that many politically committed student
unions like to make to dubious but ideologically
compatible causes.
The federal threat to punish states that legislate to
make student union fees optional is another example of
the inadequacy of the Constitution ... But many
Victorian tertiary students will not take kindly to
federal action that will be widely interpreted as Ros
Kellyish in nature; that is, unacceptably biased towards
Labor's friends.

received from students.
Another letter commending the government states:
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Dear Inga,
I am writing to congratulate the state government on
the policy of implementing voluntary student
unionism. As a third-year student at RMIT, I have paid
almost $1000 in compulsory, up-front fees. I have
talked about the issues with my friends and we all
agree that it is wrong and wasteful for the student
union to take our money without having to prove to us
that the services it provides are beneficial. The cafe still
charges market prices and the activities run by the
union appear only to cater for marginal tastes.

Another letter states:
I am a first-year student at RMIT and like many other
students signed a petition in favour of voluntary
student unionism. It is my view that many students on
campus support the abolition of compulsory unionism
and favour current legislation.
The legislation for voluntary student unionism is
already too generous in allowing universities to charge
a compulsory fee for some services, however, it is a
great step forward for the rights of students. I would
like to congratulate the Liberal Party for recognising
the rights of students and helping us to enforce our
democratic rights to freedom of choice.

Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER - Order! I welcome to the gallery
a minister in the Maltese government, Mr Tabone,
and his wife, together with the Consul-General of
Malta.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that
the Deputy Premier - the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and Minister for Tourism will be absent from the house today due to
government business. The Attorney-General will
handle any matters in relation to police and
emergency services and the Minister for Industry
and Employment will handle any matters in relation
to the tourism portfolio.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Grand prix
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Treasurer to his refusal to release more than
50 documents under the Freedom on Information
Act regarding the grand prix and particularly to
document Bl, which concerns the contractual
arrangements with Bemie Ecclestone, because
disclosure would have an adverse effect on the
economy of VictOria, and I ask: what amount of
taxpayers' money has Mr Ron Walker agreed to pay
to secure the rights to stage the grand prix at Albert
Park?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The freedom of
information request made by the Leader of the
Opposition will be dealt with in accordance with the
act.

National export growth
Mr TREASURE (Gippsland East) - Will the
Premier inform the house of Victoria's contribution
to national export growth that is highlighted in the
recent Australian Bureau of Statistics trade figures?
Mr KENNElT (Premier) - Although there are
still some in our community, who are mainly seated
opposite, who are opposed to any genuine effort to
get the community moving again, some good news
is contained in the Australian Bureau of Statistics
figures released yesterday on trade: 40 per cent of
the increase in Australia's exports over the past year
have come from Victoria.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr KENNElT - I have never heard such an
inane barrage of interjections from the Leader of the
Opposition. If it was all because of federal
government policy - I know you are still lonely for
your federal colleagues - Mr Brumby - They have decent policies!
The SPEAKER - Order! It is impossible for
question time to proceed if there is a barrage of
interjections. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to
remain silent.
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Mr KENNETI -If the federal government
policies were working in this way there would have
been a dramatic increase in exports in every state of
Australia but the reality is that there was not. The
exports are from this state because - Mr 8rumby interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition may not persistently interject.
Mr KENNETI - Something is getting to you!
What is it? We do not know what is happening on
that side that is affecting him so much!
Victoria's exports topped $12 billion in the year to
March compared with only $8.4 billion in the same
period four years ago. The dramatic increase is the
result of the policies of this government and also
because an increase in confidence is being felt by
most Victorians, be they citizens or industry people
throughout the state. Exports have increased by
43 per cent while exports for the rest of Australia
have increased by only 17.5 per cent. The Leader of
me OppOSition believes federal government policies
have led to this increase but he has only to look at
the figures to understand that Victoria's growth of
43 per cent is substantially higher than the national
average of 17.5 per cent.
We will continue to manage growth in
manufacturing exports and increase growth in food
and value-added food. The figures that came out
yesterday are not to be taken as set in concrete. We
must continue to work hard to secure further
growth. However, the state is heading in the right
direction. The employment figures that have come
out recently have shown that Victoria has had a
growth in employment in three of the past four
:nonths.
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becoming increasing tired of an opposition leader
who does nothing but whinge and complain.
Mr Dollis interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that he may not hurl a
barrage of interjections across the table.
Mr KENNE'IT - Victoria will continue to grow
where there is certainty of policy and a pro-business
environment and where the community believes
those in charge and responsible for the day-to-day
administration know where they are going and what
they are doing. That is in contrast with the previous
government, which continually operated at the beck
and call of a trade union movement that acted only
in its own vested interests.

Ambulance services
Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to the undertaking she gave to
the house on 4 May that she would release
up-to-date statistics on ambulance response times.
Given that the public has been waiting more than
three weeks for her to honour that undertaking, will
the minister guarantee that she will release the latest
ambulance response time statistics before the house
rises tomorrow at the end of the autumn sessional
period?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I recall
giving a commitment that when the figures were
available and were in a satisfactory form they would
be made available to the house. I stand by that
commitment. When they are available and in a form
that is understandable and presentable they will be
made available.

Albert Park revitalisation
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNElT - The honourable member
opposite says that is in spite of me. Is that also in
spite of my job or is it just personal?
An honourable member interjected.

Mr KENNElT - Oh, it is the whole lot of us.
There was no growth under the previous
government because of its gross mismanagement of
the state. We are happy to put up with abuse from
the opposition if the public continues to receive the
benefits we are deriving, which are being reflected
in new employment growth. The community is

Mr McLELLAN (Frankston East) - Will the
Premier advise the house of plans for the
revitalisation of Albert Park?
Mr KENNETr (Premier) - At 1.00 p.m. today
my colleague the Minister for Major Projects
announced in detail the refurbishment of Albert
Park.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Pascoe Vale has been in this place long
enough to know that his actions are disorderly. I ask
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him to comply with the usual practices and the
standing orders of the house.

Mr KENNElT - I can only say that those who
sit and observe this place today will understand
how bereft the Labor Party is of any sense of
purpose concerning either the development of this
state or the development of Albert Park.
The comprehensive plan released today will provide
a sound basis for the park's revitalisation that will
take it into the 21st century. Most honourable
members would know if they walked over the
sporting ovals that they are like rabbit tracks. They
are all to be repositioned, resurfaced and drained in
a way that has been welcomed by all the sporting
groups that are part of Albert Park. A new home
with new facilities will be provided for the South
Melbourne soccer club at the South Melbourne oval.
I note the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
shaking his head and saying 'Hear, hear'. We
welcome his support for this revitalisation plan.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr KENNElT - You carmot have your cake and
eat it, too. The opposition would have a grand prix
under Port Phillip Bay if one took notice of the
terminology it is using.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, you consistently ask the
opposition to cease interjecting, but so long as the
Premier continues this method of taunting and
directing his remarks directly across the table one
can hardly be blamed - The SPEAKER - Order! It is hard to know
which comes first, the chicken or the egg.
Honourable members are supposed to behave in a
responsible way. Persistent interjection will get some
sort of reply, and that makes it difficult for the
Chair. There is no point of order.
Mr KENNElT (premier) - A number of new
pimic areas will be developed around the lake edge,
which will make it a little like the banks of the Yarra
River, and they will increasingly be used by a whole
range of Victorians over the years to come.
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series of new environmental wetland measures to
improve the water quality of the lake. More than
5000 trees will systematically be planted over a
period. There will be a major upgrading and
extension of the golf course and a new golf driving
range - the existing range is well utilised by people
from around the city. There will be new homes for
the South Melbourne cricket club and the collegians'
football club, and the Harry Trott oval will be
relocated.
The bottom line is that there will be no net loss of
open space. In fact the open space currently there
will be revitalised and reconditioned, and all
sporting clubs whose homes are in the park will
remain there with suitably upgraded facilities. The
plan allows for the retention and enhancement of the
major new community playground and there are
plans to retain and provide for the extension of
MacRobertson Girls High School.
This is an exciting program. The cost will be up to
$45 million, of which about $20 million is being
spent on the renourishment of Albert Park and its
surrounds and the other $25 million on assets
associated with the grand prix.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Yan Yean does not put that document
away I will have to confiscate it.
Mr KENNETT - The important thing about the
development of Albert Park and ultimately the
assets within it - the sporting fields and the street
circuit for the grand prix - is that it will all be done
without adding a dollar of extra debt to the people
of Victoria. In line with the commitment of this
government since it came to office and through its
Agenda 21 program, it will all be done from funds
tha t we earn along the way.
Mr 8rumby interjected.
Mr KENNETT - The Leader of the Opposition
continues to interject. When this plan was originally
announced the Leader of the Opposition supported
the concept. Since then he has suggested that we
move the event to Phillip Island, then to Sandown
and more recently to Docklands.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNElT -It is interesting that the
honourable member for Albert Park is not even
interested in his own area. There will be a whole

Unlike the opposition, which has had many varied
positions on this issue, the govenunent is absolutely
committed - -
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Mr Brumby interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will ignore
interjections, and the Leader of the Opposition will
remain silent.
Mr KENNElT - TIUs is a very eXdting program.
Of course there will always be some who are
opposed to it because they are opposed to anything
that offers new exdtement, development or jobs in
this state. It is a very good proposal, which I am sure
will be genuinely supported by the vast majority of
Victorians who look forward not only to this event
but also to the good management of the state as
being a vital ingredient of the future employment
opportunities of those members of our community
today who are seeking employment.

Leeds Media and Communication
Services Pty Ltd
Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Finance to the fact that Leeds Media and
Communication Services Pty Ltd is selling
advertising space on billboards to be erected along
the Tullamarine Freeway contrary to VicRoads
adVice. Given that this represents another breach of
Media Coundl of Australia rules, which prohibit a
media buyer from also selling advertising space, will
the minister give a commitment to the house that the
government will immediately terminate its contract
with Leeds Media and stop it from continuing to
breach media council rules?
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I will
examine the matter raised by the honourable
member.

Case-mix funding
Mrs HENDERSON (Geelong) - In light of
comments made yesterday by the federal Minister
for Health, Dr Carmen Lawrence, that the
commonwealth government deserves credit for the
successes of case-mix funding, will the Minister for
Health clarify for the house what role the federal
government has played in developing the case-mix
system?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - It was with
interest and with a certain sense of irony that I heard
the federal health minister yesterday say that while
supporting case-mix funding she was seeking to
take a considerable amount of credit for the
commonwealth in terms of its success.
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I have always said that the commonwealth
government has conducted a considerable amount
of research and study into case-mix funding for
Australian hospitals. In fact, the work of
Dick Scotten and Helen Owens, which is the
definitive work on case-mix for Australia, was paid
for under funding provided by the commonwealth
government. It provided $25 million over the past
five years for papers, workshops, seminars and
books, all on the theory of case-mix funding.
But it was not until the Kennett government came to
office in October 1992 that the Victorian health
department dedded to act on those five years of
investigations and introduce case-mix funding, the
first state to do so and certainly the first to see the
substantial fall in waiting lists as a result of this new
initiative in hospital funding.
Dr Lawrence similarly indicated that most other
states will follow the case-mix formula. I suggest the
minister should look to the comments of Or Neal
Blewett on his retirement when he said the
introduction of case-mix funding in Victoria was one
of the major achievements in the public hospital
sector in this country over the past decade.

Teacher amenities
Mr TURNER (Bendigo West) - Will the Minister
for Education inform the house what priority the
government is giving to prOViding teachers with
better staff amenities?
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - The
government has a very high commitment towards
improving and increasing the professionalism of
teachers and prOViding them with the proper
amenities they deserve commensurate with their
profession. Sadly, the former government treated
teachers in a shocking way and did many things to
undermine their professionalism. In particular, it
allowed teachers to work in amenities which were
quite inappropriate to their professional status.
I am happy to inform the house that the government
has allocated $5 million to improve the amenities
and facilities for teachers and staff in schools.
Almost 500 schools will benefit from grants of up to
$30 000, which will be used on a cooperative basis
with school communities. The government will
provide $2 for every $1 that is raised and
contributed by school communities. It is an initiative
that schools have welcomed and embraced and it
reinforces the government's commitment to
improving conditions for the teaching profession.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is becoming
tired of calling the house to order and in particular
referring to individual members. I warn the
honourable member for Keilor that he may not
interject again during question time or I will take
action against him.
Mr HA YW ARD - This new initiative reinforces
the government's commitment to teachers and to the
teaching profession and its determination to
endeavour to ensure that teachers have proper
amenities. Unfortunately the former government
allowed school facilities to deteriorate in a shocking
way. As honourable members will be aware, there
was a backlog of maintenance works amounting to
about $600 million. The former government
neglected schools and did not pay proper attention
to enabling teachers to operate and work in suitable
facilities.
There is a long, long way to go before we can be
satisfied that teachers' facilities are appropriate for
their professional status, but the government is
committed to working towards that end and this
initiative is an important contribution towards that
objective.

Mr Ron Walker
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I refer the
Premier to an article in the Herald Sun of 23 May by
Canberra journalist, Niki Savva, in which it is
reported that the Melbourne businessman
Ron Walker bought suits for the former federal
Liberal leader, Or John Hewson, paid for his drinks
and topped up the budget for the salaries of his
personal staff to the tune of $380 000. Has
Mr Walker ever provided similar assistance to the
Premier or his staff?
The SPEAKER - Order! I am not sure whether
the question deals with government administration
but I will allow it.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - I do not know
whether the honourable member is suggesting I
need new suits or thinks the ones I wear are fine. I
am proud to say that I buy Australian-made suits, in
fact, Victorian-made suits, unlike the Prime
Minister - I could not afford the suits he buys
anyway! I believe my suits are all made in Victoria.
They are made in factories located in sea ts not
controlled by our side of politics. In fact, mine are
made by Berkeley Apparel - perhaps I should
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check that. Yes, they are made in Australia, in
Victoria in fact, very good cloth and, I have to say,
paid for by JGK. All right?
My shoes are not overly fashionable.
Government members - More, more!
The SPEAKER - Order! I cannot recall whether
the standing orders say anything about stripping in
Parliament, however I fear that if the Premier keeps
going we may get into an embarrassing situation.
The Preqtier should conclude his answer.
Mr KENNETI - If I continued, no doubt one of
us would be embarrassed, Mr Speaker. The
honourable member for Yan Yean has raised a good
point. I have always believed that Victorian
companies, many of which are small bUSinesses,
produce quality apparel for both men and women.
My tie, although honourable members may not like
its design, was produced in Victoria along with my
suit, shoes and socks. All of us can have increasing
pride in what the clothing industry is now
producing in terms of a finished product, design and
texture.
I have 4 minutes left in which to walk the
honourable member through the benefits of the
retailing, manufacturing and wholesaling of the
clothing industry. Until recently many suits in
Australia were imported, but there has been a
substantial growth in the number of - Mr HAERMEYER (yan Yean) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! An honourable member
is entitled to raise a point of order in silence.
Mr HAERMEYER - The question I asked the
Premier related to whether Mr Ron Walker had
bought suits for the former federal Liberal leader,
Or John Hewson, paid for drinks or topped up the
salaries of his personal staff to the tune of $380 000.
We appreciate the Premier's floor show, but we
would also appreciate him addressing the question.
Has Mr Walker topped up salaries? Has he provided
suits? Has he bought drinks for the Premier or his
staff?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has said on
previous occasions that it is not up to the Chair to
direct any member how to construct an answer. The
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Premier has been discussing suits and that is
relevant to the question. There is no point of order.
Mr KENNETf (Premier) - 1 have already said
that 1 buy my own suits, but if the honourable
member is confused I inform him that I also buy my
own shoes. My personal apparel, which 1 will not
put on display for obvious reasons, is bought for me
by my wife - and knowing your track record you
would want to blame her for that as well. I
purchased my tie and shirt and my cufflinks were
given to me by the American ambassador. 1 pay for
all my own dental work and my haircuts, which you
do not like anyway, so they are not worth
mentioning - some people even think that 1 do not
get it cut at all. 1 purchased my watch on a recent
trip overseas because the one 1 was wearing at the
time stopped and I needed to be on time for my
appointments.
The answer to whether the salaries of any of my staff
is being topped up by Mr Walker or anyone else is
no. They are paid for by the public in the sense that
we are in government and you are in opposition.
Perhaps the honourable member could answer a
question for me: how many of your staff are paid for
by the trade union movement?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier is out of
order.
Mr KENNETf - 1 am always willing and ready
to go out of my way to purchase Victorian and
Australian-made products. There are always
times - I am not saying this in relation to the
honourable member - when I may receive a gift. 1
have been given ties, and only the other day I was
given a pair of socks.

Mr KENNETf - Thank you, Mr Speaker, and
have a very good day!

TERTIARY EDUCATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mrs PEULICH (Bentleigh) - One of the more
enjoyable aspects of this job is the theatre of
Parliament, especially during question time. I
conclude my contribution by saying that
compulsory student unionism is a direct attack on
the principles of academic freedom, open and free
intellectual inquiry and liberal education values
which have been the underlying guarantees of the
preservation of our free, open and progressive
society. This bill addresses and corrects a violation
of the individual and human rights of university and
other tertiary students. It discourages student unions
to promote unrepresentative political causes. This
legislation will cause students bodies to become
more accountable and efficient in their operations. It
will eliminate waste and redirect opportunities to
less fringe causes. More importantly, the legislation
will result in absolutely no reduction in the quality
of non-academic life in higher education institutions.
Recently I received a letter in support of compulsory
student unionism from a representative of the
National Union of Students. In conclusion that letter
states:
Mrs Peulich - of course, this issue isn't a burning one
with the voters of Bentleigh. In fact, we find it hard to
believe that your constituents would see this issue as a
priority for the government.

Mr Micallef - What about a suit?
Mr KENNETI - I do not think I have been given
a suit, but have you, Eddy?
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr KENNETf - I can understand that. After
what you called me last night, I can understand why
no-one has given you a suit. I am a proud Victorian
and I wear Victorian-made clothes and apparel. I
think it is good quality and well worth promoting.
John, where is yours?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will
address the Chair and conclude his answer.

The irony of that letter was that it was signed by a
young, presumably intelligent woman by the name
of Uberty. Freedom of association is a Significant
issue to me personally. It is a Significant issue and
should be to all Victorians. It is a huge concern to the
people of Bentleigh, and I commend the minister for
taking the initiative and prOViding a balanced piece
of legislation which puts into effect the coalition
policy of voluntary student unionism but also
reserves essential student services that will continue
to enrich university life.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I am totally and
completely opposed to the bill. The government has
done a complete backflip on its original position. It
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should never have become involved in this matter in
the first place.
The bill is an example of ideological obsession gone
absolutely haywire. There is no logical reason for the
government to be getting into it other than that it is
obsessed with vague concepts of compulsion.
Government members cannot help themselves. The
fact that the bill is being brought back as far as it is is
a credit to those on the other side who have
sufficient brains, sense and political nous to know it
is not in the least bit liberal to engage in prohibiting
political activity on university campuses. The simple
fact is that the government's obsession with
compulsory university levies has not resulted in one
bit of change - the levies will still be compulsory.
Indeed, the regulations in the amendment are so
broad, not only in respect of prohibition but also in
respect of what is permitted to occur, that a truck
could be driven through them.
We also have the ridiculous situation that a value
judgment is now to be put on what is to happen at
universities. It will be all right to engage in a
Mr University contest in which 10 people line up
and drink as much grog as they can and the winner
will be the person who does not throw up, but if one
wants to take part in political activity, to be a
member of a political party that is supported in the
same manner as the Mr University contest is
supported, the answer is, 'Sorry, that is not on, that
is political and you cannot engage in it'. I should
have thought that university administrations,
student unions, cake clubs, mountaineering clubs or
whatever other associations exist at universities are
no business of the government. The government
should not be involving itself in the affairs of those
organisations other than through its representatives
on university councils.
This issue has nothing to do with the government,
but some people in the government have such a
strong interest and concern about it that they want
to ram through what they have been waiting for
years to do and what they were defeated by all and
sundry on when they tried to achieve it in the past.
They are now acting like kids in a lolly shop who
cannot resist taking the lollies.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr COLE - I very much support freedom of
information. I will draw a comparison between the
right of a rowing club or a chocolate appreciation
society to be funded through this legislation and the
inability of a person who chooses to be a member of
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the communist party or who is a Trotskyist to be
funded.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr COLE - You cannot, you are not funded!
What is being said here is that those groups cannot
be funded under the bill. If that is not
discrimination, I do not know what is!
Returning to the question of being deemed to be a
member of a union or a student association, if that
concept applies, by definition, one is deemed
equally to be a member of the swimming, football or
any other of the university clubs because they all
contribute on one simple principle - at least they
did when I was at university and it has not changed
that I know of: a club or association with 25 or more
members is funded according to the number of
members it has. That is the best way to decide these
issues, not by someone telling people they cannot
have political views because if they do they will not
be funded.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr COLE - The honourable member for
Doncaster says it is nonsense! He should tell me then
how these groups will be funded out of the
compulsory levy in future. If they cannot be funded
they are by definition prescribed organisations
under the legislation. The government knows full
well that organisations such as student unions
cannot survive without core funding. That is the
reality! The government is saying, 'Sorry, you
cannot have funding because we do not want you
being part of unions and we do not want these
political groups to be supported with core funding'.
However, it is all right to have football and it is all
right - it is all right now! - to have theatre.
The day the government lost the debate on
compulsion it should have dropped the measure all
together. It is not simply a face-saving device.
Government members have been dragged out and
shown to be what they really are: people who at
long last have power and are attempting to restrict
the nature of debate at universities. The honourable
member for Bentleigh talked about things that
student unions at the Royal Melbourne Institute of
Technology have funded. Whatever those things
were - it may have been the NelsonMandela
campaign -she was really saying, 'We do not
believe support for these groups should be
compulsory'. In other words, the government is
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saying it does not believe those things should be
funded at all!
It is simple to draw a comparison between those
groups and organisations such as a rowing club. If
the government does not believe that is so, why does
it allow a rowing club to be funded compulsorily?
The silence is deafening! It is because the
government is drawing a distinction between people
at universities who support organisations such as a
rowing club, which may be compulsorily funded,
and people who support bodies such as the
Australian Labor Party or the Liberal Party, to
whom the government says, 'Sorry, we cannot put
funds into that, we are going to rule by edict that
tha t money is not allowed to be used for tha t
purpose'. The government is doing that because it is
against political activity occurring at all and wishes
to restrict it in every way it possibly can.
The fact is that the compulsory fee remains. The
principle that the government espouses as being so
important that people have gone to war to fight over
it in Bosnia and other places - compulSion - is
being sacrificed here. If the honourable member for
Doncaster had been here when the honourable
member for Bentleigh was speaking on the bill he
would have seen how much the issue of compulSion
meant to her. However, the truth of the matter is
that that aspect has been forgone and under the bill
there will still be a compulsory fee.
There should be a compulsory fee, which all
students should have to pay, and the guidelines as
to what constitutes a club or association that may be
funded should be set by the universities and other
institutions themselves. Currently we have the
absurd situation in which political groups and, for
God's sake, newspapers are not allowed to be
funded from a levy at the beginning of the year.
All honourable members know that university
newspapers do not receive large sums of money
through advertising and cannot rely on
subscriptions alone. By some smart sophistry it is
being said that somehow this is a method of
achieving the result that what compulsory levies can
do for activities such as rowing clubs will not be
allowed for newspapers, and that if students want
newspapers they will have to find some other way
of funding them. All honourable members know
that will not work.
The bottom line is that this is a political issue - it is
all too political. The government does not want to
see funding for student activities continue via the
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traditional method. The opposition believes that
political clubs at universities, no matter what their
political persuaSion, are entitled to be funded in the
same manner as other groups. The opposition is
concerned about what will happen with the
pacifists' club. Will that club be considered a
political group? Its members believe in pacifism so
of course it is a political group, as is the anarchists'
movement. The Pacifists Club cannot be funded but
the Philosophical Society will be, but if it is the
Philosophy Club (ALP) it may be banned because it
is too political. These issues have not been thought
of and they are about to erupt.
I hope they do because the only way to get across to
the government the message that it should stay out
of things that are not its business or concern or the
business or concern of its political ideology is for
there to be strong campaigns against the
government, and those campaigns will continue.
The government has now decided that there will be
an arbiter of what should be considered in a
university environment - a place that was
supposed, when I was there studying civil liberties
and other issues, to be about freedom of expression.
One was supposed to be free from harassment and
free to engage in coming together as groups in
associations and so on. The one way to achieve that
was to have support for what one was doing. If one
had 25 members or more, one could receive funding.
From here on in if one wants to become involved
with a political group such as the Pacifists Club, one
will be out of luck, because the government says it is
out. That is what is so wrong with this concept.
To talk about freedom and individual liberty, as
some coalition members have done, goes to the very
heart of the hypocrisy of the government. More
individual freedoms and liberties have been taken
away by this government than by any other over the
past 20 or 30 years.
In effect the legislation says, 'When you go to
university and pay your $300 compulsory levy,
money can be given to the chocolate appreciation
society or the water polo club or the football dub,
but not to the political groups'. The proposed
amendments to the bill represent a major backdown
by the government. It was interesting to hear the
Minister for Tertiary Education and Training in the
other place talk on this bill. At the end of his speech I
almost thought he did not support the bill. The truth
of the matter probably is that he does not support
the bill.
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Thank goodness the amendments mean the theatre

groups will be included. They will now be funded.
One could only hope that that would be the case,
because we all know the wliversities have made a
great contribution to theatre and the theatre world,
not least from the two that will be most affected by
this bill. Many people in this place or other
Parliaments were actively involved in university
political clubs and know that what came out of them
were a number of journalists and writers who were
involved with student newspapers.
It is extraordinary that funding for theatres was be
stopped. One can only assume it was some

ideological attempt by the government to say, 'We
don't want these particular things to be forced upon
people because a lot of people don't like it or do not
go to it. It is on the fringe'. Student theatre is often
on the fringe, but that is the beauty of it. If the
theatre groups decide to run only political plays will
they soon lose their money because they are
engaging in political activity? Or if they decide to
give some money to help Nelson Mandela handle
Chief Buthelezi, will they lose that funding? Or will
the debating society, when it debates such important
issues as 'Can you trust men with beards?', continue
to be funded provided it does not get into political
debates? What happens if it suddenly becomes a
debating society dominated by people interested in
politics who debate a range of political issues and
get a lot of people to join and collect a lot of money
and at the end of a debate on the rights and wrongs
of prOViding aid for what is going on in South Africa
decide to donate some money? Will that political
debating society suddenly lose its funding? Will the
debating society be acceptable at the moment or
forever, or will there be a decision down the track to
introduce regulations saying that any group that
pursues a political objective will lose its funding?
If we saw, as we have in the past, sporting groups

getting together for political reasons over what is
happening to their particular sport - be it an attack
on the Australian Football League, formerly the
Victorian Football League, or heavy involvement in
the Moscow Olympics campaign - would those
sporting groups not be funded? We saw sporting
groups rally behind the issue that they should be
entitled to compete in Moscow. Will such sporting
groups lose their funding because they are being
political?
The bill does not provide for student finandal
services. I am assured that that can be remedied by
regulation, but it is absurd that one cannot have
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student financial services supported and
underwritten by compulsory levies.
Mr Perton - Thank goodness.
Mr COLE - The interjections of the honourable
member for Doncaster are so banal that they hardly
warrant reply. I get sick of his making banal
comments every time I speak. I hope he contributes
to the debate and says why he supports this
draconian, ridiculous and unnecessary bill.
Members of the opposition were under the
impression that he was a bit of a liberal in the John
Stuart Mill category but in his support of this bill he
clearly is not.
The measures in this bill must be fought consistently
into the future, even if the bill is passed in this place
and the other place. The legislation must be fought
because the opposition cannot accept, nor can the
community at large, that a government can say to
organisations, 'This is how you must spend your
money', unless there is some question of corruption,
in which case the police should be involved. In this
case that is not so, it is purely for political and
ideological reasons that the government does not
want political groups like the student newspapers
being funded. The whole concept of issuing edicts
from on high is fraught with danger and puts
people's dvilliberties at risk. The bill is fraught with
danger because its enforcement will be stricken by
technicalities about what constitutes political
involvement.
It will be devastating to the associations and the
student unions. It is all very well to say of student
unions, 'They're involved in this activity or that
activity'. That may be true, but they are also
involved in a lot of good work for students. There
was always an option for people. If they did not like
the unions they could join and vote against the
offidals. The argument that only 10 per cent voted at
elections and the union is therefore unrepresentative
is arrant nonsense. That is choice. If people choose in
that situation not to vote, no-one can complain
afterwards. If it is a democratic election one cannot
force people to change their whole funding
arrangements and say, 'Well, you're democratic, and
that's a problem'. That is what is being said, 'You're
democratic. That is a problem and we are not going
to be part of funding a democratic organisation'.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr CO LE - The honourable member for
Doncaster talks about voluntary or compulsory
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voting. If the government has a problem with the
voluntary voting system in universities, so be it, but
I do not have a problem with it
If the student union wants to make voting
compulsory I don't think that is any of the
government's business. One cannot compare an
association or union election with what goes on in
the community at large. That is a totally separate
issue. It doesn't worry me which way it goes. If you
want to ensure something is more democratic and
want to have compulsory union voting, that is much
better than the proposition put today. Today's
proposition is, 'We don't care whether you are good,
bad or otherwise. We don't want you involved
because you are controlled, and capable of being
controlled, by groups that are not of our political
persuasion'. At the end of the day that is what it is
really all about.

The price of the bill, which is supported by the
honourable member for Doncaster and others, is the
destruction of much that is associated with student
life. By taking away the funding of those particular
groups the government will destroy much of the life
those honourable members enjoyed when they were
at university.
In conclusion, I hope the government comes to its
senses. I am pleased to see that at least it has been
brought back a fair bit. The four-by-two stick that
has been applied by varying groups in the
community has had some impact. I hope the
government changes its position and I wish all the
universities and vice-chancellors the best of luck in
continuing to oppose the bill and in fighting for
some equity and the principle of liability that is so
important to society.

The government forgets that fees are still
compulsory. Honourable members seem to forget
that they have relinquished the issue of compulsion.
It is no longer an argument. Forget about it and go
home. It is not the issue; the issue is politics. It is
about how to get stuck into those groups you don't
agree with. This government does that with alacrity
all the time.
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) - I support the
coalition for implementing the policy it published
well before the last election. I speak also as a parent
of a university student. The honourable member for
Coburg said this issue concerns the spending of
money. It certainly does - my daughter's money
and my money. Because she does not have a job, I
pay for her university education. We are being
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forced to pay money into an organisation in which
we do not wish to be involved. Although my
daughter can make her own choice, if she came to
me and said she wanted to jOin a university union
because it offered her the services she needed and
enjoyed it would be purely up to her. I would be
happy to provide the money. However, I do not
believe it should be compulsory for her to join
organisations in which she has no say or
involvement. That money is completely wasted. The
non-compulsory student unionism policy the
coalition published prior to the election stated:
Compulsory student unionism has long been opposed
by the coalition. It is entirely contrary to the democratic
ideals which the coalition supports. Students should
not be forced into associations to which they object.
Freedom of choice should be guarded most jealously ...

Compulsory unionism should not be forced on
students in our higher education institutions. This is
not anti-union legislation; the government is happy
for the union to be involved and to collect the fees.
Members of the Labor Party are concerned because
they remember what happened when the coalition
government told public servants that it would no
longer collect union dues from their wages and pay
them direct to the unions. The Labor Party lost up to
60 per cent of its union members. It understands that
in many instances university unions do not provide
the services students want and therefore they will
choose not to jOin up. The decision should be left up
to the students.
The bill does not stop funding services such as legal
advice, health care and housing. I do not think the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale has read the
bill; he certainly has not read the amendments. This
morning honourable members had to put up with
his drivel about all the university services that
would not be funded - and he was absolutely
wrong.
My daughter attends the Australian National
University in Canberra. I have spoken to a number
of constituents who are involved in Victorian
universities, and they made some interesting
comments. I was also interested to read an article
written by Felicity Dargan in the Herald Sun of
26 April. She wrote about the leader of Deakin
University's Rusden campus student organisation
who believes voluntary student unionism legislation
will make student leaders more accountable for their
actions. And so they should be. Student leaders will
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be more accountable if students can choose whether
to join the union. The article states:
... student leaders abuse the spoils of office and have
been allowed 'to get away with far too much for far too

long'.
Student unions have been long overdue for a shake-up.

Those are the words of a student leader. Obviously
he knows what he is talking about. He says:
... and the best way to do that is to hit the hip-pocket.

That is exactly what the government is on about.
When I spoke to constituents about what they
thought of voluntary student unionism I received
some very interesting replies. One student said the
union is arrogant and enjoys the protection of
compulsion. That student also said that major
fwlding is often used to support minorities like gay
groups.
Another student said that due to the protection they
enjoy, student unions feel no pressure to cater for
the real needs of students and that those in power
can voice their own opinions. Yet another student
said that the unions would have to educate
themselves about the priorities they should pursue.
That is fair enough. Another said that only badly run
unions fear voluntary student unionism and that it
encourages economic efficiency and relevance. That
student said the union representatives are usually
endorsed by fewer than 15 per cent of the students.
Those were the types of comments made by the
students to whom I spoke. Yet another student said:
I always felt a sense that there was no pressure on the
union to either perform or to be relevant to the majority
of students. Legislators must realise that they are
dealing with people who tend not to understand how
to run an organisation at all let alone effectively.

A further comment was:
Union leaders must learn relevance and efficiency.

One very interesting response was:
At the start of 1993 student elections we got together to
create a club called the more beer club of which I was a
founding member. Our official purpose was to promote
the general consumption of alcohol by students at any
opportunity using student union money.
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Why should it be compulsory for students to fund
that type of activity? I do not believe anyone thinks
that is the role of student unions. It is high time the
unions became accountable for what they do and
how the spend students' money. It is about time
such legislation was introduced. The government's
policy commitment provides freedom of choice for
students when deciding about that extra cost. It will
particularly help students who have to pay their
own way through university.
It will prOvide freedom of choice for students who
pay their way through university by working for
many hours as waitresses and waiters at places like
McDonald's. The government believes they should
not have to pay compulsory fees for activities with
which they do not agree or in which they do not
wish to participate.
All honourable members understand that many
services and activities are required throughout
university and country college campuses. The bill
will not prevent those activities from taking place.
However, it will ensure that the students who run
those student organisations are accountable to the
students. It will encourage students to ask more
questions of the unions to ensure that they receive
the services they require.
The bill allows compulsory non-academic fees to be
charged. The end result will be more accountability
for union leaders.
I fully support the legislation, and I am sure country
students at rural campuses who are forced to jOin
student unions but who, because of distance
education, do not have the opportunity of being
involved in many activities at the main campus will
make a choice about whether they should or should
not join the student union and pay a fee. This
legislation will be of advantage to them in the future.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I am
disappOinted that opposition members have to
defend what is a basic principle of representation
with taxation. This bill is not about voluntary
student unionism, it is about voluntary student
government. Student unions, associations or guilds
are a tradition developed many years ago at Oxford
and Cambridge universities in the United Kingdom.
The bill is not about unionism or the paranoia that
the words 'trade unions' cause the coalition, it is
about stifling organisations that dare to question the
government. Many members of the opposition agree
with my view. The coalition is divided; that is clear.
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We know that when the issue was debated it was a
close vote - don't you worry about that!

honourable member for Dandenong explained, he is
about to get back to the bill.

A Liberal Party Victorian division policy document
states:

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The legislation is
part of the continuing attack on organisations that
question the government. Honourable members
may not be aware that apprOximately 95 per cent of
student compulsory fees are used for a range of
activities other than political activities. An article in
yesterday's Age under the heading 'State waters
down student union laws' states:

We do not want compulsory student moneys flowing
out to anti-Kennett and anti-coalition campaigns and
other fringe activities of the hard student left.

This bill is part of the ongoing attack on
independent organisations that question the
government. The government sacked Moira Rayner,
WorkCare judges and Administrative Appeal
Tribunal judges, it watered down the freedom of
information legislation, so often abused in the past
by honourable members opposite, it sacked councils,
threatens to sack public servants who speak against
it and attacks Justices Fogarty and Nicholson and
the Law Reform Commission because they dare to
voice opinions against it.
The Premier, ministers and government members
continually attack coalition members who dare
question what the government does. Some examples
are already on the record. The honourable members
for Benambra and Eltham questioned the extension
of daylight saving.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the fantasies of the honourable
member for Dandenong about what takes place in
the coalition room may be interesting to him and at
dinner parties with his local Labor Party branch, but
the bill specifically deals with voluntary student
union services on campuses. Although the lead
speaker for the opposition may have a wide ambit
when speaking on the bill, the honourable member
for Dandenong has gone well beyond the bounds of
what is proper and relevant to a debate on voluntary
student unionism and the expenditure of funds
compulsorily acquired from students. I ask you,
Mr Acting Speaker, to bring the honourable member
to order and back to the bill.

During a meeting of Liberal and National Party MPs
yesterday there was vocal and often bitter debate about
the merits of the amendments proposed by the Minister
for Tertiary Education, Mr Storey.
A proposal for a tough crackdown on student unions
was put to the vote and lost narrowly. During an
hour-long debate, many members in favour of
voluntary student unionism criticised the amendments.

Obviously many members of the Liberal Party are
concerned about what is happening, despite what
honourable members may say in this place.
The government has launched a public relations
campaign. The Premier, as a former advertising
man, is all about gimmicks. He brought us the
boring Saba advertisements. The publiC relations
campaign centres on the fact that this bill is
supposed to be about choice and that compulsory
membership is against the principles of freedom of
association set out in the International Covenant of
Civil and Political Rights. The reality is that the
international covenant does not relate to student
unions because they are considered a fonn of
government no different from local government,
state government or federal government.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - On the
point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, if the honourable
member for Doncaster had waited a few minutes he
would have realised that my introductory remarks
referred to the ongoing attacks on organisations that
question the government but I was about to move to
the specific issues in the bill.

The government is playing with words when it uses
'choice' and 'freedom of association'. Students who
for religious or political reasons do not wish to
belong to student unions can ask that their
membership be waived. I am probably the only
person in this place who was actively involved in
student politics at univerSity, apart from the
honourable member for Box Hill. I was the secretary
of the student union at Monash UniverSity. I wrote
to many people who did not want to be members of
the union and approved their requests on many
occasions.

The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! Interjections often prompt honourable
members to stray from the bill. I am sure, as the

The issue is not about choice - that is a spurious
argument. It is about taxation without
representation, about students not having a say at
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their campuses. The government argues that money
is being wasted and massive savings will be made
by stopping political activities involving student
newspapers or other areas of student union or
association activity.
I wonder what Sir Robert Menzies, a former Liberal
Prime Minister, would say about the government's
decision to impose voluntary unionism. He was the
editor of a university magazine in 1916! The truth is
that very little of the fees collected from student
dues are used for political actiVity. ApprOximately 3
to 5 per cent of the fees is allocated to activities that
could be defined as broadly political. A saving of
$10 will be made out of the $300 student union
fee - a huge saving! The remainder of the money is
allocated to such things as the cafeteria, student
services, sport, entertainment, theatre, and clubs and
societies. That is where 95 to 97 per cent of the
student fees go.
The argument being used about massive savings in
student fees is a lie. Students will not save much
money as a result of this proposal; in fact, they will
have less ability to have a say about what happens.
As I said, student unions have existed through a
tradition in the British system established a long
time ago at Cambridge and Oxford universities.
Nowadays, the student unions are based on the
belief that educational institutions should be
sell-managed with the assistance of the state, not
under the control of the state -which the
government is currently attempting to undertake.
There has been a great tradition in universities of
self-development and self-discovery. It has come
about through questioning and assessing matters
and discussion and debate. It is inevitable that
students in those circumstances will question why
the world is in the state it is and why our leaders do
what they do. That may seem to the government to
be radical and out of place for an educational
institution, but that is a tradition on which our
educational institutions have developed. That is
why universities have been breeding grounds for
ideas and student bodies that question our SOCiety.
The women's movement, the environmental
movement and the Third World movement were
born out of the student movement. The universities
of our countries have been the birthplaces of much
of this activity.
The honourable member for Bentleigh spoke about
her origins in a country that was authoritarian and
dictatorial. I appreciate that, but where were the

2223

liberal Party students in my time when campaigns
were being conducted at Monash University and
other campuses against what was happening to
blacks in South Africa? They did not support the
blacks of South Africa and the things with which
they now purport to agree. They were not
supporting other things that they now purport to
support, either.
Perhaps part of the reason for the introduction of
this bill is to undermine the activity that occurs on
university campuses when people are encouraged to
ask questions about environmental, social and Third
World issues and where our community is heading.
It is interesting that there is division about the bill
among members of the coalition. Only last Tuesday,
24 May, the Dandenong Examiner quoted the
comments on this bill of a certain Liberal member of
Parliament, who, incidentally, does not support it.
That honourable member was quoted as saying
about student unions:
I say that if you are not socialist when you are 18 you
have no ideals.

Of course not all students are socialist.
An Honourable Member - Name the member!

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - I will not name the
member, but I can say it is not the honourable
member for Berwick - so work it out among
yourselves! The reality is that this is not the case
with all students; of course, they are not all
socialists. What the honourable member meant was
that it is only natural that young university students
question the direction of our society and its leaders.
They have a radical streak in them. However, people
change over time. Contrary to the belief of
honourable members who are in favour of the bill,
just because student unions question government
does not make students radical or left wing. They
seem to believe all students are left-Wing radicals
flying the kites of a whole range of agendas that do
not relate to students. The questioning in which
young people engage at university through student
unions is an acknowledgment that they view the
world differently from their parents; they are the
ones who must deal with the problems of the future
and the present.
It is interesting tha t the honourable member for

Doncaster has continued to interject. I am a UNICEF
council member, as he is. That organisation has a
motto, which is an African proverb:
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The world was not left to us by our parents, it was lent
to us by our children.

The honourable member for Doncaster would do
well to live by that motto, which acknowledges that
yOWlg people are left with the responsibility of
dealing with the problems of tomorrow that have
been created by those in government and authority
today. That is why students question things and
why they may appear to be radical to some people
who do not like hearing what they have to say.
This bill is really about attacking student
governance. Each educational institution has a
student association - in fact, some institutions have
more students than some municipalities have
residents across the state; for example, the number
of students that attend Monash University is often
considerably higher than the number of residents in
many municipalities that have a right to their own
local government.
Like local government, student governance accepts
the principle that a tax has to be contributed to cover
the activities and services on campuses. The fee paid
by students is used similarly to the municipal rates
paid by residents: it is paid for the opportunity to be
part of the student government and participate in
the activities of universities. That is a tradition that
the government now wants to attack. By attacking
student governance, which the bill is really designed
to do, bureaucrats will be able to manage campuses
without student involvement or students having a
voice. That is disgusting.
Let us examine how some student unions operate
because much of the rhetoric of government
members comes from perceived experiences,
experiences they might have had while they were at
university or the experiences of which they have
heard from others. At Monash UniverSity, for
example, student elections take place each year.
There is a student union executive election - that is,
the Monash Association of Students (MAS). Students
participate in the election of the student union, the
house committee, the clubs and societies executive,
the activities officer, the editor of Lot's Wife, various
library committees, the car-parking committee, the
halls of residence and the student Parliament.
Students vote for those various positions and
committees. Everyone has the right to vote.
A range of different opinions - some left wing,
some ALP and some Liberal - are represented on
the MAS, but the reality is that the Liberal students
have rarely ever been able to get the numbers on
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student campuses. This bill is about getting back at
students who would not vote for Liberal students
over the years, except in rare circumstances like that
mentioned by the honourable member for
Shepparton earlier in relation to the Rusden campus
of Deakin University. The bill is about getting back
at people who did not want to vote for the Liberal
students or who voted against the principle they
were promoting that there should be voluntary
student unionism or government.
Student union committees appoint delegates to
various other university committees that are set up
by the university councils. In other words, the
representative organisations for the students will
have a say on what occurs and often those
committees are advised by people who report to the
vice-chancellor or university council, so bureaucrats
act as their advisers. The house committee at
Monash University acts in that way; it has
representatives of the university council and
administrators and different representative voices to
manage the whole range of student facilities that
they use on a day-to-day basis, although they may
not use all of them in their first or second year.
I do not like paying $100 as a deficit levy; I do not
like my tax paying for the government to waste
money on political advertising to make itself look
good; to try to get mistruths across. Opposition
members have the right to question the government
as students do. If student clubs can convince their
student colleagues that moneys are being spent
irrelevantly or wastefully on an area they can win
the election. That is the right place to deal with
accusations of wasteful money being spent: at the
student ballot box! It is not by running to the
government, which wants to support Liberal Party
students on campus that cannot win student
elections. How undemocratic can that be? It is like
the federal government saying, 'What you are doing
down here in Victoria we do not agree with, so we
are going to override you in areas where there are
common responsibilities'.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - You don't like that,
do you? The government does not want student
government. The other interesting point that
government members conveniently forget is that
student general meetings are held to determine
student union policy. All students are invited to
attend; however if they choose not to go it is up to
them. Liberal students consistently go to these
meetings and currently a number of them, I might
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add, are advisers to various ministers who used to
attend these student meetings, put their cases
forward and lose, and that is part of the democratic
process. It is at student general meetings that policy
is developed and authority is given to expend
money on student political campaigns. Policy is not
developed by some unelected moron in a wtion
house committee, but by the students themselves.
Mr Finn - You are talking about the vice
chancellor, are you?
The SPEAKER - Order! There is too much
interjection from the government bench.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The issue is about
how Liberal club students at various campuses
cannot win student elections and how they have run
off to the government and said, 'Please help us out,
let's finally get rid of these people because we can't
get elected'.
Liberal clubs have partidpated in elections and
sometimes they have been successful. Interestingly, I
picked up a newspaper that had fallen off the back
of a truck. The newspaper, entitled The Liberator was
produced by the Deakin University Liberal Club in
August 1993. It is a report from the president about
student elections. It says:
Like the federal election, the SAC elections were not
good for the Liberal club. Deakin's reputation for being
the most apathetic campus in the country was
threatened, as this was the first time candidates openly
campaigned in such an election.

Here we have the president of the Deakin Liberal
club saying that there was a lot of excitement and
activity in the student election. Where is the
supposed student apathy? It went on to say:
... if we are ever going to gain control of the SAC, we
must combat the way the left gained support from
isolated/insular faculties such as architecture and
nursing. We did however roughly gain the same
proportion of votes last year, when we had three
previously unknown "clones" candidates elected.

These are front Liberal club candidates trying to
obtain a majority of votes on their campuses! This
reveals the way Liberal club students operate, and
that is why they have consistently failed in their
student elections too. The article continues:
A positive aspect which may be gained from the
election of such radicals is that DUSAC would lose
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whatever credibility there is and strengthening the case
of voluntary student unionism.

Isn't it strange? Liberal students were trying to be
elected and because they were not elected they
wanted to get rid of the student union. We have very
democratic people in the liberal club! The
newspaper article further stated:
Without the help from Monash Uberal Club, Alister
Paterson MLA and Robyn Long, Jason and I would not
have been re-elected.

The SPEAKER - Order! The frivolity coming
from the government bench is disorderly.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The legislation
reveals the way that liberal club students operate on
the campuses: if they cannot win at the ballot box
they will set up front team organisations that contain
Liberal dub students in order to attract votes, and it
is interesting that they still cannot win student
elections. It reminds me of one of my years at
Monash UniverSity. The alliance that was put
together between a Mc Darren OIney, an adviser to
one of the government's ministers, who was a
Liberal club student and part of the Christian
fundamentalist movement at Monash University
who went to overseas Christian student clubs telling
them they had to vote against the infidel left, and
going aroWld rOWlding up overseas Christian
students--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will not bother to tell
anyone else again, but I will take action against them
if they continue to interject. I also remind
honourable members that it is most disorderly to
interject while they are out of their seats.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - Liberal dub students
were rwuting around various overseas Christian
student groups telling people that they had to vote
for the Liberal dub and these front organisations in
alliance with the Monash University Jewish dub.
That year the conservative students on campus won
through on this sort of arrangement and it is the
only time that they did. It is interesting to see the
tactics that are used to win elections where all is
revealed. It is also interesting to note in relation to
Deakin University'S Liberal dub that the Liberal
club president is a Mc Sam Roogeven, who actually
works for the honourable member for Barwon South.
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The bill is based on an outdated view of student
radicalism that launched the careers of Michael
Kroger and the new federal deputy leader Peter
Costello. It is voluntary student unions that gave
them a platform so they could be seen by the Liberal
and National party machines as people who can
perform and stir up trouble on the campus. They
have built their careers on them, and good luck to
them! Student politics has provided many
opportunities for people to hone their skills, whether
they be lawyers, journalists or politicians, and
irrespective of what side of the fence they sit on.
The campaign for voluntary student unionism is
being pursued by Liberal club students who model
themselves on the Peter Costellos and Michael
Krogers and who continue to fight the good fight for
the Liberal Party on campus. These students try to
make a name for themselves and have been running
around the parliamentary building talking to
government members about what their next tactic
should be.
The bill will as a result undermine the protection
that students receive from their student
representatives and their student organisation
because we are moving away from being involved
in student government and away from student
government becoming totally voluntary. I say: let's
have voluntary government in Victoria!
Country students will be disadvantaged, and I
wonder what National Party or country members
will say about that. Students are forced to move
from their homes in the country to live near the
universities in Melbourne or at halls of residence the sorts of people that the student associations back
up with things like Austudy, student car parking,
student services in tenns of safety at campuses, and
this is what is under attack and threat by this
government's intention or unintention - it is most
likely unintention - because the government has a
paranoia about the word 'union'. Thank goodness
we have a federal government that is questioning
what the government is doing in areas that hold
common interest and responsibility.
The government is paranoid about the word 'union'.
What will happen to rugby unions and credit
unions? Will the government take the 'union' out of
the Union Jack? That demonstrates how silly the
debate has become. It has been led by government
members who have outdated notions about student
unions.
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Mr WELLS (Wantima) - It gives me pleasure to
join the debate on the bill, the essence of which is the
establishment of student democracy and student
rights. Clearly, the bill is about freedom of
association. No longer will students be forced to jOin
student unions against their wishes. Furthermore,
they will not be forced to contribute financially to
student unions to which they do not wish to belong.
I shall respond to some of the points made by the
opposition -despite the fact that it has missed the
point. Student unions will continue, as will their
services - the bill will not inhibit them. Many of the
services are specified in the bill. Those that are not
will also continue because students will still want to
join the unions.
At 18 years of age I left the bush to work in
Melbourne. I was unaware of many of the customs
in the city. I did not have the money to attend
university full time, so I thought I would get a
full-time job, save some money and attend
university part time. I worked for a transport
company for a couple of months, during which time
the clerical union told my employer that I had to
become a member of the union. I explained to my
employer that I did not want to jOin the union and
because I would like to remain with the organisation
I should have the right not to jOin the union.
Subsequent threats by the Transport Workers Union
of Australia put my employer in a difficult position.
The company found a different pOSition for me and I
avoided joining the union.
After saving some money I enrolled at university to
study for my accounting degree. I rolled up and
spent a couple of hours filling out my enrolment
fonns, like everyone else. As part of the process I
was told to write out a cheque for student union
payments. I think I said, 'Thanks all the same but I
don't want to be part of it'. I was then told I would
be unable to obtain my examination results. When I
explained that I would be a part-time student, that I
was attending university only to study and that I
should have the right not to join the union, the
cashier told me that 'that was irrelevant'. I could not
choose to jOin a student union - or at least not to
contribute financially to it. I was told that I did not
have the right not to jOin.
During my studies for my undergraduate degree,
postgraduate diploma and, now, my masters degree,
I have taken every opportunity to complain about
paying union fees. I declare that I have a vested
interest in the bill. Since 1990 I have completed
seven of the eight subjects needed to gain my
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masters degree. I know that if I do not complete my
final subject this year I will be forced to re-enrol next
year. The bill will protect my interests regarding the
payment of student union fees. It is a great moral
boost for those who chose not to join a student union.
As a Liberal Party candidate at the last state election
I was relieved to read the party's policy on tertiary
education, which was released in 1992. It clearly
spelt out what a coalition government would do.
Victorians gave the coalition the mandate to
implement that policy, along with many others.
Under the heading 'Education for life:
Liberal-National coalition tertiary education and
training policy', the coalition set out its policy:
Compulsory student unionism has long been opposed
by the coalition. It is entirely contrary to the democratic
ideals which the coalition supports. Students should
not be forced into associations to which they object.
Freedom of choice should be guarded most jealously,
above all in centres of learning.
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Article 20(2) of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, to which Australia is a signatory, states:
No-one may be compelled to belong to an
association.

Obviously the opposition turns a blind eye to
freedom of association; it considers that forcing
people to become members of Wlions is a different
story. That is the height of hypocrisy. There is no
doubt that on some campuses student unions
provide excellent services. What do they have to
fear? If they are doing their jobs properly,
representing their members and providing quality
services, students will choose to join anyway. If
students choose not to jOin, obviously the unions
will be forced to change tack, sharpen their focus
and maybe market themselves a little better.
A Wliversity has the right to collect Wlion fees from
students who agree to jOin a Wlion voluntarily. That
right will remain.
Clause 12F(1) clearly states:

The coalition will ensure that compulsory unionism is
not forced on students in higher education institutions.

Victorians voted the coalition into government in
1992, giving it a mandate to introduce the bill. When
I realised the bill would be debated during the
sessional period I received as many deputations on
it as I could. I spoke with many interested people
and groups, including those who were totally
against it. I visited the campuses of Melbourne and
Monash universities and was interested to hear both
sides of the story. The principle Wlderlying the bill is
the protection of students' rights and students'
freedom of choice. The opposition can squawk all it
likes, but it cannot have it both ways. One cannot
fight for rights and freedoms and ignore the right
not to join or financially contribute to a Wlion.
I refer to a well-written article by Michael O'Brien
regarding the case for voluntary student Wlionism.
He states:
All students at the University of Melbourne must join
the Melbourne University student union as a condition
of enrolment Approximately 70 per cent of the
$324 amenities and selVices fee paid at enrolment is
passed directly to the student union. This is, in effect,
your union fee, with the university acting as a bagman
by collecting the money for the student union. That
students are compelled to be members of a political
organisation - such as the student union - is a breach
of a fundamental human right; the right to freedom of
association.

The governing body of a post-secondary education
institution must not spend any money paid to the
institution by a student or prospective student of the
institution by way of a compulsory non-academic fee,
subscription or charge except for providing facilities,
selVices or activities of direct benefit to the institution
or students at the institution.

In other words, the bill gives the Wliversity the right
to collect a non-academic fee, which can be spent on

a range of uses as spelt out in the regulations.
When I first received deputations on the legislation
some students strongly expressed the view that a fee
should be collected for social welfare services. That
is fair enough because such services can require an
employment officer, canteen services, counselling, a
chaplain and the like.
The general impression is that the student union
pays for those services. However, after examining
the situation I discovered that the Wliversity pays
for many of those services from its budget. For
example, Monash University pays for such services
as the chaplain's office, child and family services,
including child care, counselling services, course
and career advice, the disability liaison office, the
English language teaching centre, the equal
opportunity Wlit, health services, the housing office,
the international student centre, the student financial
adviser and the Wliversity bookshop.
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TItat is just for Monash University, and La Trobe
University has a similar list. Melbourne University
provides a wide range of services, including a
chaplaincy, child services, counselling services, a
disability liaison officer, information support,
employment assistance, English as a second
language (ESL), an equal opportunities office, a
financial aids service, health, housing, an
international office, a Koori student and liaison unit,
a learning skills unit, a university solicitor and a
student liaison officer.
Many students ask why there should be a
compulsory non-academic fee when the university
pays for those services, including welfare services,
out of its global budget. The argument is that if the
non-academic fee, which ranges between $220 and
$334, is abolished the welfare services will still be
provided - the non-collection of the non-academic
fee will not hinder that in any way whatsoever.
If no non-academic fees were collected, services

could still continue because of the number of
alternative sources, including the user-pays
principle. The student union would flourish under
this legislation and could make a contribution to or
fund a service if it felt it necessary. If the university
felt a particular service was of significance, maybe it
would contribute.
Many students ask why all students should pay
compulsory fees to fund football or soccer clubs. All
clubs have to raise funds; they ask why universities
should be any different. If a university football team
membership were $20 a year and the team lost all its
subsidies, the fees may well be increased by another
$20 to $40 to recoup the lost subsidies. But each
university student could have an additional $300 per
year if there were no non-academic fees. They would
each have an extra $300 a year which they could
choose how to spend.
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be welcomed by those tertiary students who have no
interest in being part of student unions.

The Geelong Advertiser of Friday, 29 April, under the
heading 'Union fee hypocrisy', states:
Demanding that students, many of whom are forced to
survive on sulHiole allowances, cough up for union
fees can hardly be considered a glowing example of
freedom ... How strange that the Australian
Vice-Chancellors Committees might regard the bill as a
gross intrusion into university autonomy. Surely, a
user-pays services fee rather than a compulsory union
fee - which of its very nature is intrusive.

The article concludes by saying:
Students services should be provided under a fee
system devised by university and tertiary institution
councils - not under the fictitious guise of a
benevolent union working for the benefit of its
members. Especially where political motives might
transcend the priority of students first.

The comment that really attracted my attention was
a media release - it has been referred to before from the Rusden Association of Students, which
reports the campus student president, Kurt Reiter, as
saying:
... student board has full faith in its organisation and
believe it will prosper whether its fees are compulsory
or not.

He claims that is due to the organisation being well
managed and popular with its members - that is,
the students. That raises another point, which was
also raised by the honourable member for
Shepparton, which is that the only people concerned
about this legislation are those who run their student
wtions poorly. Mr Kurt Reiter is reported further as
saying he:

This legislation has widespread support. I do not

know what honourable members did before
facsimile machines; my machine and the machines
of other members from both sides of the chamber
have been flooded with faxes outlining both sides of
the argument. I shall quote a couple of examples of
the support the government has received on this
issue, especially as the opposition claimed that many
country people were against it. The editorial of the
Ballarat Courier of 29 April states:
The state government's determination to proceed with
legislation to abolish compulsory student unionism will

... expects funding of his organisation will decrease
slightly because of VSU but stated that this will actually
benefit the organisation because it will demand better
management. He also said that if the revenue collected
by students decreased dramatically, then thatwouJd be
indicative of the students satisfaction with the
organisation. In this case, the student board would
simply have to fight to win student financial support,
through marketing and other methods, which it would
previously have not been deserving of.
I<urt Reiter has also come out against other student
organisations such as the National Union of Students
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Inc. for being against VSU. Kurt argues that at the
Easter presidents conference, it was the presidents of
badly run student unions that passionately feared VSU.
He believes this to be example of the contradictory
thinking of such organisations which fail to realise if
students do not like them, then they don't deserve the
students' money.

The Students Representative Council of La Trobe
University believes that voluntary student unionism
will make some startling improvements to the
current system and will improve accountability. I
quote from a letter I received from the council dated
13 April:
Under the present system of compulsory student
unionism, students are denied the right to express their
displeasure with a student union by withdrawing
support (both political and financial) from it. This
insulates student unions from student opinion and
leads to unaccountability. The 'student control of
student affairs' that is paramount is the right of
individual students to decide for themselves what
student groups to join.

Like many others, the council also highlights the fact
that:
Freedom of association is a fundamental right which is
currently being denied to tertiary students. Whilst your
government has moved to protect the rights of workers
to freedom of association (via the Employee Relations
Act 1992), students have not been so fortunate. Under
VSU, union membership would still be available, it just
would not be compulsory.

It also makes the point that services will remain
underVSU:
As elected office bearers, and general members of the
SRC, we can see first hand how those services which
are important to students will not only survive, but will
flourish under a system of voluntary membership. In
saying this, we note that many of the 'welfare' services
currently found on campus are actually funded by the
federal government, and therefore would not be
affected by VSU.

There has been much talk about publications on
campus. I have no problems with those publications.
Publications such as Farrago and Lot's Wife have been
mentioned. Volume XXXIV edition 2 of Lot's Wife, a
Monash University student newspaper unfortunately I cannot read most of it because it
would probably be unparliamentary - says:
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... ugly stupid Liberal students (of which there are
many) ...

Further on the article refers to the Premier as a
something or other, which I have only heard of in
football rooms and will not repeat. It speaks about
Alan Jones being a former adviser to Malcolm Fraser
and says that Alan Jones can something right off; I
will not repeat it.
It may seem strange that as a coalition member of
Parliament I have no problems whatsoever with
what the people chose to write in this article; that is
their right. I have no problems with it, even if it is
anti-government. However, what right do such
people have to force me to contribute? They can
write whatever they like, but they have no right to
force me to contribute. If student publications are so
popular they can charge and make a dollar or two.
People will still want to buy them, although I will
not.

Voluntary unionism is a step forward for women. I
expect the honourable members for Altona and
Williamstown to recognise that and cross the floor in
support of the bill. The honourable member for
Bundoora may also cross the floor. An independent
survey conducted last year at the University of
Melbourne revealed that of the people questioned,
3 per cent more women than men supported the
introduction of voluntary student unionism.
Voluntary student unionism will ensure that women
who cannot afford the fee of $324 or who do not
wish to join the union will no longer be expelled
from university and thereby denied access to tertiary
education. Women are disadvantaged by the only
up-front fee that is charged - the union fee. Women
have their own organisations and should not be
forced to contribute to other groups.
The legislation is about the right to choose. The
principal act discriminates against students from
low-income families struggling to make a go of it.
Ms MarpJe interjected.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr Perrin) - Order!
The honourable member for Altona will cease
interjecting.
Mr WELLS - Students struggle through the
Victorian certificate of education and through life,
and when they finally get to university to improve
their employment prospects they are hit with big fat
compulsory union fees. If they do not pay the $324
fee they are denied a university education.
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Ms Marple interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Altona will cease
interjecting.
Mr WELLS - It is a disgrace. I should have
thought that the opposition would support the
battler. Countless reports and surveys indicate that
most of the people who use university services come
from the high-income brackets. That is a shame, and
there is no way out Student unions are supposed to
protect students' rights, but they are interested in
protecting people's rights only if that does not upset
the buckets of money that are used for other
services. In its bid to ensure continuing financial
support from the National Union of Students the
federal government has said, 'Don't worry about it.
We will look after our mates on the student
campuses. Let's not worry about students' rights or
democracy. So long as we have that big bucket of
compulsory student union fees to fight the next
election, who gives a damn!'. This government gives
a damn. It cares about democracy and students'
rights, unlike this Labor mob, which is interested
only in the income.
The commonwealth government has amended the
commonwealth grants legislation specifically to
enable deductions to be made to financial assistance
grants - for example, to replace money lost to a
student organisation if an institution is prevented
from or hindered in imposing fees on that
organisation. It has sought to justify this step by
claiming that the states are attempting to undennine
services to students and to interfere with the
administrative responsibility of universities. That is
absolute rubbish. The bill enhances student services.
We have gone to the trouble of listing them and we
are still giving universities the right to charge
non-compulsory fees.
Ms Marple interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
honourable member for Wantirna to resume his seat.
I presume that an opposition member will be the
next speaker to participate in the debate. If
opposition members want the protection of the
Chair when it is their turn, they should cease
interjecting.
Mr WELLS - Not only will all welfare services
be paid for by the university, but the legislation lists

a number of other services - following consultation
that list grew considerably - that will have the right
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to collect compulsory fees for student services.
Proposed section 12J, which provides that
universities are not to accept certain commonwealth
grants, is designed to ensure that the commonwealth
government does not undermine the spirit of the
legislation. The commonwealth government does
not have the right to undermine it. If proposed
section 12J inserted by clause 4 were not in place, we
would have another Ros Kelly whiteboard fiasco.
On her whiteboard she listed her mates and the
buckets of money available, and allocated money
accordingly. Without proposed section 12J the
federal Minister for Tertiary Education could sit in
front of his whiteboard and write cheques on behalf
of the Victorian taxpayer to student unions. What an
absolute outrage. Victorian taxpayers would be
asked to prop up those organisations. If students on
campuses wish to contribute, they will do so
voluntarily, and the unions will continue to prosper.
It is worth mentioning that some people feel their
jobs with student unions are threatened. I note that
the union at Deakin University has 38 full-time, 50
part-time and 36 casual employees. It must be an
enonnous union for the 24 000 students at that
institution. Of course the fees are considerable. If
students believe in the benefits of unions they will
contribute voluntarily. If the students decide in
droves not to contribute, the unions will have to pick
up their game, re-examine themselves and the
services they offer and market themselves better.
When they improve people will come back in droves.
I pay tribute to a number of people who have
assisted with the development of the legislation. The
minister had numerous meetings with the
government bills committee and has full support for
this trailblazing measure. No other state in Australia
has this type of legislation; and mark my words,
when the bill is passed every other state will follow
our lead. I pay tribute to the many student
organisations who have supported the bill, and take
this opportunity to thank Clayton Ford from
Monash University, who has been tireless in his
work, and Karl Blake and Michael O'Brien from the
University of Melbourne, who have worked very
hard.
People on both sides of the house have received a
great deal of paperwork. The debate has been well
argued by members on both sides of the house,
student unions and Liberal student organisations. I
congratulate the minister for introducing the
legisla tion.
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Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - I oppose the bill
and the amendments circulated by the minister. It
has been an interesting debate. The previous
speaker's explanation of the principles underlying
the bill typified the high moral tone in which he and
his government colleagues couched their remarks.
They have talked about freedom of association, but
the bill is an attack on a number of freedoms and
rights that we value. It is an attack on freedom of
speech, the freedom of the student press and
university autonomy, which is a principle that has
been honoured around the world.
The legislation will cut off funding for student
newspapers; the voices of students cannot be heard
if they do not have newspapers. The bill is squarely
aimed at student newspapers, advocacy groups and
campaigns, particularly on political matters. The
amendments focus the attack because a whole range
of other activities that were being swept out have
now been given the stamp of approval. The
govenunent is endeavouring to silence the voices of
students, particularly their newsletters.
The bill is dressed up as a measure giving
recognition to the principle of freedom of
association, but it is actually an attack on students'
freedom of expression. It is sheer political
opportunism and it follows the well-established
path that the government follows when it hears
someone saying something it does not like or does
not agree with. The government is not confident that
it can win an argument; it wants to stop the
argument in the first place. The government is not
mature enough to accept criticism; instead it tries to
prevent it.
We have seen a long list of critics of the government
being subjected to personal denigration. They have
been criticised or sacked, laws have been changed
and so forth. The aim has been to silence those who
do not agree with the government. The
spokesperson for the Save Albert Park Group, John
Diedrich, was called The Ugly Face of Australians
Overseas by the Premier because he said something
that the Premier did not like. That was the most
recent example of an attack on a person who did not
agree with the government. The government did not
want to hear what the Law Reform Commission had
to say, so the government abolished it. The former
equal opportunity commissioner, Moira Rayner, was
cast out because the government did not want to
hear what she was saying. Mr Justice Fogarty and
Mr Justice Nicholson were also savagely denigrated
when they criticised government policy.
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When the media, such as the Age, the Sunday Age or
the 7.30 Report, does not toe the line and run all good
news stories and support the govenunent they are
denigrated by the Premier. What about the Public
Advocate? He has criticised any number of
governments - Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, although the comments being
made by the honourable member for Bundoora
might be fascinating in a debate on media
ownership, media freedom or freedom of
expression, nevertheless I submit that her comments
go well beyond the realms of the debate. The bill
does two things: firstly, it introduces voluntary
student unionism in accordance with the universal
declaration of human rights; and secondly, it
enumerates a list of functions on which universities
can spend the funds they have compulsorily
acquired. The honourable member for Bundoora has
gone beyond a short introduction to make the sort of
speech that would be appropriate in a grievance
debate or a debate on an appropriation bill. Her
remarks go well beyond the terms of the legislation
and I ask that you direct her back to the bill and rule
that her comments be relevant.
Ms GARBUTI (Bundoora) - On the point of
order, that is precisely the attitude I expect from the
honourable member for Doncaster. When he does
not like what he hears, he tries to shut it up by any
means possible, even if it means misusing standing
orders. Good on you Victor, you are reliable on that!
I was making the point that the bill is about
silencing critics of the government, in this case
students, and I was giving some examples to
support my argument. This is a house of debate; we
are supposed to be able to back up what we are
saying with evidence and examples and that is
precisely what I was doing.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! I do not
uphold the point of order but I had noted that the
honourable member for Bundoora had been
speaking for 4 minutes when the point of order was
raised. I accept that she was making a passing
reference, but if she continues to follow that line I
shall draw her back to the bill.
Ms GARBUTI - I had got part way down the
list of examples I was using to establish the point I
was making. I could talk about the treatment of
public servants, teachers, advocacy groups and the
Director of Public Prosecutions, but I will follow
your guidance, Mr Deputy Speaker, and move along.
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The government is not mature. It cannot take
criticism and its standard reaction is to try to silence
its critics rather than answering the argument. It cuts
off or stifles debate.
One of the greatest ironies in the bill is that although
the Minister's second-reading speech mentioned
principle and freedom, the bill may transgress an
international human rights treaty, the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. The Herald
Sun of 4 May, which is politically correct in the
government's terms, reported comments by the
President of the National Union of Students,
Ms Penny Sharpe, who stated:
... a challenge would turn on the prevention of student
organisations from representing all students through
automatic membership and interference in the internal
affairs of student associations.

Far from being about a matter of great principle and
upholding an important human right, the bill may
well transgress the international covenant, which is
a great irony in light of the speeches we have heard
this afternoon from government members.
The bill also attacks university autonomy, which is
something that for many years has been protected
throughout the world. 1his is not something the
Labor government invented; this is something that
people in many countries have fought for and held
onto. I note that the Australian Vice-Chancellors
Committee on 26 April put out a press release that
described the bill as a gross intrusion into university
autonomy. Mr Hambly, the Executive Director of the
Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee, stated:
Universities strongly support the view that fees
charged for the provision of student services are an
obligation of enrolment. It is the prerogative of
universities to determine the conditions of enrolment,
Mr Hambly said.

He outlined clearly that it was not acceptable that
the bill attacked university autonomy. Yet another
important principle that the government used to
support its argument is compromised by the bill,
and that is freedom of association. The matter can
easily be answered because students can be
exempted from membership. Once again
Mr Hambly has criticised the arguments put in
support of the bill. He said:
A majority of universities recognise that some students
do not wish to be members of the student organisation
on grounds of conscience, including the right of
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freedom of association, and provision is made for such
students to be exempted from such membership but
not the fee.

No support is given to the government position by
the Australian Vice-Chancellors Committee, which
one would expect to understand these matters. For
that reason the arguments of the government are cut
away, and there is little left except this outrageous
attack on the lives and freedoms of students.
It might be that the government has been misled by

the name 'union', so it would not hurt to say
something about the history and nature of student
unions. Student unions started at Oxford University
in the 18305 and were first established in Australia in
1884 at the University of Melbourne. Services were
increased as students' needs grew. In 1905 the first
fees were imposed at the University of Melbourne,
so fees are not something recent, they are a
long-established part of student life. Following the
introduction of student fees, student services
improved.
Vietnam was the turning point in the attitude of the
conservative parties to student fees and student
associations because students rallied strongly
against the war and conscription. I was attending
university at the time and attention was clearly
focused on the conservative side of politics. What we
are seeing is the final playing out of that scenario.
Conservative students tried to silence student
unions with on-campus votes, but they lost. They
tried to win through the courts but they lost there,
too. This is the last desperate stand of conservatives
to get rid of those student voices that speak up
against them.
Student unions today are democratic associations.
They have elected bodies to control any funds
involved. They are accountable through a number of
mechanisms, including standard corporate
regulations and commercial laws. They are
accountable because of their own constitutions and
because they are democratically elected student
bodies. The funds they control by and large are
spent on the education and welfare of students.
They are not misspent on personal idiosyncratic
matters that a particular student wanders off with.
The government has a history of attacking any sort
of union and perhaps student unions have been
mistaken for industrial unions in which case credit
unions had better watch out because the
government cannot tell the difference.

TERTIARY EDUCATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday. 26 May 1994

ASSEMBLY

The government does not support any sort of
networks - student or community. It has a record
as long as my arm of attacking a whole range of
community networks such as neighbourhood
houses, and information advocacy groups are
defunded pretty smartly. The government has a
philosophy that supports individualism rather than
community - Bronwyn Bishop is noted for going
around making that statement. We do not have the
feeling that the government supports people
working together for the interests of all. It seems to
promote each person competing against the other.
With student unions the voice of students is heard at
the university and outside. Student unions should
be independent of university administrations. They
should not be an arm of the managing body of the
council. They need to show independence in order
to represent students both within and outside
universities and to advocate on their behalf. In fact
students do represent other students on university
councils and committees. It is not about having a say
just in services but in all matters regarding
university life.
I am a member of the RMIT university council, of
which three students are also members, and they
speak up on a whole range of issues as diverse as the
hours at which the library is open to students,
student records and diSCiplinary action against
students. All those things need a student voice.
Student unions present the student voice to
governments, and over recent years we have seen
major campaigns about such issues as the higher
education tax and Austudy directed against the
federal Labor government.
We do not always like what we hear from students.
They have been critical of all sort of governments
over recent years, but they have a right to speak up,
and one of the things this bill will do is take away
that voice. Perhaps it will only muffle it, but it is a
direct attack on the ability of students to be heard.
The issue of student fees has featured large in this
debate but the fees will not change. The services
students need are allowed for in the bill. Students
will still have to pay the fees but ironically students
will no longer determine how those fees are spent.
So it is taxation without representation, an old
argument that we have fought out many times over
many years. Yet here we are, back again arguing
tha t fundamental point.
The control of students funds will now be with
university councils or administrators, who will be
less responsive to students needs. They do not know
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as well as students what they need and what they
want, which services are important and which are
not. These fees will still have to be paid because the
services are essential, but what happens now is that
students will no longer have a say in how the money
is spent and the services will no longer be as
responsive to student needs as they were. This is an
anti-democratic measure. Currently the
democratically elected student council determines
the expenditure of these funds. In future it will be
the university council.
The amendments just announced do exclude
activities that are now acceptable to the government,
and I welcome that. However, I still oppose the
fundamental principle. We cannot predict what new
activities may be needed in the future. If we had
been debating this bill 10 years ago computers
would not have been on the list presented by the
government because they were not so important in
those days. In the future other services that students
need will arise, but they will not be listed here
because we cannot see into the future.
The tendering proposals in the original bill were
ridiculous. They would have been laughable except
they were so serious. Every little matter or service
over the value of $5000 would have had to go to
tender. A whole range of services would simply
have gone under and would no longer have been
offered. The university time, cost and effort that
would have been required in seeking tenders for all
those hundreds of services would have been
enormous. Fees would have been increased and
nothing would have been saved.
The new amendments will be full of unintended
consequences. In the recent history of the bill we
saw that a whole range of things had been forgotten,
and suddenly we had to have these amendments.
Rushing through without properly consulting on the
details of a bill inevitably leads to unintended
consequences. This is an ideological attack by the
government on universities and student life. It will
lead to no improvement in student life. There will be
no better services; in fact, some will be damaged or
destroyed. The bill has been strongly opposed. by the
universities, the vice-chancellors, the students and
the staff. I have received letters from every
university, and especially from students in my
electorate who attend La Trobe University.
There has been a ground swell of opposition to the
measure. Petitions have been sent to honourable
members and people have demonstrated on the
front steps of Parliament House. The bill represents
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a significant attack on student life and student
freedoms, and it is dressed up in the name of some
high, moral prindple which on close examination
does not hold water. I vigorously oppose the bill.
Mrs ELLlOTI (Mooroolbark) -It gives me great
pleasure to speak on the Tertiary Education
(Amendment) Bill. During my life I have been a
student at Melbourne and Monash universities.
When I was at the University of Melbourne I took no
part in extracurricular student activities, but never at
any time did I feel other students should not have
the opportunity of doing so. Later in life I recognised
that I had ignored the culture of those people who
started the Pram Factory and La Mama theatres.

When I was at Monash University I was a
mature-age student, and had neither the
opportunity nor energy to partidpate in
extracurricular student activities, but again I did not
mind paying a compulsory service fee so that other
students could do so.
I believe I first understood what a university was all
about when I visited Trinity College, Dublin, and

had the opportunity of hearing Lord Longford
debate Lady Mosley on the relative merits of fascism
and socialism. The opportunity of debating such
topics with complete freedom of speech offered by
the university at that time impressed me deeply.
At another time I attended St Mary Magdalen
Church at Oxford and heard Professor John Bayley,
who was accompanied by his wife Iris Murdoch,
give a wonderful lecture about Barbara Pym, and I
was struck by the same thought, espedally as it was
the place where Archbishop Cranmer had recanted
and was later led outside to be burnt - he chose
death rather than dishonour.
I am leading to the fact that free speech is what
universities are about, and that students are taught
not only in lecture theatres but also through drama
and on the sporting field. This is what the bill
provides. Students should be able to partidpate
freely in all those activities, and the student services
fee will allow that to happen.
However I also believe free speech should not be
subsidised. No student should be forced to join any
union, guild or association by payment of a
compulsory fee. If free speech is subsidised it is no
longer free speech. I also believe the press should be
truly free of influence and should be supported by
those who believe in what the press is saying.
University papers such as Farrago and Lot's Wife
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should be supported by those who believe in what
they are saying. I support the right of students to
undertake political action but the political action
should be undertaken by those who believe in it
freely; no student who does not support them
should be forced to compulSOrily allocate hmds for
that activity.
I support the rights of students to march on this
place and demonstrate on the front steps, but I will

defend to the death those students who do not
support that form of action to ensure they are not
forced to do so by the imposition of a compulsory
fee.
I am a great advocate for universities and for what
universities represent. I believe the opportunity of
attending university should be afforded to all young
people. Most people who attend university have
relatively uninformed minds, tastes and opinions
and they should be exposed to the widest possible
range of thought and participation in drama,
debating and sport. They should be fed and housed
in comfortable residences and their health should be
looked after.

The bill allows all those things. It enshrines the right
of freedom of association, a basic tenet of our
society. There is no abrogation of freedom here.
Therefore, I have much pleasure in supporting the
bill.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - At the outset I declare
that I have a well-known pecuniary interest in the
bill because of my wife's pOSition as a Professor of
Law at the University of Melbourne. However it is
also widely known in the house and in the broader
community that my wife and I are both capable of
fonning independent views, and that makes for a
healthy relationship.
It seems to me that no honourable member who has

contributed to the debate has really touched on the
logic of the issue of choice. You make a choice in
terms of deduction or logic when you elect to go to a
university. That is the point at which people
enrolling at a university make a choice. As you
would do with other choices that you make in life, if
there are costs attached to that choice you accept it
and pay them, and you also accept the rules that are
established by the institution that you choose to jOin.
It is an act of choice - that is the point. The act of
choice is at the point where you decide to make the
decision to go to the university. It is as simple as
that - QED! Finis! That is the end of the argument.
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Recently in our house we had a visitor from
Switzerland, a country with a long tradition in
handling issues of this kind. Professor Lucas
Burkharts is a former minister for finance in the
Swiss Canton of Basel, a professor of law and the
Chairman of the Bank of Basel. He is no socialist
either. He was reading this stuff in the newspapers
and said, 'What is this issue about the university fees
and compulsion?' I asked him what happens in
Switzerland and he said, 'You make the choice to go
to university and, of course, there is a fee and you
pay it'. I asked him what happens if you do not pay
and he said, 'You don't go to the university. What is
the problem? What are those people talking about?'
It is as simple as that.
I pick up the point made by the honourable member
for Mooroolbark and other honourable members
who have made an allusion to the notion of a
university being a sanctuary, a place where you can
engage in the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake.
It does not even require a practical end. It is part of
the understanding in western democracies, in
particular in Victoria, and in some ancient
civilisations or precursors of western democracies
that that must be so: a healthy society must have
parliamentary institutions and courts that have
independence and freedom, so they must have
universities and places where people can indulge in
scholarly pursuit. It is part of that fabriC, part of that
mesh that ensures that society can progress and
people can be encouraged to think, if only for
thought's own sake.
It is a real cheek for any state government under the

present financing system to allow universities to
seize on a residual power in order to indulge one
single member's personal obsession in this matter. I
have always understood that in public
policy-making and public life you must be aware of
allowing people who come to Parliament to indulge
their own personal obsessions.
We all bring our own baggage to this place, but we
must be careful about allowing each and every one
of us to be self-indulgent in our obsessions. We all
know what this bill is about.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr BAKER - And so do you. You are all
embarrassed about it. Government members have
said to me privately that they are embarrassed about
the bill.
Mr Finn - Name them!
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Mr BAKER - I will, and some of them are
ministers. One of the few things that Sir Robert
Menzies will be remembered for, apart from
winning a few elections and being able to bang the
war drum when it suited him, is the introduction of
federal funding for universities. The funding of the
state government for the upkeep of universities is
virtually nil. The state government is no more than a
post box for the money that comes from the federal
government to tertiary education. In fact, it is a real
cheek to have a state minister responsible for
universities. It is an even greater cheek to then
exercise residual and petty authority by telling the
universities how to conduct their affairs, especially
when they are run by money provided by another
level of government and when not one cent comes
from state government coffers.
Those of us in formal political process and structures
should be concerned about how young people
passing through higher education are turning away
from the formal political process. I am told that
young people coming through the universities see
themselves as being internationalists. Most of them
speak another language and expect to spend most of
their lives, although they call themselves
Australians, travelling the world and working in
different parts of the world. They are not interested
in the formal political processes that have developed
here, especially because of the public-type
vandalism that is represented in this bill. They are
not joining major political parties, and we should all
be concerned about that.
The chances of producing future leaders trained in
the political process is Virtually nil. One has only to
look at the government back bench. There is no
political skill there. The government must have gone
out on to the highways and byways with a press
gang to pick up the members of the government
back bench, and it must have been a really bad night
because it got an odd lot. It is important to
encourage the smart, young minds in the
universities who show a bit of an interest in politics
because the IQ standards of this place need to be
lifted!
I am a former journalist and honourable members
should know my position on free expression and
any attempt to single out newspapers. It is the same
position that anyone who is a clear thinker and
values democracy would take. I will be surprised
come the day that Farrago, Lot's Wife and Rabelais
praises me or the Labor Party. My two daughters,
who consider the Labor Party to be neat and proper
and somewhere to the right of Genghis Khan, would
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also find it hard to believe that I would read such
publications. But they must be protected.
Debate adjourned on motion of Dr DEAN
(Berwick).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

MELBOURNE WATER CORPORATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
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questions that have to be asked. If Victoria had a
good government doing its job it would look
objectively at all of the considerations, take into
account all of the factors such as economies of scale
and weigh up those against the benefits of the
competition that would come from a splitting up of
the Melbourne Water Corporation - it would
undertake those assessments and heed the advice it
had been given. If that test of good government
were applied to the current government it is obvious
that the government would fail the test.

Second reading
On all of the advice that the Minister for Natural

Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
opposition opposes the bill for a number of reasons.
Although the bill is short, it dramatically changes
the structure of the Melbourne Water Corporation.
The bill broadens the power of the corporation to
delegate its powers to a statutory corporation and
gives the Treasurer the power to direct Melbourne
Water in relation to the exercise of its power of
delegation. Those purposes are designed to facilitate
the splitting up of the Melbourne Water
Corporation. Giving the Treasurer that power
changes the direction of the corporation. Water will
be treated as a commodity, and much less attention
will be paid to environmental issues and balanced
water management
The major thrust of the legislation is the splitting up
of the Melbourne Water Corporation. In doing that
the government has adopted one approach to refonn
without considering the nature of the industry. Last
night this house debated the restructure of the
electricity industry. By disaggregating the
generating capacity of the electricity industry the
government is doing things to that industry which
no other state government in Australia would
consider. As I said in that debate last night, New
South Wales considered doing that in relation to
Pacific Power, but when all of the arguments were
examined it maintained Pacific Power as a single
entity. The Victorian government is obsessed with
the ideology of breaking up the SEC and the
Melbourne Water Corporation.
The impact of this legislation on Victorians will be
negative. If Melbourne Water is broken up Victoria
will lose an economy of scale. Has the government
examined whether economies of scale exist in the
break-up or whether it is best to keep Melbourne
Water as a single entity? Do the economies of scale
outweigh the benefits of competition? Those are the

Resources and Treasurer have received and on all of
the international experience the best economic and
environmental strategy for the Melbourne Water
Corporation is for it to remain a single entity, yet
this bill proposes its dismemberment. I do not know
why that is being done and the reasons advanced in
the minister's second-reading speech were tenuous
at best.
In a recent article entitled 'Ideology drives power
privatisation the wrong way' published in the
Australian Financial Review, Peter Roberts states in
relation to world's best practice:
Governments in Australia only seem to have to talk
about privatising assets to gain brownie points from
the business community.

Roberts goes on to talk about electricity and water,
and states:
There is enormous interest in our water industry from
overseas companies, for example.
But by selling off to overseas utilities we may be giving
away the very businesses that could form the basis for
an Australian-controlled water industry to compete in
Asia. Certainly, foreign-based water companies which
buy assets in Australia will promote their own national
interests in Asian markets rather than Australia's.

Peter Roberts puts that extremely well.
In question time, when he was not undressing
himself, the Premier addressed the question of
exports from Victoria and pointed to some
impressive results in export performance, which the
opposition welcomes. As I indicated during question
time, the major reason for the strong growth in
export perfonnance in Victoria is federal and private
sector industry plans in the food processing, motor
vehicle and pharmaceutical industries, and by
Kodak (Australasia) Pty Ltd.
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Mr Finn interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Tullamarine, who is not a very learned individual,
would do well to examine the breakdown of where
export growth is coming from. If he did that he
would realise that it is coming from those sectors
that have been the subject of industry plans.
The Premier was talking about export performance.
If there is one area in which Victoria is weak and
under-performing relative to the rest of Australia it
is in the service sector, which provides consultancy,
tourism and educational services. Victoria's
under-performance in that area is one of the reasons
why its employment growth has not matched what
is happening in the rest of Australia.
In order to address that problem it is necessary to
examine opportunities for export growth in the
service sector. Victoria is failing in the tourism area.
Victoria used to be second on the list of cities
receiving international flights but is now fourth.
Fewer international flights now come into
Melbourne than go into Darwin!
If the Melbourne Water Corporation is dismembered
there is no prospect whatever that the separate parts
will be able to export into Asian markets. An article
headed 'Making the water connection', published in
the Age of 23 April 1994, relates the history of water
supply and is worth noting:
Safe urban water supply and sewerage is the
foundation on which cities are built. Until late last
century cities were so unhealthy, and infant and child
mortality rates so high, that cities did not reproduce
themselves. They depended on rural immigration for
population growth.
If your neighbour's electricity is cut off, he suffers. If his
water is cut off, you and the other neighbours are at
risk from disease carried in the faeces that cannot be
flushed into the sewerage system.
These realities, which were well understood by our

Victorian forebears, and which were the basis of a
sewerage engineering culture of service, are being
dangerously overlooked as the new economic
culture - that water is a business whose purpose is
profit takes over in the Kennett government. This
government, under the influence of the latter-day
British remittance men in Mc Stockdale's office of state
owned enterprises are hell-bent on taking Victoria's
water industry down the same track as that followed
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with disastrous results by the UK industry under the
direction of Mrs Thatcher ...
But as the UK privatisation of water in 1989 shows,
such a policy can be pushed too far. It can enrich a few
executives and shareholders at the expense of all and
the health of the poor. Water prices have risen 40 per
cent above the British retail price index since
privatisation and this, with the willingness of the
privatised water companies to disconnect non-payers,
means that disconnection rates have doubled.
The incidence of dysentery and hepatitis A have
increased three-fold over the same period. The
increases are concentrated in the same postcode areas
as the water disconnections, and studies by public
health and environmental experts suggest there is a
link between the incidence of the two.

The bill before the house does not make economic
sense. I understand that all the papers that have
been prepared on this matter show that the
economies of scale of the Melbourne Water
Corporation as a single entity far outweigh the
benefits that could be gained by the competition
generated by splitting it up into a number of parts.
The other implication of splitting Melbourne Water
Corporation up is the Significant loss of coordination
in the management of the system. I am sure the
Minister for Natural Resources understands that
there is a need for water to be able to flow around
the complete state system, particularly during
drought periods. The breaking up of Melbourne
Water Corporation into a number of smaller units
will not make that impossible but it will make it
more difficult. If the overriding interest is the state
interest, and if Victoria is to have an
administratively simple and coordinated strategy
that enables water to be transferred from one part of
the state to another as the need arises, a single
Melbourne Water Corporation entity is the way to
go. That is not what the government is doing.
Not one member of the National Party is present in
the chamber. Not one National Party member was
present yesterday during the debate on the
Electricity Industry (Amendment) Bill, yet that bill
will abolish uniform electridty tariffs, which will
have a dramatic impact on the price of electricity for
country people. That may not happen next year or
the year after, but if the Kennett government is
re-elected it will happen. Although there will then
also be in place a water bill that will have a similar
medium-term impact on country people, there is not
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a single member of the National Party in the
chamber to take part in the debate.
Mr Coleman interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - I will address the minister's
interjection later, because it is clear from that
interjection that he does not understand the nature
of the water industry in Victoria and does not
understand that there is a relationship between the
metropolitan and country systems. I will explain
that later.
The changes proposed in the legislation will also
prevent the expansion of Victorian firms into the
international water market. I have already quoted
from the article published in the Australian Financial
Review. The fact is that a large water company is
needed as a focus for international operations, and
such operations need to be undertaken in
conjunction with engineering groups and private
sector financiers. Currently Melbourne Water
Corporation is operating in China and Phuket in
Thailand and has a number of other plans on the
boil. Under the plans contained in the legislation the
regional business entities will be too small to expand
and will be ripe for takeover by international
companies.
They may be some of the French companies, such as
Compagnie Generale des Eaux and Compagnie
Lyonnais des Eaux, and North-West Water in the
United Kingdom, which I understand is looking
closely at the proposition here with the former New
South Wales Premier, Nick Greiner. What is likely to
eventuate is a deal that is no better for consumers. I
understand the government's research confirms that.
There will be no export or environmental benefit.
This is a dud bill, but it will have dramatic
implications and is driven by ideology.
No doubt the Treasurer will talk about the potential
benefits to be gained from competition. In reality,
the prospects for benchmarking are extremely
limited. All the research shows that at best it is
unclear what benefits competition may give. To the
extent that there are benefits, they are more than
outweighed by maintaining the economies of scale
Melbourne Water Corporation is able to obtain.
1 have mentioned the experience in Britain. It is
important to place on the public record that since
water services were privatised in Britain in 1989
prices have increased by about 40 per cent in real
terms. In only five years there has been a 40 per cent
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increase in real terms, not in nominal tenns - 40 per
cent above the rise in the consumer price index.
If since 1989 the consumer price index in Britain has
risen by 50 per cent, water prices have increased by
90 per cent. Has the consumer benefited? No. Has
Britain benefited? No. All the water authorities are
now owned by foreign companies. Who benefited,
who got their hands in the pie and their snouts in
the trough? The only people who benefited are the
people who are advising the government, who have
the ear of the government, who have big contracts
with the government, the financial advisers, the
lawyers, the analysts and the financiers. They are the
people who got all the cream. That is the experience
in Britain and that is what will happen in Australia.
If the government is so convinced of the benefits of
its program it would be nice if it released all the
working papers on which its legislation is based and
let the publiC make a judgment about why the
government is proceeding with this legislation.

The bill is remarkably silent on water quality. It sets
up structures to follow the dismemberment of
Melbourne Water but it does not say a single thing
about the quality of water. I have heard the Minister
for Natural Resources talk about reports on rural
water and rural water quality and how it breaches
World Health Organisation standards. It would be
important for there to be a commitment to maintain
a standard of water quality, but no, not in this
legislation; no commitment whatsoever to water
quality.
The experience in Britain is that there has been a
threefold increase in hepatitis A and dysentery since
privatisation in 1989. For the benefit of the Treasurer
and the Minister for Natural Resources, who are
present for this debate, I point out that one does not
catch hepatitis A or dysentery by breathing the air,
one catches it from the water supply or from eating
contaminated food. What has occurred where water
supplies have been privatised in Britain? Water
quality has diminished and diseases like hepatitis A
and dysentery, particularly in areas where
disconnections have occurred, have increased
threefold.
This is the sort of legislation that has returned parts
of Britain to Third World economies and will
transform the economy of Melbourne into a Third
World economy where people are unable to afford a
decent water supply and where the water that is
provided will often fall below accepted !pvels of
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quality for an advanced civilised industrial society,
which I thought Victoria was.

in Port Phillip Bay. The major contributor to
pollution in Port Phillip Bay - -

I turn to country areas of Victoria. Excess water from
catchments is used for country irrigation. Excess
water from the catchments that supply metropolitan
storages for Melbourne Water Corporation are used
for country irrigation. Earlier the minister said there
was no relationship between Melbourne Water and
country areas. There is a clear relationship. If there is
no demand management, less water will be
available. The bill will have an impact on country
people. The government's general policy has been to
close country rail lines, country schools and country
hospitals and to amalgamate local councils, leading
to a loss of jobs in local government. Now water will
be privatised. Last night it was electricity.

Mr W. D. McGrath - It has happened over the
past 10 years.

This is a government that has an appalling record of
concern for country people. Country Victoria has the
highest levels of unemployment. More than 100
schools have been closed, 6 rail lines have been
closed and more than 30 country hospitals are under
threat of closure. The National Party has no interest
or concern for country Victorians. The legislation
will have an impact on country people: it will lead to
higher prices and will create problems in land and
waterway management. The opposition rejects the
legislation on that basis.
Turning to environmental issues, it is important to
state at the outset that the original reason for the
establishment of Melbourne Water was to remove
politics from the management of a large water
system. At the time Melbourne Water was formed
the Yarra River was a sewer. Melbourne Water was
formed to address those problems. It is remarkable
that Victoria has come all that way, addressed a lot
of those problems and put some light back into the
Yarra, which is now one of the best water systems in
the world, but today Melbourne Water will be
chopped up into little bits - take the machete to it,
scatter the bits around Victoria and call that a policy!
The Minister for Agriculture is a decent man but he
is out of his depth with this legislation. It will have
horrendous implications for the environment and
country areas. The break-up will harm
environmental management techniques across three
regions because of the nature of our catchment areas.
I have no doubt that this legislation will discourage
the clean-up of Port Phillip Bay. Rex Hunt, whose
articles giving hints on where to fish I read in the
paper every week, is concerned about water quality

Mr BRUMBY - This legislation makes it worse.
Mr W. D. McGrath - You did nothing about it
for 10 years.
Mr BRUMBY - The interjection from the
Minister for Agriculture is incorrect. If he tests all
the environmental criteria for Port Phillip Bay, the
Yarra River or any other waterway he will see that
there have been steady improvements. I am pleased
the Minister for Agriculture is in the chamber. I will
offer him the same challenge that I offered the
Minister for Natural Resources: get hold of the
working papers on the bill and see what they say.
This legislation is not the right way to go.
Government members support the bill because the
Treasurer says, 'We must do these things so that the
foreign exchange markets will give us brownie
points'. The government will destroy one of the
world's best water systems. Government members
should ask the British government to show them the
destruction and desecration that has occurred with
the British water system. I visited Britain a few years
ago and saw what was happening. Consumers were
paying 40 per cent more.
Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition should address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - If you do not understand the
relationship between our water system, the rivers
and the bay I have serious concerns for you, because
rivers run into oceans. Do you understand that?
That is what is called the river mouth. Rivers start in
the hills and run down into Port Phillip Bay. That is
how it works.
Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The standing orders
and May both say that when an honourable member
is on his feet, he should address the Chair. When
those rules are broken we end up with a discussion
across the table. That makes it very difficult for the
Chair to maintain order. I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to address the Chair.
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Mr BRUMBY - I have an excellent diagram that
might be of benefit to the Minister for Agriculture. It
explains how water is delivered to our taps. It starts
with rain. which goes into the catchments; then the
water goes into reservoirs and down channels to
holding basins. The water then goes down pipelines
to service connections, through reticulation systems
and finally the minister can turn on a tap. There is
also a waste-water system that operates when one
turns on the tap or flushes the toilet.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - But the minister does not
understand, Treasurer. I am going through the steps
for the Minister for Agriculture. A water system
must be accompanied by a waste water system. The
structure of Melbourne Water affects the quality of
Victoria's water supply and rivers which, in turn,
affects the quality of the water in Port Phillip Bay.
People such as Rex Hunt, who writes in the
newspaper every week and discusses the best
fishing spots, are concerned about the implications
of the legislation for Port Phillip Bay. Rex Hunt
knows there are more than 100 000 recreational
fisherpersons in Melbourne who fish in the bay
every week. He does not want the bay wrecked,
polluted and destroyed by a government that has a
fetish for keeping the forex market happy, a
government that does not understand long-term
policy and the important environmental
considerations.
For the benefit of the Minister for Agriculture, I will
report on the situation in England where a series of
conflicts have arisen between water companies and
the environmental regulator and between the
environmental regulator and the water regulator. All
the players have different interests. In Britain the
environmental regulator keeps losing out. Is that not
proof that the changes the government is proposing
for Victoria, which are in large part based on the
British model, will cause a reduction in water
quality? lbat is what has occurred in Britain. When
it comes to a blue between the office of the
regulator-general and the environmental regulator,
the regu1ator-general always wins. The environment
comes a poor last. That is what will occur in Victoria.
A Government Member - There is no logic in
that at all!
Mr BRUMBY -1his government has massive
disregard for environmental issues. It has closed the
Victorian Environmental Education Council and
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abolished the Home Energy Advisory Service. It
wanted to put downhill skiing, gondolas and
accommodation on Mount Stirling and hand over
99-year leases for cattle grazing along Victoria's
coastal areas. It terminated the wind farm electricity
generation program and has basically cut loose the
Victorian electricity industry by providing no
incentives whatsoever for demand management
programs. The government is breaking up the
Melbourne Water Corporation with no regard
whatsoever for environmental considerations. The
government has an appalling environmental record.
When one considers that nearly 300 staff have been
taken out of the Environment Protection Agency one
can begin to get a picture of the disdain in which this
government holds the environment.
I refer to today's announcement of the plans for the
grand prix track at Albert Park. So that you know,
Mr Speaker, that I am speaking to the bill, I point out
that the bill deals with Melbourne Water
Corporation. Today honourable members had
delivered to their offices a document entitled

Melbourne Parks and Waterways, an enterprise of
Melbourne Water Corporation. So I am speaking about
the business of Melbourne Water Corporation.
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Portland is causing the Chair some
distress. I suggest that he ought to get back to his
place because interjecting out of his place is doubly
disorderly.
Mr BRUMBY -Although I do not intend
mentioning these matters in great detail, I simply
point out that today'S announcement about Albert
Park by Melbourne Water will result in the
destruction of a great public asset. Albert Park is
managed by the Melbourne Water Corporation. It
was very clear from the expressions on the faces of
members of the government backbench today
during question time that there is massive division
within government ranks about the Albert Park
proposal. That was very clear to opposition
members who were watching the Premier answer
his question about Albert Park today. Today's
announcement was nothing new. The plans
announced today are identical to the plans Mr Dick
Burke announced a few weeks ago. Mr Burke
managed Albert Park for many years and he
described the plans as 'destroying the Albert Park
area'. The plans released today do not detail the
impact the grand prix will have on Albert Park.
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More than 130 mature trees will be lost as a result of
having the grand prix at Albert Park. The plans
announced today are highly sensitive. If one
examines the plans one sees that although they show
a track around Albert Park, no pit stops,
grandstands or other infrastructure are included on
the map. It is a complete, utter and total whitewash.
Where was the Premier was today? I do not know
what he had on at 1 o'clock today. Do you know,
Treasurer? The Premier and his good friend Mr Ron
Walker were absent. The Premier was happy to take
off his clothes in question time today but we were
more interested in the bare facts of his relationship
with Mr Ron Walker.
The SPEAKER -Order! The Chair is loath to
interrupt the Leader of the Opposition but I must
ask him to relate the argument he is putting forward
to the bill before the house. A quick read through the
Treasurer's second-reading speech reveals that the
bill concerns delegations to certain entities.
Although the Leader of the Opposition mentioned
that the title on the cover of a document mentioned
the Melbourne Water Corporation, that does not
give him carte blanche to stray from the bill unless
he can convince the Chair otherwise.
Mr BRUMBY - I shall restrict my comments to
the bill, which amends the Melbourne Water
Corporation Act. Melbourne Water Corporation
owns and operates Albert Park. The plan released
today is signed by Jeff FIoyd, Manager, Melbourne
Parks and Waterways, Melbourne Water
Corporation, so clearly the park is a principal
business of Melbourne Water.
I shall refer to the grand prix, not to the Premier.
Yesterday I suggested an alternative site to Albert
Park, one which is rapidly gaining public support. I
said the government should develop the Docklands
site. Given the interest all honourable members have
in ensuring Melbourne is promoted positively
overseas, it is important to realise that the Docklands
site is superior. It has access to city skyline views,
which are so important, water courses and television
facilities. It is dose to the city and all the other parts
of Melbourne that can be portrayed positively. I can
see it now - Docklands, home of Melbourne's
international grand prix circuit.
The plan announced today for Albert Park will not
stop community criticism or protest. The
government should ask whether the image it wants
to present overseas during the next five or six
months is one of continuing protests, because that is
what will happen. Protests about the staging of the
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grand prix at Albert Park will be shown on
television and written about in the newspapers.
Members of the opposition do not want people
overseas to read about and see those protests. We
want them to see a Melbourne that is moving
forward, a Melbourne where people work together.
That will not happen if the grand prix is sited at
Albert Park. There is a limit to how many times one
can keep saying that. I do not know how many
messages the government has to get. There is still
time to consider the alternatives.
The bill is a major piece of legislation. It will split the
Melbourne Water Corporation into a number of
small entities. The dismemberment of Melbourne
Water is not justified on any economic assessment.
Indeed, the economies of scale of the organisation
far outweigh any of the supposed benefits that may
arise from its dismemberment.
Overseas experience demonstrates that that
approach to reform does not work. I accept that we
need to move forward, to maintain a process of
reform and to do things better. Everyone wants to
do that; but of all the proposals for micro-economic
reform I have seen, this has to be the most inane, the
most absurd, the most dangerous and the most
lacking in substance.
Mr Coleman interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - As he did yesterday in another
debate, the Minister for Natural Resources says my
remarks are not supported by the facts. The federal
government wants the Council of Australian
Governments to come up with arrangements for
water provision and supply that will provide
certainty, efficiency, economies of scale and
protection for the environment. On all those criteria
the government's model fails.
What is the purpose of the bill? During the past 18
months the Premier and the Treasurer have
travelled around the world a few times. They have
sat in closed offices with unknown representatives
of foreign banks and have made commitments that
they are unwilling to reveal to the Victorian people.
As a result they have introduced legislation that the
coalition did not flag before the election. There was
no reference to the dismemberment of Melbourne
Water or the splitting up of the former State
Electricity Commission. The coalition did not have
the guts to advertise those policies. It knew that if it
put that program to the people it would not be
elected. The Victorian people do not want the
measure. They are happy knowing that they have
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what is arguably one of the best water systems in the
world. Why would you want to cut Melbourne
Water into little bits when there is no economic data
to demonstrate to consumers and producers the
benefits of doing so!
I am very concerned about the environment.
Whether one refers to experiences overseas, where
the rates of hepatitis A and dysentery have increased
threefold, or whether one talks about the impact on
the cost of water and the quality of our rivers and
Port Phillip Bay, the bill is disastrous. Of all the bills
on micro-economic reform this one makes the least
sense. It is nonsensical! There is no justification for it.
It will not benefit the environment, the consumer or
the state.
The Minister for Natural Resources has failed to
explain why the bill has been introduced.. This is the
sort of legislation one comes to expect from bad
governments. Good governments sometimes make
bad decisions, but bad governments frequently
make bad decisions - and this is bad legislation.
The opposition opposes the bill and will continue to
oppose it in the wider community.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I support the comments
of the Leader of the OppOSition, who outlined the
reasons for the Labor Party's opposition to the bill. I
am amazed. that not one honourable member
opposite has been prepared to defend the bill. Surely
some government members would want to defend
Melbourne's water system or even outline what the
bill will do for the city's water.
The Leader of the Opposition has outlined the many
dangers to our water supply that may result from
the introduction of the bill. I should have thought
members of the coalition would be prepared to
explain why the government is interfering in a
system that has served and continues to serve the
state so well. For many years we have been blessed
with having one of the best water systems in the
world.
Soon after European settlement the country's
waterways were turned into sewers. We were in a
precarious poSition with our water quality, the
waste water system and the method of getting rid of
the wastes generated by human beings.
I am sure most Melburnians are aware of the history
of our water system and what was done late last
century and early this century to ensure an
improved water system. They would be aware of all
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the work that has gone into giving us the best water
storage and sewerage systems possible. In its own
way each government has contributed to ensuring
that that situation has been maintained and that the
catchment area of which we are now all proud has
been preserved..
During Water Week some very good articles
appeared in many newspapers about the quality of
Melbourne's water. Because members on the
government benches seem to acknowledge that only
articles published in the Herald Sun have any truth
about them, I shall quote from an article that
appeared in that newspaper on 18 November 1993:
Melbourne has the best water in the world. So say the
experts. And if you've been to some overseas countries,
where drinking water is safe only after it is boiled, you
will realise how lucky we are.

It is not really luck, is it? It is the result of foresight
and the actions of governments that were driven to
make sure Victorians had the best water possible
and that it was kept that way. The water quality
manager of Melbourne Water, Mr Mike Chapman,
was quoted as saying:
We have a soft, unprocessed water because we don't
add many chemicals.

The article continues:
About 90 per cent of our water comes from natural
protected catchments in the north and east of
Melbourne.

We still have to work hard to ensure that we do not
interfere with those catchments. I am pleased that
people are rigorous in their attempts to protect that
area. The article continues:
For more than 100 years, these areas of natural eucalypt
forest, which spread over 130 000 ha, have been
reserved for the sole purpose of harvesting water.
'Fortunately, it is a historical fact that Melbourne
catchments produce water with the right combination
of good taste and look,' Mr Chapman said.

I shall record a fact that is perhaps not as well
known but one of which Melbumians should be
well aware. Choice magazine reported. on a study it
did on bottled water. It did so because, as many
honourable members would have noticed, it has
become fashionable to drink bottled water. I am
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pleased that people have taken to drinking water,
but unfortunately some are drinking imported water.
The study of still bottled water that the magazine
conducted in 1992 showed that on a blind taste test
of bottled water against Sydney tap water, the panel
could not tell the difference between the tap water
and eight different brands. I am sure that if one of
them was Melbourne water the panellists would
have chosen it. There was also a comparison
between local water and overseas water.
Of course, one of the reasons that people drink
bottled water is that they believe it is safer and better
for them. However, the study found that bottled
water was no safer than Melbourne tap water, which
is exactly what Melbourne Water has been telling
people for years. That is interesting. All Victorians
should be proud of the history of their water supply
and the way our wonderful system has developed.
One of the reasons is that a public utility has existed
which has looked after Melbourne's water for the
benefit of its people. As the Leader of the Opposition
pointed out, that includes the storage of water
outside Melbourne. It is important that that is taken
into account in all aspects of looking after our water.
The purpose of the bill is to split up Melbourne's
water utility as we know it and set it on the
privatisation track. There are plenty of indications
that that is what the government wants to do. The
bill treats water as a commodity, as something to sell
and something to be bargained and gambled with;
after all, that is what stocks and shares are about and
what private ownership means - gambling with
commodities and with money. The government is
prepared to gamble with one of our greatest
assets - our water.
It is one thing to talk about marketing Melbourne to
everyone in the world and asking them to come and
enjoy the things we enjoy, such as our sporting
events, however, one of our great bleSSings is our
water. We have looked after it for the past 100 years
or more and made sure it has been of the highest
quality for users.
What will happen when the utility is sold and split
up into three areas instead of being a single entity?
As has been mentioned, we need only look to
examples overseas where governments have split up
and sold off their commodities to see the disastrous
results of such actions.
I shall quote from a paper produced by Dr John
Ernst from the Victoria University of Technology. I
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acknowledge the work he has done in examining the
British system - in fact, he did his doctorate
there - over three years, therefore, it is appropriate
to examine the results of his work. He believes there
are five reasons why people should oppose the bill,
examine it carefully and be as concerned about it as
is the opposition. He lists the following points:
1.

Ordinary consumers are wUikely to benefit from
privatisation in terms of choice, lower prices, better
standards of service.

The experience in Britain has shown that is not the
case:
2.· The utilities will be sold at a price that fails to realise
for the people of this state the true value of assets
built up over generations of public ownership and
funding.
3.

Privatisation deepens the existing inequalities
(through transferring wealth from all citizens -

that is our wealth: ownership of this wonderful asset
of water to a privileged group who buy the shares) ...

We own this water, but the government intends to
sell it off; in effect, it is saying, 'You can have this if
you are rich enough'. It does not matter whether we
are millionaires or whether we have grand houses,
small houses or do not own a house - we own this
water and we have done so for more than 100 years.
However, the government is going to give it away.
Will such a sale be of any benefit to Victorians? Most
likely no, according to the studies that have been
conducted overseas. The remaining points listed by
Dr Emst are:
4.

It will result in foreign ownership -

That is what happened to British water; once these
utilities are sold there is no getting them back 5.

The Kennett government appears to have given little,
if any, thought to the fundamental need for an
effective and strong system of public regulation of
the privatised utilities ...

The British experience highlights the need for
regulation. This government does not like
regulation; in fact, it wants to get rid of regulation at
every opportunity. However, it is finding and will
continue to find that regulation is needed. That has
been the case over the past 100 years and I guarantee
it will be the case over the next 100 years, regardless
of what government members say.
It is important to consider history and what has
happened overseas. The government should
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examine what has happened in Great Britain and not
repeat it in Victoria. Unfortunately under this
govemment that is unlikely to happen.
In the short time that I have remaining I will point
out the reasons why the government should not
continue to go down that track. The govemment's
action is a direct steal of all the things the Thatcher
government did in Britain, and it should take note of
what happened to customers under a privately
owned utility. There has been no benefit to
consumers in Britain. The ordinary householder has
no more choice today in Britain than he or she did
seven years ago when the first of the energy
utilities - British Gas -was privatised. That is not
what the people were told.

Why would you want more choice when you
already have the best water in the world? It is just
not true. It will be the same water - it will just be
that we no longer own it. The only customers with
choice in Britain are the large industrial consumers.
We know that is what the government wants to do.
lt is not interested in the small consumers. It is not
interested in small business people or householders.
They will not benefit from the privatisation o{the
Melbourne Water Corporation. The people residing
in rural Victoria will not benefit at all.
The government has said that the privatisation of
water will lead to prices going down. That won't
happen either. In Britain the prices increased by up
to 40 per cent. Victorians are having difficulty with
the measures the government has introduced.
Already under this government people cannot
understand the bills that have provisions here and
there that do not seem to relate to each other. In
Britain the prices went up, and the same will happen
in Victoria. The people of this state will no longer
own their water supply and they will have to pay
more for it.
What else has happened in Britain? Another service
where figures have gone up is the number of
disconnections. The service to consumers has not
improved in any area under privatisation.
What do people in Britain say about the quality of
their service, which is supposed to be a benefit of
private companies? Most do not believe they are
better off. Many say they are in a much worse
pOSition. The vast majority believe private
ownership has not led to any obvious benefit. To the
contrary, a substantial portion believe water and
electricity services have worsened since
privatisation. The most striking example they all

Thursday, 26 May 1994

refer to is water, where six times as many people felt
the service had deteriorated since privatisation.
The government may be interested in polls and in
what the people think. I warn them that that is what
happened in Britain, and it will also happen here.
Many Victorians will be angry about what the
govemment proposes to do to them.
The second point concerns the sale price which fails
to realise the true value of accessibility and funding.
That is exactly what happened in Britain. The
benefits did not go to the ordinary people. Who
owns the water?
Mr Perton interjected.

Ms MARPLE - No, it is even worse than that.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) -Order!
The honourable member for Altona will address the
Chair.
Ms MARPLE - Yes, Mr Acting Speaker, I will
address the Chair. That is what will happen in
Victoria by splitting our govemment utilities into
smaller components. It may make it much easier for
private interests to purchase them, but they will not
be large enough to expand on their own behalf. They
will be Sitting ducks for takeover. The smaller share
owner will not own the utilities. The government is
stealing our water supplier and will virtually give it
away to other people.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Ms MARPLE - It will probably give it to its
mates.
One of the real problems is that privatisation
deepens the existing inequalities by transferring
wealth to the privileged group who buy shares.
Mr Perton - Oh, no!
Ms MARPLE - I knew you were waiting for
that. I do not care whether you believe me. Those are
the facts. This is what has happened in Britain and it
will happen here. The govemment still wants to go
down this track. At present all Victorians have an
interest in our utilities but in the future they will
have to buy shares. We already own it now, so why
should we buy shares in something we already
own? It does not matter how much I explain it to the
govemment - -
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Mr Perton - Read from the text!
Ms MARPLE - I am happy for you to carry on,
but you would benefit more if you listened to what I
have to say. In Britain with privatisation many
people are unable to pay their water and electricity
bills. That is a serious matter. If they cannot pay for
their water, the water supply to their houses is cut
off. That is one of the disadvantages of privatisation.
In any healthy society every household should have
access to clean water. The greatest incidence of
disease can be traced to dirty water supplies.
Unfortunately, that is happening in Great Britain
and it will happen in Victoria if the government is
allowed to adopt its current course of action. The
number of people who have incurred debt to the
water supplier in Britain has increased by 300 per
cent. That is a huge increase in the number of people
who have been unable to pay their water bills. In
Australia we tend to take our water for granted, but
the position will quickly change in the future. It
appears that the government does not want people
to have access to water. It is heading down the same
path taken by Britain where the increase in the
number of people who have incurred debt is
significant. That has occurred only since
privatisation of the water utility. It is a disgrace.
I have already referred to foreign ownership, but the
government is not the slightest bit interested. I do
not know what I, as a member of Parliament, will
say to future generations. These are terrible times.
The government should be ashamed of itself for
taking us down this track. It should be ashamed of
taking such action to privatise an asset that is
fundamental to our survival and that has been built
up over many years. The government has not learnt
one jot from what has happened overseas. It believes
the Thatcher-Major governments should be held up
as an example of the best way to head, but the
results speak for themselves. Unfortunately, the
government is not prepared to take heed of them. It
wants to put money into the pockets of its mates and
sell off Victoria's greatest asset. It is a disgrace, and
the government will live to regret it.

As I have said, regulation is needed. The only utility
that has been sold off and has been a success is gas.
Britons still feel they are getting a service and that is
because there are regulations that can control the
delivery of the gas. Nevertheless it does not appear
that the government will do the same for Melbourne
Water. Essentially the government is splitting up
Melbourne Water and not setting up the regulations
that are needed to keep it going, and it is
unfortunate that the government is adopting this
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unsatisfactory approach to one of Victoria's great
assets.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) -On a point of order, the rules of
anticipation prevent the debate on item no. 4 on the
notice paper being dealt with under item no. 2. I
draw to the attention of both the Chair and the
honourable member for Altona that item no. 4 is
specifically about the office of Regulator-General
being introduced into Victoria, which ought to be
the subject of the debate at that time.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On the same point
of order, it seems to me that the rule of anticipation
puts the Chair in a difficult position, given that the
Electricity Industry (Amendment) Bill was debated
yesterday and referred specifically to the
regulator-general. Therefore the Chair should
recognise that the office of the Regulator-General
has already been discussed in a previous bill and
that the rule of anticipation in this case should not
apply.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! I have been
listening carefully to the comments made by the
honourable member and I believe the points made
by the Minister for Natural Resources should be
taken into account. Order of the day, government
business, no. 4 is the Office of the Regulator-General
Bill, which is to be debated. I hope the honourable
member is making only a passing reference to the
bill. The house will hear her further.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - Tnank you, Mr Acting
Speaker; I appreciate your direction. I feel strongly
for Melbourne Water, and I hope honourable
members will take my point into account. The
history of privatisation in this area is there for the
looking, but this government does not want to look.
Even the World Bank, which is one of the
primary-Mr Perton interjected.
Ms MARPLE -1 can tell you about the World
Bank!
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Altona will ignore the
interjections.
Ms MARPLE - I am not a great supporter of the
World Bank because of what it has done in Third
World countries--
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Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MARPLE - No, never, never, never! There
might be some others who will go over to the right.
The World Bank has acknowledged privatisation of
utilities such as water - Mr Perton interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Doncaster is interjecting and
talking too loudly out of his place.
Ms MARPLE - The World Bank has said that
governments should make sure that regulations go
alongside privatisation of utilities. The Melbourne
Water Corporation (Amendment) Bill is driven by
ideology and a great belief in the private system, but
it is turning its back on it. Melbourne Water's
Mr David Knipe has even said he is getting ready to
privatise Melbourne Water!
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for them to do that. I understand the bill will be
passed, because the government has the numbers in
the house, but government members should think
seriously about whether to support the bill.
The Leader of the Opposition pointed out that the
bill ignores the environment in general; that it is
taking us down a path of wasting our water instead
of conserving it, and that is one of the issues that
honourable members should consider as paramount.
The bill is not doing that. The bill is to sell off an
asset which has belonged to the Victorian people for
over lOO years and which should continue to be in
public ownership.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I oppose the
Melbourne Water Corporation (Amendment) Bill. It
would be beautiful if I could say that the bill will be
repealed on the day the Labor Party obtains office.
However, under the bill it appears that nothing will
be left to repeal because this government will have
flogged it all off.

Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MARPLE - The bill is preparing for it! I am
just telling you it is getting ready for it and it is one
of the things you have got to be ready for.
Mr Perton interjected.
Ms MARPLE - No, it is not the reds we have got
to worry about; it is you lot! In conclusion, in the
government's drive down the track of privatisation
it will turn its back on all the work involved in
setting up the world's best water system. Victoria
has the best system. There is no point in selling it off:
we own it and we want it to be the best. Putting
Melbourne Water among the three utilities will
mean it will experience great problems and will
place it in danger.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Mordialloc and the
honourable member for Doncaster are causing a lot
of strife to the Chair. Would they please not interject.
The honourable member for Altona has 2 minutes
and is to ignore the interjections.
Ms MARPLE - I certainly will. The
government's legislation is driven by ideology. It is
not based on commonsense; it is not based on what
overseas experience and history has shown us.
Victoria's use of water is headed down the road to
disaster. Under the bill its future is grim.
Government members should do the right thing and
reject the bill, but I shall not hold my breath waiting

Despite the bleating from the Treasurer that the bill
is not about privatisation, methinks the Treasurer is
speaking with a forked tongue because he is on the
record as saying that all of this micro-economic
refonn is directed towards privatisation of all
government utilities. There is always a great deal of
difficulty in matching the government's rhetoric
with the government's actions. The house hears so
much about this strong government, this can-do
government: the only thing it can do is flog off the
responsibilities that the government rightly has. If it
were such a government it would be saying, 'We can
manage this; we can manage the state's assets, and
we are not going to flog them off'. The government
is weak. It has not the ability to control and manage
these industries. It has got to flog them and say that
the private sector can do it better.
Isn't it a wonderful dichotomy between this
so-called good management government and the
one that walks away from the real challenges of
managing the state's assets correctly and strongly:
the assets that the people of Victoria have bought
and paid for and cherish, yet the government flogs
them off! They do that in the interests of good
management or that other famous word that starts
with a ' c' - competition.
Mr Perton - Give us a speech on competition.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Doncaster will get his
opportuni ty to speak if he gets to his feet
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immediately after the honourable member for
Morwell finishes.
Mr Perton - What about your Marxist theory?
Mr HAMILTON - I cannot because I was short
a few dollars one day and had to sell my textbook on
that!
The purposes of the bill are to broaden the power of
the Melbourne Water Corporation by including in it
a delegation of specific statutory corporations and to
give the Treasurer - Lord help us - the power to
direct Melbourne Water Corporation in relation to
the exercise of its power of delegation. One would
have thought from a casual observation of what goes
on on the other side of the house that the jolly
Treasurer - bushy eyebrows and all - has enough
power. Why give him more? He seems to have what
he wants. I should have a quiet talk with the
Treasurer some time and find out how he can
manipulate himself around all of those challenges!
The bill is designed to facilitate the process of
micro-economic reform. Honourable members may
be interested to know that there was no such phrase
as micro-economic reform five or six years ago. It
was invented by the economic rationalists. I
remember when the New Right was always wrong,
and some things never change.
Mr Perton - Paul Keating invented
micro-economic reform.
Mr HAMILTON - Paul Keating is not one of my
heroes. He is no better on that sort of economic
theory than anyone else. I have a great conspiracy
theory that Paul Keating, the state Treasurer and
many other people are doing nothing other than
managing the wheels so that they can be turned by
overseas interests.
Mr Perton - The World Bank.
Mr HAMILTON - Perhaps it is the World Bank,
which is based on threats such as, 'If you don't
behave yourselves we'll withdraw your credit, we'll
make you a Third World country or reduce you to a
banana republic'! That is when they jump and dance
and flog off Melbourne Water. How many
Melbourne people would want an overseas
multinational company to own their water supply? I
would not want the French Perrier company to own
Melbourne Water.
Mr Perton - They are a bit left wing, aren't they?
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Mr HAMILTON - It would not matter what
they are; I would not like to think that someone
overseas owned and manipulated the profits that
everyone in Australia should be entitled to. I believe
that if you are born in this wonderful country you
should be entitled to certain things as part of your
birthright. One of them is a roof over your head; the
others are a supply of clean air and water, good
waste disposal, energy, food, education and health.
Those things should be the birthright of every
Australian regardless of whether he or she is born
into a poor household or the Packer household. It is
amazing,that Mr Packer can spend more in a night
at a casino than most of us will earn in a year. That is
obscene when other people do not know where their
next dollar is coming from to pay the water bill.
Melbourne Water Corporation has undergone some
good changes. Bills are now issued quarterly, which
is more convenient, although it worries me that we
have to wait until the end of the year to find that
each of us has paid another $30 or $40 for the year.
Those things tend to creep up without anyone
realising it.
Water in this country is precious and there is a great
need to conserve it and use it wisely. In many places
people must pay for the water they use. All of those
good things that already exist in a state-owned
Melbourne Water Corporation should not be
available at the behest of someone else who rips off
the profit. Good management of the corporation has
occurred under many governments, so why does
this government want to opt out of its responsibility
if not for some ideological bent that is based on the
government not needing to be involved in those
things? Why have a government at all?
The greatest example of how this government can be
interventionist was shown in the debate on a bill
discussed earlier today. Whoever would have
thought that a state government would interfere in
universities. Talk about intervention. VCs are
normally awarded for courage but the ves of a
university are the vice-chancellors, and they have let
the state government interfere with their good
running of universities on the one hand-The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! I hope the
honourable member will relate his comments to the
bill.
Mr HAMILTON - I was just getting to the other
hand, Mr Acting Speaker. On the other hand the
government wants to opt out of controlling and
regulating the supply of essential services, including
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water. The bill does not refer to other august bodies
such as Gippsland Water, which supplies water,
manages catchment resources, controls the
distribution and sale of water and effectively
manages the disposal of water in my part of the
world.
What will the next bill to be brought before the
house do? It may be nice to get out of this house for
a few months so that I will not be upset and have
my day ruined by more proposals for privatisation. I
suppose I will find out about the government's
plans in the newspapers even when Parliament is
not sitting.

Does the Treasurer intend to change the structure of
water authorities in regional areas? Perhaps he does,
because this bill is a step towards privatisation. Even
the Treasurer would not argue with me on that - he
may argue with me on many things and in all cases
he will be wrong. This bill is a step towards the
privatisation of Melbourne Water Corporation.
People in country Victoria, especially my
constituents, are concerned that the same process
will be applied in country areas. I expressed similar
concerns when the house debated the rural water
legislation a few days ago.
Does the government intend to examine the
consequences of micro-economic reform? I hate that
word - it always grates on my nerves!
Will it apply to other organisations? Honourable
members will recall the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works and the problems with
the MMBW building's facade. The Board of Works
had a chequered history. Alan Croxford, who ran
the Board of Works, had a reputation bigger and
better than Ron Walker's -and he probably had
more influence. I do not know whether he is still
around or has passed on to another world!
The MMBW was a challenging and eXCiting
organisation. It controlled millions of dollars of
revenue. It was a very large business.
Mr Perton - A slip of the tongue - you're in
competition now!
Mr HAMILTON - It took the good water that
the good Lord gave us and delivered it to our
homes. Even though the good Lord gives it to us for
nothing, by the time it gets to our taps it costs us
money!
Mr Perton interjected.
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Mr HAMILTON - Next time around I might
discover a different way of organising SOCiety!
Mr Perton - Are you coming back as a plumber?
Mr HAMILTON - The bill fails to address
community concerns about who will be responsible
for the environmental side of things. It is very
difficult to separate the retailing of water from the
disposal of waste water.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, although I am always
entertained by the honourable member for
Morwell - I always find his lectures on
Marxist-Leninist economics engaging - the
honourable member is now talking about something
that is not in the bill. I should have thought it a
fundamental rule of relevance that the honourable
member should talk about what is in the bill rather
than giving us a general discourse on Melbourne
Water and what the government could have
legisla ted on.

It is a difficult matter for you to rule on, Mr Acting
Speaker, but I suggest the honourable member is
straying well beyond the rather narrow realm of this
bill.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, it is interesting that the
honourable member for Doncaster should be so
sensitive, or so insensitive, about the
micro-economic reform of Melbourne Water as to
fail to appreciate the importance of the
environmental effects the changes will have. We
should not limit discussion in this house; and to
their credit, all occupants of the chair have allowed
honourable members to make passing references to
all aspects of legislation. I was making only a
passing reference.
The ACllNG SPEAKER - Order! Although I do
not uphold the point of order I remind the
honourable member tha t the bill is small. The Chair
has given him some latitude. He should now direct
his remarks exclusively to the bill.
Mr HAMILTON - I shall take your advice,
Mr Acting Speaker; but I reiterate that we must be
aware of the consequences of micro-economic
reform. We must not forget about the management
of catchment areas and the disposal of waste. The
bill certainly fails to address that aspect.
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Mr Perton - You are straying again. Speak about
what it does.
Mr HAMILTON - What is in the minds of most
people when we talk about setting up competition?
That is what the bill is about - setting up a
competitive scenario based on the directional
changes the Treasurer has referred to. This is
another trust-me bill. The bill uses the word
'competition' but does not define it. It does not say
who will compete with whom. Where will the
competition come from? It will depend on who is
prepared to pay the most money to get their hands
on our precious water, before flogging it back to us
and chopping the supply off if we do not pay our
bills.
As these micro-economic reforms continue down the
path to disaster, who will help the people who
cannot afford to pay for their share of the water?
Mr Perton - A state obligation.
Mr HAMILTON - I t is a state obligation. Yet the
government is walking away from all its other
obligations, including ensuring that we have a clean
and healthy supply of water and an efficient waste
disposal system. It cannot even manage that; it has
to send them off to the private sector! The
government does not want it - but it wants the
almighty dollar it gets for it! Given the way the
corporation is being flogged off, it is as though the
dough is going into the Treasurer's pockets.
Mr Perton - Come on!
Mr HAMILTON - The only so-called
competition will be the highest bidder, or someone
who is a mate of the Premier's or the Treasurer's and
who will put in a bid for Melbourne Water down the
track!
There is good reason to talk about competition. The
Treasurer talks about competition - but he should
demonstrate how it will work! Will I be able to
choose to purchase my Melbourne water from
supplier A or supplier B? Will I be able to buy it
from a public utility even though it may be a little
dearer? Where is the competition that we hear much
about? We hear a lot about it, but we see nothing.
Mr Stockdale - If you want to see it, you need to
aid the refonns.
Mr HAMILTON - When the Treasurer refers to
competition, he should give us some examples. Let's
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see whether Keith Hamilton's household -or his
son's household in Melbourne -will be able to
choose who supplies the water. There is no
consistency, and everyone knows it. I will have no
choice about the supplier from whom I buy the
water. Will I have three pipes running into the
house? Will I be able to turn one on and turn the
other two off?
I hear a lot about competition; I want to know who
will be supplying water or electricity to my house. If
the Treasurer wants to have any credibility, and if he
wants to show how tough an operator he is, he
should come up with examples of how the
competition will work. I can choose to buy my food
at Safeway, the corner shop or Coles Myer Ltd - or
any other place.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member for
Morwell continues to entertain the house. On the
previous occasion on which I raised this point of
order you issued a warning to him but failed to
uphold the point of order. I refer you, Sir, to clause 3
of the bill, which permits Melbourne Water
Corporation to delegate its power to a statutory
corporation. I submit that the honourable member
for Morwell in continuing his discussion is defying
your earlier guidance.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I never cease to be
amazed at the duplicity of the honourable member
for Doncaster, whom I understand has a fairly acute
legal mind, in raising points of order. I do not know
why in raising points of order he runs away from
the essence of the bill, which was contained in the
point I was making about some of the rhetoric in the
bill.
To his credit the Treasurer has not denied what the
bill is on about, although he has not as yet provided
me with any answers.
I believe the point of order should not be upheld
because we are now dealing with what is the crux of
the bill and what has been confirmed by the
government's policy statements before the last
election and in recent statements by the Treasurer on
what micro-economic reform is all about.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! On this
occasion I uphold the point of order. The honourable
member for Morwell has been given considerable
latitude in addressing the bill and I believe in the
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remaining 6 minutes available to him he should
confine his comments to the bill before the house.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a further point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, before the honourable
member resumes his remarks I object to his
suggestion that I was acting with duplicity. You
have upheld the point of order and I ask that you
now ask the honourable member for Morwell to
withdraw the allegation that I was acting with
duplicity.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Morwell will withdraw the
comment he made about the honourable member for
Doncaster.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I withdraw
unreservedly and apologise for hurting the feelings
of the precious little flower. Perhaps the word
,duplicity' has a hidden meaning that I do not
understand.
I have made the point I wanted to make. I have
challenged the Treasurer to put up on this
competition business and provide me with some
examples so that I can see how it will work. If and
when he does that, and if I consider I am wrong, I
will be big enough to say that I was wrong.
Obviously it is not bad for a Treasurer to receive
revenue but he now has to start selling as well. We
need to hear more than rhetoric about the terms
'competition' and 'micro-economic reform'.
I ask the Treasurer to provide examples and explain
the scenario. If he does that I may reconsider my
view. I oppose the bill.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - As we have heard from
other opposition speakers, the bill concerns the
privatisation of Victoria's public industries,
including the water and power industries. The bill
gives the Treasurer great powers in directing the
privatisation of the Melbourne Water Corporation
through that body divesting itself of control of what
I consider an important resource. Water is extremely
important to the survival of any society, community,
or nation -it is a community's lifeline. The ancient
Greeks did not put their water supply into private
hands; instead they operated it as a community
system. The Romans built aqueducts and
demonstrated to following civilisations how to keep
water pure and clean, but they did not privatise
their water supply.
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It concerns me that Victoria is going backwards as a
society. Australia is a rich country with a high

income per capita and does not need to privatise or
sell off part of its heritage -its water and power
supply organisations. As the honourable member for
Morwell said, water comes to us from the heavens
free of charge. Although there is expense involved in
the regulation and reticulation of the water supply,
that cost does not justify its privatisation in this
modern era.
Every country that has gone down the privatisation
track has encountered difficulties, particularly in
renewing reticulation systems. Private companies
will perform only limited functions and the taxpayer
will eventually bear the hidden costs.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,

Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member for
Keilor was not present in the chamber during a
ruling you gave during the speech of the honourable
member for Morwell - he would have found the
speech, the best opposition contribution in this
debate, interesting and enlightening - and he is
also straying onto the general question of
privatisation. I again draw your attention to clause 3
of the bill, which provides for the delegation of
powers to a statutory corporation. In those
circumstances the bill does not elicit the general
topic of privatisation, conspiracies to privatise and
so forth.
I ask you to direct the honourable member for Keilor
to address himself precisely to the bill. The bill
delegates powers to a statutory corporation, not to a
private corporation. In those circumstances the
honourable member needs to narrow his address to
you.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) -On the point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, as a member of the former
Public Bodies Review Committee of this Parliament
I had cause to study the meaning of the words,
'privatisation' and 'corporatisation'. Rather than a
private company taking over, public servants who
operate as private directors will take over. The
honourable member for Doncaster's objection is a
play on words.
In speaking to the bill I was using the correct terms.
During the course of its inquiry on the privatisation
of the SEC the former Public Bodies Review
Committee travelled to New Zealand and learnt
about Rogernomics straight from the horse's mouth,
from Or Death himself. It was explained that
corporatisation is simply public servants becoming
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directors of a company that is virtually a private
company. TIlis point of order turns on semantics.
The AcrING SPEAKER -Order! Although I do
not uphold the point of order, I remind the
honourable member for Keilor that we are dealing
with a fairly narrow bill. 1 should like to think the
honourable member has now made his opening
comments and will hereafter refer directly to the
provisions of the bill.
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companies and develop their businesses, will be
given the same privileges and decision-making
powers as directors of private companies, who are
accountable. They do not have the protection of
delegated responsibility. They are not directed by a
minister of the Crown, with the protection of the
minister having to bring matters back to Parliament
so that they cannot be questioned. That sort of
process can act as a shield, as it does in New
Zealand. It found out first-hand what the situation is
when delegated power is exercised at arm's length.

Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I will take your advice,
Mr Acting Speaker and confine my comments to the
bill - after all, that is why I am speaking in this

debate.
My experience is that when a body becomes
independent through corporatisation, powers
delegated to a minister under a bill are in turn
passed on to public servants operating in the
independent corporation. A corporatised body is at
arm's length from the government, with the minister
having no say in the day-to-day functioning and
operation of the independent corporation. The
minister receives only an annual report.
The difficulty with the arrangement is that
Parliament will have no direct say in the operation
of any such incorporated body, such as the body that
will run what is now Melbourne Water. We do not
need these sorts of arrangements in Australia similar arrangements operate in France - because
we can easily afford to keep Melbourne Water under
government control, thereby prOViding Parliament
with direct control rather than through a middleman.
Sitting suspended 6.31 p.m. untilS.03 p.m.
Mr SEITZ - Before the suspension of the Sitting I
commented on the purposes of the bill, which will
broaden the power of the Melbourne Water
Corporation to delegate and enable the Treasurer to
direct the delegation power of the corporation.
Although the bill is small it is of major significance
because it is a further step in the evaluation of large
state authorities by the government. Melbourne
Water will be further broken up and more power
will be given to the Treasurer to direct Melbourne
Water to carry out steps in that process. That is of
some concern. The bill is really only another step
towards full privatisation. Corporatisation of any
government authority means that the people
appointed to manage and run the affairs of the
authority, who are not like directors of private
companies who actually buy shares in their

If the right people are not running the show and
acting responsibly it can come down to the head of
the corporatised body spending $2000 for a roll of
wallpaper or furniture for his office - after all, he
does not have to answer questions about how he
spends the money. We are discussing those sorts of
issues and are going further down the road explored
by a former honourable member for Doutta Galla
Province in the other place, Mr Bill Landeryou.
Corporatisation is like stopping at a Greek cafe on
the way to privatisation.

That is what the bill is encouraging. I am not casting
asperSions on the integrity and judgment of the
Treasurer, but it is the people who are appointed to
the boards of these vast public enterprises who will
be managing their affairs and will then be able to
treat the new bodies as their own private companies.
If they put their own capital into a company, well
and good; whether they lose money or make a profit
is their business. But when they use my money and
my inheritance as a Victorian - I and my forebears
paid through our water rates for the infrastructure
and services of Melbourne Water and its forerunner,
the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works it does concern me and the people of my
constituency.
Fewer services will be provided. For instance, the
Treasurer's second-reading speech says that
Melbourne Parks and Waterways will be hived off.
That is not a profitable side of Melbourne Water and
if it does not have a sound financial base it will not
be able to run Melbourne's parks as they should be
run. We are already having a battle about Brimbank
Park, where it is proposed that there be a private
entertainment centre. Brimbank is the most visited
park in the metropolitan area on any weekend, but it
will be spoilt and will not survive if it is
commercialised. The people of Keilor oppose that
proposal and the matter is going to the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal.
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That is the sort of thing that will happen with public
parks. Suddenly we will have a reception centre or a
convention centre and people's lives will be
disturbed. The thousands of people who visit our
parks will be charged for car-parking spaces and
using the barbeques - they may even be charged to
walk along the riverfront. After all, the corporatised
body will have to raise money if it is to keep and
manage the park!
Cutting up Melbourne Water even further into
regional authorities, as explained in the
second-reading speech, will mean that there will be
no sound financial backing for all the community
things people are used to being provided by
Melbourne Water, or the Board of Works as it was
known - things that were instituted in previous
times under former Uberal governments. I am again
referring to Brimbank Park. I played a part in the
planning of that park with the Honourable Alan
Hunt, a former honourable member of the other
place, when he was responsible for these matters. He
was very innovative in the way he set about the
creation of Brimbank Park, holding public meetings,
consulting about it, planning it and developing it, so
that the people have the feeling that it is their park
and part of their community because it was
developed with the help of voluntary workers. That
will not be the case if it is to be commercialised.
There is no need for Victoria to privatise this
authority. After all, corporatisation is really about
funny money and paper shuffling, it is saying,
'What's the debt?'. In New Zealand, the government
had to take over half or three-quarters of the
liabilities before corporatisation because the
bureaucrats said, 'We don't want debt'. The same
thing will happen with Melbourne Water. The
bureaucracy will say, 'We don't want the $3 million
debt now owed by Melbourne Water. The taxpayer
should take that over so we start with a clean bill,
and then we will spend the money on what we like
and run the organisation like a private company'.
They should go out to private enterprise if that is
what they want to do, and stop giving the advice
they are now giving to the government - in many
cases they gave it to the former Labor government. If
they want to run private enterprises they should use
their own money and set up their own businesses
and run them from there, they should not try to take
over Victoria's public institutions and corporations
which have been financially successful. Again, they
contributed to the wellbeing of this state, not only
monetarily but also to its standards and services. I
am concerned about the fact that Victorians will
have to pay higher water rates and charges.
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That will be done through the introduction of
changed meter readings; instead of receiving excess
water bills annually, Victorians will receive them
every three months. The cost will be too high; it will
be around $100 dollars every three months, so the
billing period will need to be reduced to two months
to enable people to pay for their excess water.
The usual sorts of things will happen when a
bureaucracy takes over. It will try to justify itself to
its superiors by saying that it is doing a good job
because extra money is coming in. The government
should provide all essential community services,
including water, electricity, gas, roads and transport,
and not let them fall into the hands of private
enterprise.
In a few years time the losses will be so large that

Melbourne Water will need to be sold to private
enterprise to enable savings to be made again, or the
taxpayers will have to pick up the bill because of the
mismanagement and arms-length deciSion-making
process. The Treasurer or any other minister
responsible for Melbourne Water will not assume
responsibility and will say that the ministerial office
was not advised of the information, that it waited for
the annual reports hoping that they would look
good and that the auditors looked through the
reports. This state had some experiences with
several big companies of auditors; the books still did
not work out in the end.
I turn now to the experience in the United Kingdom,
a forerunner to the corporatisation-privatisation
fever taking over in New Zealand with
Rogernomics, which have since come to Australia.
There was a large investigation by the Public Bodies
Review Committee - particularly into the former
State Electricity Commission - into that situation.
The inquiry highlighted all the shortcomings of
corporatisation. It does not matter how the
regulations and acts are couched, it is still left open
to the people with the best intentions who are
appointed to carry out the job, and things go wrong.
Melbourne Water functions quite well; it has outlaid
much money for the western sewer project, which
was created by Melbourne Water before it split up
with the old water works. All those things were
done; the infrastructure is there, including vast
capital expenditure and the reticulation - which is
currently in good shape. Will they remain like that
with corporatisation or will major maintenance or
major replacement work be deferred so the annual
report looks good, especially if the director is up for
appointment on the board the year before his or her
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five or six-year contract expires? They will not
spend millions of dollars and look in bad shape. No;
they will present the books and show that
everything is fantastic. However, ultimately
somebody will need to replace those reticulation
services.
Who will finance the dams? Who will control the
environment, particularly the catchment area? Water
is a major concern. Its controller should not rely on
existing water supply and dams; it needs to control
the whole environment to maintain a clean
catchment area.
Melbourne water is the purest natural water
available in the world. When I went overseas on
trips I had to buy water and I was warned
everywhere I went not to drink the tap water. In
Australia one can. Overseas visitors are shocked
when they are offered glasses of water straight from
kitchen taps because it is pure. Will that be
guaranteed under the corporatisation process, or
will there again be a cost-cutting factor involved in
trying to save money and show that the corporation
is financially sound?
Further breaking down of Melbourne Water will
weaken its poSition and consequently weaken its
ability to provide services and goods at an economic
rate to the community. If this takes place here, what
will happen to the rural areas, including the towns?
Will their water supply be controlled totally by
private monopolies?
The appointment of a board and a director to
manage those small areas will not work out.
Currently they are basically run by volunteer
councils and shire secretaries - in some cases one or
two secretaries who are paid employees. The rest are
the hands-on people who undertake the
maintenance repair works and so forth. What will
happen to those people? Will their costs go up?
As was seen with the Electricity Industry
(Amendment) Bill that was debated yesterday, there
is no equality of the prices in that area, and that is of
concern to the opposition.
I turn to the subsidy that Victorians will have to pay.
I ask the Treasurer how much Victorians will be
subsidising the breaking up of Melbourne Water
into the three regions? What savings does he see
with that course in the long run? What has already
been built and developed will require maintenance.
It will require repairs and expansion, particularly in
the old areas. With the new suburbs the developers
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must pay a contribution towards the reticulation of
the services, but the mains of all the old suburbs
need to be replenished, repaired and replaced.
In part of St Albans in my electorate the water pipes
are bursting. They are old, they are breaking up;
they must all be replaced because they were
installed in the early 19505, and they were of inferior
quality at the time. Better methods and materials are
used now. Who will pay for that? Will it be the user
again? Will the costs increase for that? I am sure that
is what happens when directors are appointed from
the public service. They simply increase the price to
consumers because they cannot do anything about
it. !bat is not a step forward.
Currently tunnels and supply lines come into
Melbourne from the large reservoirs, and the city is
growing. The water supply controller should be kept
as a large, solid corporation able to cover all the
angles needed to maintain the service that is
required. When it is broken up into smaller units, it
is not able to manage and control the whole water
supply for Melbourne and it will not benefit the
community.
This bill will result in the loss of economies of scale.
The argument that it creates competition is unsound.
Water is a generic item. What else can we do; unless
we start bottling water, selling it and shipping it off
to France, instead of us buying the French-bottled
water here. The water in Victoria's catchment areas
is pure. We do not need to adulterate it or do
anything with it except reticulate it and make sure it
goes to every house and every person in Victoria in
the most economical way. We should not be making
cutbacks which may result in health riSks, a situation
that has occurred in some other countries where the
water is polluted and must be boiled. The Industry
will start to consider recycling contaminated water,
using it in cooling towers and the like, rather than
having a body that cleans, inspects and controls it.
I do not see the proposed legislation as a step
forward. The environmental issues have not even
been taken into consideration. Corporatisa tion
means performance-based contracts for directors; it
means their bonuses at the end of the year. They will
produce flattering reports and get themselves
further Six-year appointments.
On my Commonwealth Parliamentary Association
trip to England I looked at what happened when the
public authorities were privatised. Since the
privatisation of water, prices have increased and
services decreased. In another area many people are
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unable to afford to use their gas heaters during the
colder months. The quality of water in Britain is not
as it used to be when it was managed by a public
utility.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - Yesterday the
Treasurer correctly identified in his contribution to
the debate on the Electricity Industry (Amendment)
Bill the critical issue that is at stake with that bill and
this bill: they go to the question of how one
perceives the role of government.
As I said yesterday, Milton Friedman once defined
the social responsibility of business as being to make
a profit. I believe that with the dramatic and radical
changes of this kind proposed by the government,
taken as part of the package that forms the bulk of
the Treasurer's recent economic statement, this is the
phase where the big changes are really on, where the
government gives implementation to the ideological
demons that have driven it for some time, in
particular the ideological demons that have driven
the Treasurer since he was a young man with the
Kemps at the University of Melbourne. And it
shows!
What he must do fairly is not so much answer the
question, 'What is the role of government?'; as give
an explanation on this and the other bills in the
package of what he perceives to be the social
responsibility of public enterprise and of
government. If the social responsibility of business is
to make a profit, what is the social responsibility of
government? I have talked about Plato's quite
instinctive attempt to separate the functions of
public purpose and commercial enterprise, and I
will not give a further lecture on that. I remind
honourable members that they should take that into
account because those prescriptions and that
separation of function and the different moralities
and codes that apply to each of them should be
clearly understood.
One of my greatest criticisms of the government is
that in its haste to give full run and range to its
ideological demons it has seriously blurred and
confused those roles. I predict that unless the
government settles down and some wiser heads
within its ranks set some guidelines to differentiate
those roles, in the end the seed of their own future
demise will be able to be related back to that failure.
What does the Treasurer say is the social
responsibility of government? What role does
government have? He has never sought to define it.
Is it, as some people may say, to get out of the road

Thursday. 26 May 1994

and do nothing? Or is the role of government to get
out of the road and leave everything to the market
and everything to the level playing field? Our
ancestors did not think that, certainly not our
conservative ancestors who dominated governments
at the time when we decided the way we would
handle certain basic commodities, such as water - it
is the most scarce natural resource we have power, communications and transport in a country
that has been so dominantly influenced by what
Professor Geoffrey Blainey described as the tyranny
of distance.
I have no shame in quoting him; I thought his earlier
books were wonderful. I am happy to say that,
although he is not popular on my side of the
Parliament. I do not like his attitudes on
immigration, but one cannot deny the scholarship
that went into some of his earlier works, such as
Peaks of LyeU, Triumph of the Nomads and, in
particular, The Tyranny of Distance, which I think is a
masterpiece. It is a masterly depiction of the
controlling variables that dominated the way in
which this country was developed for the reasons I
defined yesterday and for the reasons Geoffrey
Blainey so adequately and eloquently describes in
that book.
The country members who purport to represent the
rural interest and the interests of the interior should
be ashamed of themselves for their non-appearance
for this debate. I always thought that the tradition of
this house was that nothing, apart from member's
salaries, conditions, perks and lurks, excited the fire,
the wrath, the indignation and the imagination quite
as much as the topic of water.
What about the great debates about who is nicking
the water from across the Divide and who owns
what? Where are the National Party members? They
have all gone home early, back to the farm. If any of
them has done a turn on a tractor recently I will be
more than surprised. It is a little like being a chicken
in an incubator when one has been locked up in this
place for four days. We are all starting to get a little
chirpy. I can understand why they want to escape,
but not from a serious topiC of this kind. I
acknowledge the fact that the honourable member
for Benambra is showing a keen interest in this
debate, and his electorate should be proud of him as
one of the few country members who is in this place
listening to the debate.
If the social responsibility of business is to make a
profit, what is the social responsibility of
government? Is it to build monuments and run
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festivals? Is that the function of government? What
is it under this crazy, frenetic, hmatic government
coalition of peculiar forces we have here, this
grab-bag, this job-lot of odds and sods? What is the
credo? Why does the government not tell us and the
community?
Returning to the subject of water, from which I
strayed a little, the bill is an example of what I
suggested yesterday: where is the rigorous
analytical work that suggests that the government
has it right and where are the other models around
the world?
Where are the models around the world that reflect
the Australian situation and the topography and
availability of the resource? In comparing this
country with the United States of America the
problem peculiar to Australia is that it does not have
adequate supplies of water. The soil type of the
interior - particularly in the so-called desert
regions - is among the best in the world, but there
is no water. If we want to follow the neoclassical
prescription of this government and open up the
market as the United States opened up its market to
all corners at the turn of the century, we could do it
for a modest reduction in income and living
standards for half a generation, but we do not have
the water. At the time of white occupation of this
country our ancestors decided that because it was a
scarce resource, water would be held in the public
trust and would not be made available for profit. But
that is what the government is doing.
We must give the Treasurer his due. He is not coy
about it. He is the chief druid, the high priest of this
ancient ideology. It is certainly ancient; it is 15 to
20 years old. The only place it ever worked was
China, and it worked there only because the money
supply was controlled. Get real! Why not read the
literature? It has never worked anywhere but in a
country that was run by an autocratic government.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I realise that you have a vested interest in
hearing this, but I think it is wise for us to examine
what the bill does. It enables the Melbourne Water
Corporation to delegate some responsibilities to
another statutory authority. Water does not go out
of the hands of the Crown. While we may all benefit
from this walk through history with the honourable
member for Sunshine - we have been reminded a
number of times this week that he is a journalist and
we are now getting the full benefit - he should
come back to the bill and its purpose, which is to
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enable the corporation to delegate its powers to
another statutory authority.
The AcrING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! I understand the paSSion honourable
members feel about the subject. The honourable
member for Sunshine was giving a broad view of it,
but I ask him to come back to the bill.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - Thank you for your
guidance, Mr Acting Speaker. I remind the minister
that before I was a journalist I was a mathematician.
He has never been guilty of being either. He has
never been accused of being either literate or
numerate. It shows every time he gets to his feet and
uses his weight and volume in the chamber.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Sunshine, on the bill.
Mr BAKER - The bill does two things. Firstly, it
broadens the power of the corporation to delegate
by including a specific delegation to statutory
corporations and gives the Treasurer the power to
direct Melbourne Water to exercise its power of
delegation. Those are the critical steps you need to
take before you establish a public entity of this kind
for future sale to private interest. We all know that.
Whatever the minister and the Treasurer say,
nobody is fooled. The Treasurer has made it clear in
publiC statement after public statement that it is his
intention to sell it off. The government will privatise
anything it can get its hands on and sells it off. It will
sell off the publiC birthright in the interests of a
bookkeeping stunt that will be pulled just before the
next election to show that the massive debt has been
reduced.
Or Napthine interjected.
Mr BAKER - Most of it was Henry Bolte's debt
and you know it! The government is going to sell off
Victoria's scarcest natural resource. The inevitable
consequence of establishing this form of structure is
privatisation. The scarcest natural resource that has
been held on behalf of the people is to be given
away. The question is: who will ultimately buy it?
The Leader of the Opposition eloquently detailed
what happened in Britain. The cost of water went up
by 40 per cent, maintenance of the system was
reduced to nothing and over-regulation produced a
whole new bureaucracy that is extremely cost
inefficient. Now the French - we all know the
relationship between the British and the Frenchare busily buying up all the British water boards.
Once they are gone you cannot get them back.
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The opposition is not proposing that we seek to buy
back the corporation. That would be fanciful. Never
again will the people of Victoria own the
corporation. They will curse this government.
Future generations will remember the government
for this bill and for the Electricity Industry
(Amendment) Bill. It will be remembered as the
party that gave away the corporation. The
opposition will not be blamed. Members of this
government will be remembered as the ones who
gave away Victoria's ancestral birthright and treated
it with contempt in the interests of short-term
political expediency. Six months before the next
election it will sell it off - probably to the
government's mates. The so-called mock tendering
processes of the casino bid will be repeated.
Let us examine the bill. Firstly, Melbourne Water
will be able to delegate to a statutory corporation
within the meaning of the State Owned Enterprises
Act 1992. It is the Melbourne Club!
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BAKER - The Melbourne Club, that is right.
It will facilitate the split up of Melbourne Water.

Although the Melbourne Club will not let Ron
Walker in - he has applied for 10 ten years and has
been knocked back for 10 successive years - it will
facilitate the split up of Melbourne Water into a
headworks business with regional centres and
separate off Melbourne Parks and Waterways.
That change is open to several specific and severe
criticisms. The first is that the current economies of
scale will be destroyed leading to increases in the
cost of water distribution. It cannot be any other
way. If the government asks people to run on a
profit basis, and then removes the opportunities for
achieving economies of scale, one does not have to
be a gifted economist to work out that distribution
costs will rise. It is commonsense. Even the Minister
for Natural Resources could work that out. Well, no,
perhaps I would not quite go that far! But the
Minister for Public Transport could! He has run
a million small businesses, or so he tells us.
Secondly, it is a departure from the State Owned
Enterprises Act 1983. It goes even further in pursuit
of the ideological demonology than the Tasman
Institute's August 1993 report, which recognised and
pointed out the problems of accepting this option.
Thirdly, it sets up an entirely unsound and fake
competitive scenario that is not supported by
Melbourne Water's management. The opposition
understands, and you on the other side would
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know - through you, Mr Speaker, in the
dissentious sense of the word 'you' - that
consultants' reports criticised the proposal on
economic grounds. Those reports should be
obtainable through FOI, but the government has
resisted every attempt to let the opposition, let alone
the broader community, know about the advice it
has received. The government has gone against that
advice because of one man's demonology, one man's
nightmare and one man's fantasy. I refer to the
fantasy of the Treasurer. He is giving effect to his
fantasy with yesterday'S bill and the bill before the
house. It is really on - this is a serious and critical
moment in Victoria's history.
Fourthly, the most likely outcome will be the
progressive takeover of the management of
Melbourne Water by international companies that
are extremely well placed to out gun the local
competition. They would obviously use Australia as
a lucrative base to enter the developing Asian
markets. Australia represents an attractive option to
European companies that are interested in getting
into Asia. Although we know the Asians do not
think much of us, the northern Europeans actually
believe Australia has a fairly good understanding of
Asia. So there are opportunities for those companies
here. Australia will have a competitive advantage if
it can encourage those companies to set up their
bases in Oceania - to use the Japanese
expression - so that they can get into Asia.
Finally, the integrated catchment management and
many emerging environmental initiatives will be
weakened or destroyed. The first casualty in these
matters is always public accountability. So long as
there is one dollar from the public purse involved
you are the bunny.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Sunshine will address the
Chair.
Mr BAKER - Through you, Mr Speaker, you
still must sit here in the house under the
Westminster system - Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BAKER - I have had to do it. My budget
came in $2 million underspent, kid. And if you ever
get the chance I'll give you a bit of advice: come and
see Uncle Ian because you're not good at sums. I
know that.
Mr Ryan interjected.
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Mr BAKER - You're a bit good on the lip!
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Sunshine will address the
Chair.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BAKER - The noise; you stick with the
noises! Attorney-General would be a good position
for you! I apologise to the honourable member for
Melbourne for that. As I was saying, the - An Honourable Member - What were you
saying?
Mr BAKER - I haven't got a clue what I was
saying, actually. The first casualty is public
accountability. That is the first thing that goes. And
there will be no more FO!. These are the very people
who brayed, moaned, whinged and whined about
publiC interest and the public's right to know every
time they couldn't get an FOI document from the
previous government. They were high up there on
the noble ground. They were higher than Joe Cocker.
They 'wined,' as Rex Hunt would say. They are the
same people who put the ouster on every piece of
legislation they bring to this house. The community
will not have the right to know. If there is one dollar
of public interest left in these matters, the opposition
needs to know. It needs to be able to investigate
them.
The second casualty will be the Auditor-General.
The first step these new management structures
always take is to set up a board. They say, 'Let's get
the policeman off our shoulder; let's get rid of him'.
Honourable members can look at many such cases. I
heard the bureaucrats talking about that in the
position I held before I became a member of
Parliament. They would say, 'Get away from the
Parliament; get away from any form of inspection or
poliCing. Let the managers manage'. That is the
catchcry. What a load of bull! Let the managers
manage!
One cannot do that if one is the minister. The
minister must understand that. It is either all or
nothing. The minister cannot do that because he
must sit here and wait for the questions to come. If
some minion in this privatised structure in which
you have a dollar has been caught fornicating in a
cupboard or has stolen something, the minister is
responsible. You are responsible! The minister must
answer; he cannot dodge it and say it is
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commercially confidential. The community wants to
know what is happening with its money.
The final casualty is any form of social responsibility
in the consideration of pricing changes,
environmental issues or issues of that kind. That is
the problem here. It is a shift of power. It creates an
artificial sense of competition and there is no
consideration of the huge sunk costs that is the case
with the electricity system. It creates a high-volume
low-margin enterprise.
How will the government make a profit unless it
ratchets the prices up? Of course that is what the
government will do. It will cut down on
labour - you will all cheer for that! - cut down on
servicing, maintenance, and service to the consumer.
The government will jack up the prices without
spending any money on capital infrastructure.
The government must look after its shareholders. It
must pay the time to the shareholders. In Britain
water consumers paid 40 per cent more. What does
the government say about that? The Treasurer seems
to be playing Nelson. He holds his flowery tie up to
his eye and says, 'I see it not'. The Treasurer said, 'I
have a level playing field'. But the playing field is
made of gravel; and no-one is putting any seed in it.
Although nothing will grow, the playing field is
level. The Treasurer thinks he has realised his
dream, but it will be a nightmare for Victorian
consumers and country people. In the long term
these exercises will reduce their guarantee of the
cross-subsidisation, to which the opposition
understands they were always entitled. That is
embedded in our culture. All of us have connections
with the bush - some more than others. All of us
can point to someone in our family history who was
involved in moving to the interior. It is the
Australian dream and part of our culture. It is the
opposition's understanding that people in the city
must pay a bit extra through the government's
pricing structures for basic necessities of this kind so
that there is some universal sense of price.
I cannot believe members of the National Party will
not get to their feet and talk about their traditional
causes. What has happened to them? They have
wimped it. They are the greatest bunch of sooks.
National Party members have sat over there for 40
years. They say, 'It'll be all right. It will be Valhalla.
It's all that other mongrel's fault'. Now you are it,
and you have not squeaked, and you have not been
piqued and the people in the bush know that. Shame
upon you!
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This is a bad piece of legislation. It is part of the
overall plan that will cause members of the
government and their descendants to be cursed by
future generations!
Mr DOlLIS (Richmond) - After the eloquent
and well-informed speech by the honourable
member for SWlShine let me establish - Mr Finn interjected.
The AcnNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Tullamarine is out of his
place and is disorderly!
Mr DOlLIS - I t will also help if the enthusiasm
on the opposition side quietens down. I shall
develop a case as to why the British Parliament in
1970 introduced the so-called integrated approach to
water management, which in turn set up 10
statutory authorities, each responsible for a number
of activities, and which led to the privatisation of
British water. This is the scenario that Victoria is
facing.
The minister may wish to hide under what he says is
a technical bill. He argues against all the claims that
the bill will eventually lead to the privatisation of
Melbourne Water. According to the minister it is a
technical bill because it broadens the power of the
Melbourne Water Corporation to delegate and so
forth and also gives power to the Treasurer to direct
the Melbourne Water Corporation to exercise its
power of delegation.
In Britain under Prime Minister Thatcher - an
ideology that appears to guide every step that the
government takes - the water body was the state
institution that led the privatisation program, which
led to the 1973 act. The particular measure brought
in broke up the public utilities into 10 separate
agencies that became the target of privatisation.
Many people say that Nigel Lawson, the former
Tory Treasurer, was not exactly a member of the
radical side of politics, but those who took the time
to understand what he was talking about found in
his chancellorial memoirs that he decided to entitle
his chapter on the privatisation of water 'Hot water',
simply because he understood that water in the
hands of private individuals would create
considerable trouble for the British conservative
party. Water was privatised because it was in the
interest of the ideological agenda and the economic
agenda to do so.
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In order to put the bill in a specific context, we must
set an agenda. In the United Kingdom the situation
led to a situation where non-British companies,
non-British monopolies and multi-nationals bought
the rare resource, water.
The questions of social responsibility, environmental
responsibility, pollution and sewerage are important
issues that have not been answered in relation to the
privatisation program. Although the Treasurer
claimed that this is a simple, straightforward bill
that gives him a number of powers, it also enables
Melbourne Water to be separated into a number of
other companies. This is the first step towards
privatisation. We have seen this with the electricity
commission and we are also seeing it with
Melbourne Water.
I shall touch on a number of environmental issues,
especially the pollution of water and what that
means in terms of public infrastructure and the lack
of funding. In the United Kingdom when they spoke
about the privatisation program and where it would
lead the government utilities, it was decided that the
water industry was an easy proposition to privatise,
but that electricity would be not so easy to privatise.
In 1987 when Margaret Thatcher was still Prime
Minister, a meeting took place at the traditional
dinner on the eve of the opening of the house when
the Queen reads her speech. Those who are
interested in British politics will know that Willie
Whitelaw was one of the grandees of the
conservative party. He sat next to Nigel Lawson at
the dinner. Many would say that the old-style
politician had some compassion and some
understanding of the electorate, because he thought
it was one step too far to take for the constituency he
represented. Willie Whitelaw said to Nigel Lawson,
who was the new breed, a go-getter, can-do type of
politician, that the Thatcher government would get
into a great deal of trouble over the privatisation of
water. He said that because he was an ordinary
conservative politician who understood grass-root
politics and knew that the ordinary person in the
United Kingdom would oppose the proposition. He
understood that the bill that separated what used to
be called British water into 10 statutory water
authorities, each responsible for its activities - The SPEAKER - Order! Can the honourable
member for Richmond show me how he brings the
United Kingdom into the Melbourne Water
Corporation (Amendment) Bill?
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Mr DOLUS - Absolutely, Mr Speaker. During
your absence I did indicate that it was important to
establish why the argument of privatisation can
enter the debate on what the minister said was a
technical bill.
The bill is the first stage in the government's
privatisation program. The 1973 British act led to the
splitting of government water utilities into
10 statutory water authorities. The bill separates
Melbourne Water Corporation into a number of
separate entities. It gives the Treasurer the power to
direct Melbourne Water in the exercise of its powers
of delegation. The privatisation of the United
Kingdom water utilities also resulted in the British
Treasury and the responsible minister being given
similar powers. There are extraordinary similarities.
Mr Speaker, I shall take it a step further. The
Treasurer is a student of British politics. He spent
some time in the United Kingdom as a student of
Thatcherite politics. He received briefings at
Conservative Party headquarters, so he understands
the underlying ideology - and he has the
intelligence to know that the ideology is separate
from the economics. Mr Speaker, I hope the issues I
have outlined are sufficient to enable me to continue
to put the argument that the bill is the first step in
the march towards full privatisation.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is impressed
by the arguments given by the honourable member
for Richmond. He may continue.
Mr DOLUS -It is difficult to debate these issues
in this place, because the chamber is often a place of
abuse and monosyllabic discourse. However, every
now and then, even though one understands the
reality - 61 against 27 - one must take the
opportunity to present an intellectual argument to
help the people of Victoria separate fact from fiction.
The privatisation program is based on ideology, but
the opposition is putting a socioeconomic argument
for maintaining the status quo. It is important that
public utilities maintain their status and their
structures and are able to continue to fulfil their
special responsibilities, as they have done for some
years.
I turn now to the issue of pollution and polluted
waters. I shall explain why the opposition argues
that the bill is not a step forward but a step
backwards, which will affect my constituents and
yours, Mr Speaker. The British experience mirrors
what is occurring in Australia. I refer honourable
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members to the book Dancing with Dogma, which
sets out what happened during the Thatcher years. It
describes how the then Prime Minister, Margaret
Thatcher, would stride into the cabinet room and
direct comments to the members of her cabinet. One
can imagine the same thing occurring with Premier
Kennett -the similarities are extraordinary.
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) -On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I have been listening to the honourable
member for Richmond for some time. Although
there have been occasions when he has referred to
the bill - I congratulate him on that - I am having
considerable difficulty in understanding the
relevance of his remarks. I ask you, Mr Speaker, to
rule on whether he is relevant.
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) -On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, I do not find it difficult to accept that
the honourable member for Tullamarine is unable to
understand anything I say in this chamber, let alone
my remarks on the bill. However, I shall return to
the bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! I understand the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition is drawing
parallels between what happened in the United
Kingdom and what is happening in Victoria. I have
allowed him considerable latitude, but I ask him to
return to the bill.
Mr DOLLIS - I am glad the Treasurer is in the
chamber because he is one member of the
government who has the capacity to intellectualise
and to understand the basic arguments I am
putting - even though I disagree with his politics. I
shall not waste too much breath on the honourable
member for Tullamarine.
The pollution of our waterways has been raised at
the state and federal levels. Mr Speaker, you. would
be extremely disappointed if Port Phillip Bay
became Melbourne's toilet as a result of the city's
effluent being flushed into the ocean. You would say
that could not happen because the Melbourne Water
Corporation takes great care of the quality of our
water. In fact, the corporation has been a leader in
ensuring that our sewerage system is one of the best
in the world. The quality of our water is referred to
in the latest report of the Resource Assessment
Commission - although I am sure the honourable
member for Tullamarine has not taken the time to
read it.
The report comprises some 600 or 700 pages and
refers to the fact that the detrimental impacts of
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sewage are well documented and well understood.
It refers to the wide support for diverting sewage
from our oceans to inland treatment plants. It
recommends the systematic aggregation and
elimination of all sewage discharge into the ocean
environment, which must be given immediate
attention. The opposition again asks about the
economic program behind the proposal, because it
takes many years to develop a program, especially a
public works program.
I do not understand how the government will meet
the environmental challenges that are facing the
community. I do not know how the separate
authorities will work. A number of suggestions have
been made regarding the pricing of water, but I shall
not go over those arguments again. Mr Speaker, I
should like to know whether your constituents and
mine will pay the same price for water under the
new regime as they pay now. I do not know whether
there will be differentials, which will make life more
difficult for some.
This is not a very good bill because, like the 1973 act
of the United Kingdom, it spells the beginning of the
end. Ten so-called statutory authorities were
established in the United Kingdom in 1973; several
years later those authorities were privatised.
This bill proposes the establishment of a small
number of water authorities in Victoria - after the
next election we will deal with that - and
unfortunately it is logical to expect that down the
economic path, which the Treasurer so eloquently
outlined in all his documents, we will see the
eventual privatisation of what is now known as the
Melbourne Water Corporation. How will any
member of the government parties be able to go out
to his or her constituency and argue the logic behind
such a proposition?
As a result of the British conservative party not
listening to some of its own members - because it
believed they were wet behind the ears, had become
soft and were unable to represent the modem
interests of conservative ideology and those very
evil ideological positions that were developed in
England during the decade of the 19805 - there was
considerable social dissatisfaction and backlash.
More importantly, it resulted in increased water
prices to the point where now all those British water
authorities are being purchased by foreign
companies that have very little regard for the British
environment, little connection with the British
people and little interest in meeting social objectives.
More importantly, they are interested in only one
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thing - profit for profit's sake. Every time it rains
and the water comes down they are interested not in
getting the water to households in the deanest and
purest form but in squeezing blood from them and
ensuring the bottom line is the dollar.
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I welcome the
opportunity of joining the debate on this somewhat
small bill; nevertheless it deals with an extremely
important resource. As is often said, water is the
most highly prized commodity on this planet. I
notice the absolute mirth of government speakers on
such an important measure.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LONEY - As the honourable member for
Sunshine asked in his contribution to the debate:
where are the National Party members? At least a
couple of them were in the chamber when he was
speaking, but they have now deserted it entirely;
they have totally given up on this matter. In the past,
whenever a bill dealing with water was debated,
they would line up to speak at length. In that way
they represented the interests of their constituents
instead of darting off to other places as they have
done today. This is an issue of particular importance
to country people.
Mr Slockdale interjected.
Mr LONEY - Yes, water! It is interesting that the
Treasurer makes a joke about the importance of
water to rural Victoria; other people do not think it
is a joke. Water is important to rural Victorians not
simply because of its domestic use - as is mostly
the case for city consumers - but also because in
many instances they need water to make a profit
and their day-to--day living. Under this bill there is a
risk of taking more and more water from country
areas to Melbourne and leaving less and less for
rural Victoria.
Essentially the bill does two things: it broadens the
power of Melbourne Water to delegate to statutory
corporations and it gives the Treasurer the power to
direct Melbourne Water in relation to the exercise of
its power of delegation. The opposition opposes
both those aspects simply because they are not in the
best interests of consumers.
It is important to reflect for a moment on who those
consumers are. Every man, woman and child in this
state is a daily consumer of water.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! Lest we get ourselves
into a bind as we did last night during the
adjournment debate, I suggest that the honourable
member for SWlShine return to his place rather than
interject from his current position.

2261

been roundly criticised by various economists who
conveyed their view to the government but whose
report the government refuses to release under
freedom of information legislation. It would
certainly be interesting to examine the comments of
those economists in their report to the government.

Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Mornington is also not in his place and
is disorderly.
Mr LONEY - On the issue of scotch and water, I
simply say that if the Minister for Industry and
Employment had put more scotch in his water we
probably would have got better industrial relations
legislation!
It is important to state at the outset that Melbourne
Water has been an effective and efficient supplier of

water. It made an operating profit of $134.7 million
in 1991-92, which represents a return on assets of
5.6 per cent compared with an average of
approximately 2.8 per cent for other water
corporations across Australia - in other words, they
have about half the return on assets achieved by
Melbourne Water Corporation. Therefore, based on
that fact alone Melbourne Water is an effective and
efficient performer.

A major weakness of the government's approach is
the loss of the economies of scale that Melbourne
Water now enjoys. The current large-scale network
clearly provides benefits to the corporation and
consumers through the economies of scale aspect. It
is difficult to understand how the government will
benefit from economies of scale by splitting up the
corporation. In the past governments have combined
smaller units to achieve economies of scale and the
associated cost benefits. I wonder whether the
Treasurer has applied the economies of scale
argument to Melbourne Water to ascertain whether
it should remain as a single entity. Would the
economies of scale argument outweigh the supposed
benefits of providing increased competition through
the dismantling of Melbourne Water? I am sure that
if an analysis were done the current economies of
scale would be more beneficial: they would
outweigh the supposed benefits of competition that
are expected from this approach and would provide
further advantages to the consumer.
It is interesting to examine what has happened in the

The corporation has a debt of some $3 billion against
assets of some $S billion. Over recent years the debt
has been reduced, a program which was
commenced by the previous government and which
has been continued by this government. Melbourne
Water has undertaken major investment in capital
works, in particular the north-western trunk
sewer - a much-needed project in the metropolitan
area. Based on a whole range of indicators there is
no doubt that the Melbourne Water Corporation can
fulfil its charter of looking after water consumers all the men, women and children in the Melbourne
metropolitan area.
The broadening of the delegation power will
facilitate the splitting up of the Melbourne Water
Corporation into a head works system and three
regional businesses and also the separation of
Melbourne Parks and Waterways. The opposition
believes the separation of Melbourne Water into
three regional businesses and a head works business
is a precursor to the eventual privatisation of the
water system. The government says the moves are
designed to introduce some competition into the
distribution of water in metropolitan Melbourne.
That unsound and fake competition scenario has

United Kingdom since its water authority was
dismantled. A number of regional boards scattered
throughout the UK were supposed to compete with
each other in supplying water, but that has not
happened. The regional boards do not compete with
each other. Instead of having one water supplier the
UI< effectively has a series of regional monopolies in
the water industry. The change did not achieve the
so-called competition and has been disastrous for
the consumer. Under the privatised water system in
the UI< there have been price increases of up to
40 per cent; 21 per cent of the total price charged for
water is distributed purely as profit to the water
companies.
The pricing structure is always a contentious issue.
In recent years Victorian water authorities have been
encouraged to move towards a more realistic pricing
structure. I admit I had difficulties with the so-called
more realistic water pricing or user-pays system.
The former government introduced the user-pays
pricing structure and Barwon Water was one of the
first authorities to introduce the principle in the
Geelong area. It is interesting to examine what
occurred in Geelong under that system because it
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raised a number of problems. The first was that the
user-pays structure actually works against the very
people I should have thought we were trying to
assist. It works against single people and families
who live in low-value houses - that is, generally
people on lower wages, with fewer resources to pay.
Those people are genuinely disadvantaged by this
system.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LONEY - The honourable member for
Tullamarine is happy for the government to
disadvantage low-income families.
Mr Finn - Rubbish. That's not true. That's a lie!
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Tullamarine does not keep silent I will
take action against him.
Mr Seitz - And he used an unparliamentary
expression!
The SPEAKER - And that goes for the
honourable member for Keilor.
Mr LONEY - The user-pays system has worked
very much against those people. In my electorate
low-income earners living in public housing have
been hit hardest with increases of up to 250 per cent
in their water rates in a single year. It is clear that the
pricing policy requires adjustment. The government
should seriously consider the need to fix a ceiling on
the percentage increase that can apply to a water bill
in any single rating period. A 250 per cent increase
in a single period is outrageous and should not be
allowed.
One point that can be made in favour of the water
pricing policy is that it has been an effective tool in
regulating demand - and that is one reason why it
was introduced. However the government should be
aware that the mechanism it introduced to regulate
demand works more severely against those people
who have the least capacity to control their
demand - that is, families with several children,
low-income earners and so on.
The second area where the pricing policy has
mitigated against people in the UK since the move in
1989 towards regional authorities and the
subsequent privatisation is the loss of water quality.
There has been a severe loss in water quality as a
result of these changes. Since privatisation of the
water industry there has been a threefold increase in
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the incidence of hepatitis A and a similar increase in
the number of dysentery cases that can be directly
attributable to the quality of water.
Both these things have occurred since the move to
privatisation of water in 1989, and one may ask: why
should that be so? The reason is that those private
companies with their international profit margins
are simply not addressing quality of water issues
because of the costs associated with the upkeep of
the infrastructure. This is one of the breakdowns of
the system, and I suggest that one of the other
possibilities arising out of the moves that has been
foreshadowed by the bill is that the people in the
country will potentially be at a disadvantage
because higher prices will inevitably be maintained.
Mr Steggall- This is the Melbourne Water
Corporation Bill!
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Swan Hill is well known for his acumen
and his knowledge of the water industry, but I ask
him to remain silent.
Mr LONEY - A commodity as important as
water, which is essential to every living thing on the
planet should be supplied at the same cost to all. It is
a simple principle. Of all the so-called reforms that
have been enVisaged by the government this reform
is the one that makes the least sense. For example, it
will prevent Melbourne Water continuing to expand
into Asia; it will prevent Melbourne Water being
able to earn dollars for the Victorian community that
could be brought back into the infrastructure.
Melbourne Water Corporation is currently working
in China and Thailand earning considerable dollars
for Victorians, and it is something that I would have
thought all honourable members would support and
encourage.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair lost its way
when the honourable member got to China and
Thailand. I wonder whether the honourable member
could relate his remarks to the clauses of the bill.
Mr LONEY - What I am saying is that the
break-up of Melbourne Water into three regional
bodies instead of a separate single entity militates
against the role that it has taken in working
overseas. There is a definite and distinct correlation
between the clauses of the bill and what Melbourne
Water can achieve elsewhere.
Instead of introducing a bill which is about a loss of
control over Victoria's most precious commodity
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and allowing the authority to be broken up into
entities which will be too small to allow it to expand,
honourable members should be addressing issues
that make sure forever more that we can deliver
water throughout the state to all consumers in a fair
and equitable manner, especially during times of
drought, which Victoria suffers regularly, and so
provide properly for country Victorians.
In the opinion of the opposition the bill is a
precursor to the sort of breaking up and selling off of
the water authority that will inevitably lead to a
downgrading and a harsh disadvantage for every
consumer.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank
honourable members for their contributions and
congratulate them on the fact that so few have
allowed the terms of the bill to constrain their
contributions. It is true that from time to time
somebody has touched lightly on the bill, but it has
been an interesting debate. One might have thought
from listening to the debate without having the
benefit of a copy of the bill that we were actually in
the United Kingdom Parliament; that we were
debating privatisation; that Britain had a Labor
government and that the water standards of the
United Kingdom were falling. None of those things
are true. We are actually in the Victorian Parliament
debating a bill that does not produce privatisation,
but which is predicated upon continuing
government ownership.
In Britain, despite the number of speeches from
opposition parties about the evils of privatisation,
how unpopular it is, how unmarketable it is and
how damaging it is to consumer interest, nobody
bothered to try to explain how for 15 years Britain
has had a Conservative government which was
recently re-elected and is currently heading
reasonably well to the next election. Even if the bill
were about privatisation, the very evidence cited by
the opposition would scarcely convince one that the
community is gravely concerned about privatisation
of anything - the one example of the evils of
privatisation they held out concerns a part that was
re-elected at every election in the 15 years since it
introduced that privatisation.
Nor is it true that water quality in Britain is falling.
The explanation of the fact that prices have risen, as
they surely have in the United Kingdom, is that
Britain faced a requirement for investment of more
than $3 billion in its water industry when it was
exposed to European Community standards, which
required a substantial upgrading of British water
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standards. The price increases have come about not
as a result of falling efficiencies, because the British
water industry has been marked by increasing
returns on capital, but because Britain is going
through an investment cycle where substantial
investment has been required to achieve higher
water standards.
The debate, as much as it has been at a tangent to the
bill, has been predicated on the Labor side on the
assumption that Victoria has been well served by
public utilities, by govemment-owned businesses.
There is a great deal of romantic attachment to
public enterprises on the Labor side - Ms Marple interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - I am sorry, sweetheart; as
convincing as you might be, romance is not on the
agenda! It does not mark all areas of the Labor Party
because governments of both political persuasions in
the Council of Australian Governments have
endorsed the very policies that underpin the bill, but
what is the empirical evidence?
There are at least 12 manifestations of the evil that
government businesses and government monopolies
have done not only in Victoria but that are a
constant feature of government businesses around
the world. The first matter and the most important
of all - and it is something that has not been
acknowledged by the Labor Party in this debate or
other recent debates - is the absolutely abysmal
investment decisions: the lack of accountability to
capital markets brought about by the fact that
government could demand capital whether or not it
generated a wise return and was shielded from the
consequences of bad investment - An honourable member interjected.
Mr STOCK DALE - The TAB is a good example.
The SPEAKER - Order! Would the honourable
member for Yan Yean please get back to his place if
he wants to interject.
Mr STOCKDALE - I shall break off to deal with
the issue raised. The Transport Accident
Commission (TAC) is heavily modelled along
private sector lines. It is not an example of utilities of
the kind of which Melbourne Water is an example
and of which the SEC was an example which have
been marked - as they have been marked in other
states - by absolutely abysmal investment
performance because they have been shielded from

MELBOURNE WATER CORPORATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
2264

ASSEMBLY

the consequences of bad investment decisions in two
ways. Firstly, they have access to capital, whether or
not they use it wisely; whether or not they generate
good returns, and secondly, because they have been
monopolies they have been able to pass the
consequences of their bad decisions, their bad
management and their bad performance onto the
consumer in higher prices. Bad investment decisions
are acknowledged by the authorities as having been
one of their major defects over the past few decades.
Secondly, they have been marked by poor work
practices. Large government monopolies are highly
susceptible to capture by vested interests and by the
union movement in particular. That explains why
the Labor Party rises up as one to defend
government monopolies because it is defending the
power and the vested interests of their mates in the
union ranks. Those monopolies have been marked
by low productivity, excessive development and
high and rapidly increasing charges. As they pass on
the consequences of their poor decision making and
management they have been marked by poor
services because there is no competitive discipline
that demands that they actually put consumer
interest above other vested interests.
Similarly, they have been marked by rapacious
trading terms because they have a stand-and-deliver
basis of operation not only with domestic consumers
but also with businesses. Where they have
performed well it has been a matter of largesse
rather than a matter of consumers having economic
power. They have been marked by gross inequity. It
is a fact that in Victoria at the moment and in
Melbourne in particular some consumers are paying
on a rated basis large sums for water but are using
very little of it and are therefore subsidising the
water provided to other people in the community.
There are widows living in my electorate who use
very little water but who are cross-subsidising the
water consumed by other people, including
industry. People who live in reasonably valuable
properties are cross-subsidising other consumers
irrespective of their income. So there is inequity.
Ms Marple - In Toorak?
Mr STOCKDALE - Not only people in Toorak.
There are poor people in Toorak just as there are
poor people in Altona who are paying for other
people's water use.
These government monopolies have undermined
the competitiveness of Victorian industry,
particularly in recent years under the former Labor
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government. They have consistently destroyed the
competitiveness of Australian industry. They have
undermined our capacity as a state to attract
investment. They have been marked by low rates of
return even in comparison with utilities in the
United States of America and particularly in
comparison with other businesses in Australia and
the private sector.
I have given the following figures repeatedly in this
house: a 14.9 per cent average return on capital in
the private sector and a 1.6 per cent return on capital
in the publiC sector over the past 15 years. Victoria
Simply cannot afford to have a return of only 1.6 per
cent.
Finally, governments have extracted monopoly rents
from these industries. The situation, particularly in
the last decade, has meant that governments used
their monopoly power to rip off consumers to fund
high-spending poliCies. That happened particularly
in the United Kingdom. The honourable member for
Morwell said that Paul Keating was not his hero. It
is clear that Marx is his hero, but he demonstrated
that his hero is not Karl Marx but Groucho Marx. In
the United Kingdom prices have increased not
because of poor performance but because of the
demand to meet investment requirements.
During the second-reading stage there has been
great debate about water quality in Melbourne. That
has been a marked feature of the Victorian system
for many years. Even the Labor Party could not
destroy the high quality of water in this state. The
government is committed to maintaining that high
quality, but that is not the subject of the bill.
What is the Labor record? When the coalition came
to office a dispaSSionate survey was conducted
which showed that one-third of non-metropolitan
Victorians do not have access to water that meets the
standards of the World Health Organisation. Their
water standards have consistently declined over the
past decade, and the opposition has the gall to attack
the National Party over its attitude to reform of the
Victorian water industry! Country Victorians do not
draw their water from the Melbourne Water
Corporation; they draw it from local authorities,
one-third of which do not provide water which
meets the minimum standards of the World Health
Organisa tion.
The Leader of the Opposition said that the present
government has no mandate for this policy. That is
an interesting claim because if it is not true he is
conceding that the government has a mandate from

MELBOURNE WATER CORPORATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday. 26 May 1994

ASSEMBLY

the community. He qualified the test by asking
whether this policy was included in the coalition's
pre-election policy at the 1992 election. If he is
wrong and it is in our policy, he is implicitly
admitting that the government has a mandate for
these reforms. At page 2 of the government's
pre-election policy, lUlder the heading 'Melbourne
Water Corporation', the first three paragraphs state:
Melbourne Water ... provides water, sewerage, waste
management and drainage systems and an extensive
network of parks and waterways for the metropolis of
Melbourne.
A coalition government will ensure that Melbourne
Water, as a corporation, acts as a service-providing
body of the highest calibre, ensuring customers receive
competitive rates of service whilst maintaining an
ongoing commitment to environmental quality.
This will be achieved through the 'unbundling' of its
scope of activities thus enabling the introduction of
competitive pressures into certain Melbourne Water
functions.

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for that QED
which so eloquently made the point that the
government is doing no more than carrying out the
mandate it was given by the people at the last
election. I thank him for raising the point because I
did not have that document with me and it provided
me with an opportune moment to record his
promotion of the government's mandate. One
would expect that in the light of his innocent error
- given that he was not arolUld at the time - he
has provided us with the evidence that the
government has a mandate for these reforms.
Allegations that this bill is some frolic is not
supported by analysis. The bill implements a
recommendation of the water steering committee
within the State-owned enterprises division of the
Treasury Corporation of Victoria. It is a direct
recommendation of research which the government
lUldertook. However, most markedly, this debate
represents the sad decline of the Labor Party.
Mr Baker interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - Not the sort of intellectual
debate that comes from Canberra, which the
honourable member for SWlSrune supports because
it is not that which Canberra has written into its
COlUlcil of Australian Governments communiques.
Here we have the aura of vicious capitalists
exploiting the world and mentioning that dirty
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word - profits. I thought the Labor Party had
advanced beyond that, but if it were not for the
collapse of socialism in Eastern Europe and the
vigorous deba te in the Labor Party about removing
the nationalisation plank from its platform, we
would not hear this nonsense. It has escaped the
attention of opposition members that the people
who work for people who make profits are
employed only because their employers make
profits. Profit is not a dirty word; it is the key to
employment security of Victorian workers, the trade
union movement and the establishment of services
upon which Victorian families and industry depend.
This deba te has again shown the clear policy
divergence between the government and the
opposition in the Victorian Parliament. The
empirical evidence is that we have not been well
served by government business enterprises
operating government-owned monopolies.
Businesses and managers concede that because over
the past few years, including the years lUlder a
Labor government, their activities have been marked
by a deliberate transfer of economic activity from the
public sector to the private sector. We have seen not
only privatisation from the state Labor government
but also massive use of contracting out in industries
like water and electricity to get greater private sector
involvement and greater profit motivation.
The Hoppers Crossing pumping station and its
massive over investment shows where the Labor
Party's arguments take us. The Labor Party stands
for the triumph of government monopoly and
vested interests over the people. The coalition stands
for putting power into the hands of people to secure
benefit. It is some small comfort that we are backed
by a Labor government in Canberra.
The argument of economies of scale was mounted
against the government. The world economies are
all breaking down their activities into smaller units.
Knowledge-based industries are now working the
best they have ever worked - in small units where
the people who deliver the services are closest to the
tasks.
The threat of withdrawal of supply was also raised
in the debate. The proper role of government is to
maintain the provision of adequate, quality services.
The Health Act provides, as it has for a long time,
that people cannot have their water supply
removed. A proper role of the government is to
protect the access of people to water, but it does not
demand that the government deliver the services
inefficiently.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer's time
has expired.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 55
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien,Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott,Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper,Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John,Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

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

Noes, 22
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kimer,Ms

Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
MildenhaU, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.
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FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
(VICTORIA) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 May; motion of
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General).
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - The opposition
supports the bill, which is primarily designed to
make a procedural change in what is otherwise a
common position that applies in all states except
Victoria. However, Victoria still chooses to go along
with the uniform template legislation.
The SPEAKER - Order! The time appointed
under 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 CO LE (Melbourne) - In Victoria building
societies have traditionally been permitted to accept
deposits from non-members, a situation that has not
applied in other states. When recent amendments
were proposed to the Financial Institutions
(Queensland) Act 1993 as part of the code
concerning control and management of financial
institutions it was decided, for reasons known only
to others, not to consider the Victorian pOSition that
had been negotiated and agreed to at the time the
template legislation was introduced in 1992. As a
result, it is necessary to introduce legislation to
ensure that the building societies, credit unions and
credit cooperatives that make up Victoria's
non-banking financial institutions industry can
continue to accept deposits from non-members.
In spite of the current problem the opposition and,
no doubt, the government have no objection to the
uniform legislation contained in the Queensland
template legislation, which was the result of an
extensive and drawn-out process in which I took
part. The template legislation is important in
ensuring that non-banking financial institutions
across Australia are protected by jOint liquidity
proposals, programs and arrangements and uniform
legislative requirements.

Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

The Victorian industry is different. At the time of the
Pyramid Building Society collapse certain Victorian
requirements and regulations were inadequate and
there were difficulties concerning the growth of the
industry and shareholdings that in many ways were
unique to Victoria. There existed little in the way of
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prudential guidelines for building societies, credit
unions and credit cooperatives. The Victorian
industry did not have in place the arrangements
which covered banks and which dated back to the
period following the great depression. Non-banking
financial institutions had no adequate liquidity
support programs.
Nevertheless the credit union movement has been
good at supporting credit unions that get into
trouble by prOViding them with some guarantee,
although not a government guarantee by a long
way. Those institutions have come together to
ensure that members do not lose the funds of
depositors and, if that should happen, to support
them. One problem encountered by credit
cooperatives and credit unions is that they become
large and to some extent removed from their
shareholders. That problem existed with the
Pyramid Building Society. That society had holders
of non-withdrawable shares who were standing way
outside what was the norm for shareholdings in
building societies. Originally such shareholdings
operated on the basis that a share in the organisation
was purchased each time a deposit was made. Those
share systems were later used in a way they should
not have been used to attract funds to keep up
capital adequacy requirements. Under the template
legislation that will not happen in future. That is one
of the reasons why it is necessary to support the
template legislation and why, if there are problems,
we must introduce legislation such as the bill before
the house to overcome them.
Concerns must also be raised about the general
direction in which control of cooperatives is
heading. The governing bodies are applying the
same level of rigour to small cooperatives as they
apply to larger organisations. Many larger credit
cooperatives and credit unions no longer really
represent their members in the way that was
originally intended. Some of those organisations are
very much removed from their members and have
become financial institutions that exist for the sake
of making money rather than for the sake of serving
their members. Small cooperatives are suffering
because of that rigour.
Although the governing bodies by and large do an
excellent job, they are applying the same standards
to and have the same expectations of small
organisations such as the Macaulay Credit
Cooperative, of which I am a member, as they apply
to larger organisations, yet those smaller
organisations do not have the requisite economies of
scale. Although we do not want to see prudential
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standards reduced in any way, we must take into
account that the smaller bodies are vital to the
community. It would be easy for the governing
bodies to disregard the role of those smaller bodies
and to force them out the back door to become larger
credit unions. That would be a disaster for people
who are members of the small cooperatives, who
look to those organisations for support, assistance
and even budgetary guidance.
The template legislation that finally evolved was
brought into being after the collapse of the Pyramid
Building Society. It was to a large extent pushed
along and expedited because of that collapse. There
is no doubt that after the collapse and a series of
other problems in the credit cooperative movement
there was a need to ensure adequate liquidity
support programs.
When there is in place a liquidity support program
that is supported by all, particularly one in relation
to which the organisations come together to operate
the program, we will be able to ensure that all
organisations will comply with prudential
standards. The opposition generally endorses
uniform template legislation. The day will
eventually come when non-banking financial
institutions, which are already largely accountable to
the Reserve Bank of Australia, will be subject to
Reserve Bank control. That is not something we
should walk away from.
Another program relevant to credit unions and
credit cooperatives in particular is the pooling of
resources. Those organisa tions pool resources and
place their funds into one bank account. In doing
that and dealing with only one bank they can avail
themselves of services that would not otherwise be
available to them, such as overdraft facilities, cheque
accounts and Redicard. All of those services are
possible because under the auspices of the template
legislation for financial institutions that was
introduced in Queensland the credit cooperative
movement has pooled its resources totalling billions
of dollars.
There will always be problems with arrangements
that use Queensland legislation as the guiding light.
It is high time the federal government took over
many of these responsibilities and non-banking
financial institutions came within the banking
structure more than they do now.
The opposition supports cooperatives, credit unions
and building societies; the non-banking financial
institutions are the most important alternatives to
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banks. Unfortunately some of the deregulation to
many of the rules governing cooperatives and
building societies brought about disastrous
consequences. The deregulation of the commercial
banking and non-banking financial institutions in
1985 should have meant that they would be able to
compete more effectively. They had to, because they
had been deregulated. Even though there were
problems, they were able to compete.
Credit cooperatives and credit unions are a major
alternative to banks. Unless the banks have
competition, they will engage in disastrous,
oppressive and monopolistic practices, a major
problem that has evolved, particularly during the
recession of the past five or six years. That is not to
say that from time to time credit cooperatives and
credit unions are bereft of those sorts of attitudes,
depending on the financial circumstances. Be that as
it may, they offer an effective alternative.
The opposition supports the bill and wishes it a
speedy passage. It also supports the Financial
Institutions (Queensland) Act, the template
legislation, wishes it a speedy passage and hopes
building societies, credit cooperatives and credit
unions are successful in future.
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I thank the
honourable member for Melbourne for his
contribution to the debate on this bill. I was
interested to hear his comments on this bill and the
Australian Financial Institutions Scheme,
particularly in light of his experience as a member of
the Macaulay Credit Cooperative. The government
is pleased to have the support of the opposition for
this bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read' second time.
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second reading of this bill requires to be passed by
an absolute majority.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I place on record
straight away the fact that the opposition opposes
this bill.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I shall get it
on the record that the honourable member for
Doncaster will not interject.
Mr HAMILTON - I was about to make a bold
speech. Perhaps one should not give speeches this
late at night after a rather interesting day. During
question time I was a little concerned that during his
striptease act the Premier was going to don a black
shirt. We would have ended up with black shirts on
the other side!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - A bit subtle for some, hey?

The Office of the Regulator-General Bill suffers from
a number of faults, and in the time available I will
canvass them. In the Age of 16 April - I imagine
also in other reputable newspapers -an
advertisement was placed for the Office of the
Regulator-General. That advertisement states that
the role will be:
To minimise the risks of uncompetitive behaviour-

the word 'uncompetitive' crops up again. One
wonders how there can be uncompetitive behaviour
when no-one is competing. The opposition still has
not received a definition from the Treasurer of what
he means by competition when there is nobody
competing, other than those who pick the cherries at
the top of the tree. The advertisement continues:

Passed remaining stages.

OFFICE OF THE
REGULATOR-GENERAL BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural Resources).
The ACTING SPEAKER (Or Vaughan) Order! As the required statement of intention has
been made pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the
Constitution Act 1975, I am of the opinion that the

.'. in the restructured industries, the govenunent has
decided to establish a general economic regulatory
body-

that again says something terribly important, which
is that the government is interested only in the
economics and not the social responsibilities which
are very much part of the regulation of industry and
responsibility of government This body will approve codes of behaviour-
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I imagine economic behaviour, as it is only economic
regulation determine pricing and quality of service factors, and
intervene in cases of uncompetitive market conduct.

The opposition notes that the details are not present
in the bill at this stage. It is again one of those
trust-me bills - trust me, we will put it on, we will
get the courage together, we will define the role.
The first fundamental fault with the bill is its lack of
detail and inability to in any way set the scene. The
advertisement continues:
The government is seeking to appoint an exceptionally
well-qualified individual to establish and head the
body responsible for economic regulation in Victoria.
Candidates should ideally possess:
A sound and respected background in the
professions, industry, public administration or
academia at a senior level-

I would just about qualify on that ground Relevant tertiary qualifications and a superior
academic record -

I get another tick A sound knowledge of micro-economic principles.

In the end I fail badly because micro-economic
principles is a jargon phrase for sacking workers,
minimising conditions of workers and reducing
wages. That is all that micro-economic principles
have said so far.

Getting back to my analogy about black shirts, the
Premier almost ended up as Margaret Thatcher in
drag because this government is about Thatcherism
and the mistakes of Thatcher that occurred in the
United Kingdom for the past 10 years. The
advertisement continues:
Solid experience in working effectively with
government and industry.

All of those qualifications are extremely important if
we ever knew exactly what the Regu1ator-General
would do. It is interesting to note comments of some
of the commentators. In the Australian of 5 May
Richard Gluyas, in referring to the Office of the
Regulator-General, said in part:
It will also put in place the Office of the
Regulator-General, which is intended to be a benign
regu1ator-
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once upon a time I worked for a benign dictator. I
guess the only advantage of that was it was better
than having one that was not benign overseeing sectors of the economy covered by
industry-specific legislation, including electricity.

As honourable members have learnt, water and gas
and a few others utilities will no doubt be included
as the government proceeds down this path of
selling off the fann.
In the Age of 6 May, David Walker said:
Victoria's new competition watchdog will have tough
powers-

we have a benign regulator with tough powers that
have not been established in detail to set prices for electricity, gas and water as some of the
utilities head for privatisation.
Laws ... give the Regulator-General broad powers to
prevent electricity, gas and water prices being pushed
up unjustifiably.

Therefore there will be justification in putting up
prices. It is inevitable that that will happen, as was
pointed out by the Leader of the Opposition today.
The article continues:
The utilities will also have their services spelt out in
licences, and the watchdog will be able to issue orders
to keep the businesses within his terms of their licences.

That sounds great on paper but it is an example of
the government's endeavours to be at ann's length
from the provision of what I would call essential
government services. But through privatisation an
Office of the Regula tor-General is being set up to
ensure that things run smoothly.
Inevitably under the Westminster system the buck
stops with the minister. The prime example of that
goes back to 1982, 1985, 1986 and 1987 when the
then Treasurer, Rob Jolly, who was respected in all
circles, made a fatal mistake, the same fatal mistake
that is being made in this legislation, when he set up
the State Bank Victoria board. That board was at
arm's length from the government with independent
specialists running it. What happened? They made
mistakes. As always happens, mistakes are made,
and they were made by that board. The board was
sacked, but where did the buck stop? With Rob Jolly,
who stood down as Treasurer. The same sort of
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thing will happen in this case with the creation of an
Office of the Regulator-General. No way under the
Westminster system can any minister stand back
and say, 'It wasn't my fault. It wasn't me, Jack'.

On 29 November 1993 an article in the Age has as its
heading 'Regulation of business still growing:
report'. The sense of that article is that more and
more regulations are being put in place. What is
taking place with this bill? The creation of another
regulator. What will be the eventual outcome of
adding another step to the ladder? It is just another
example of a government stepping away from its
responsibility to provide public services on top of
selling off our assets that we have paid for over the
years. They will never be able to be reclaimed, no
matter what happens to them.
What does the Regulator-General do when one of
the private companies goes broke: can he regulate it
out of bankruptcy? There is no sign of that in the
bill. The naive assumption is that all these private
companies will be successful businesses. Although
they will be relying on the people of Victoria to pay
their wages and provide their profits, in many cases
those profits will be sent overseas. They will make
stupid decisions or become caught up in financial
markets and go bankrupt. What does the
Regulator-General do then? Does he take over and
become the receiver for those bankrupt companies?
What do the people of Victoria, who rely on those
services, do? These are fundamental and important
questions.
The office of Regulator-General has been praised by
Professor Fels, who is now the Chairman of the
Trade Practices Commission. An article in the
Australian on 18 March states:
Professor Fels said consumers would not necessarily
benefit by reforms that did not go far enough and said
a private monopoly was just as bad for consumers as a
public monopoly.
Professor Fels and other economic rationalists from
the commission have been pushing that line at the
federal and state level. If the reforms are not
successful they will say, 'We did not go far enough.
We did not break up these industries enough'.
Where does the buck stop? We must get to the
nucleus of the atom. There has to be a limit
s('~ewhere. Further in the article Professor Fels says:
In Australia as we corporatise and

privatise, it's very
i..rnrortant that we keep an eye on the main target,
Nr..:::h ':: ?ublic welfare and consUr:l.er welfare.
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What is the responsibility of government? A
Regulator-General cannot be responsible for those
sorts of things. The government cannot put this
straw man in place of government responsibility.
The bill has a number of problems that I shall detail.
It gives the Regulator-General general powers that

are to be supplemented by industry-specific
legislation. We saw some of the industry-specific
legislation spelt out in principle, not in detail, in the
Electricity Industry (Amendment) Bill that was
passed yesterday. The extent and influence of the
impact of the office of Regulator-General and, more
specifically, the Regulator-General himself or
herself - one must assume it will be an equal
opportunity advertisement, which I shall check; the
advertisement does not have anything to say about
that, but I assume the government is an equal
opportunity employer -will have wide powers.
The office will have some 30 people with broad
general powers but no mention has been made of
how the office will be financed. Will there be a
charge for the industries that are being regulated, so
that it in fact becomes a cost-neutral exercise? Is
anything ever cost neutral?
The office will be responsible for pricing standards. I
mentioned that in the electricity industry debate. It
is the stated intention of the Office of State Owned
Enterprises that there will be maximum pricing
policies. We know what happens with maximum
pricing policies in the petrol industry. It simply
means there are inequitable prices throughout the
state. How will the Regulator-General deal with that
major problem? If the Regulator-General handles
that problem to the satisfaction of all urban and
country Victorians we may put him or her in charge
of the petrol industry, because that would be worth
while.
Service standards have been built up in all those
industries and now one must wonder whether the
Regulator-General will have a commitment, a
direction by government, to determine what those
service standards are, to change them with changing
times and to ensure that we have a first-rate set of
standards for the operation of all those industries.
The Office of the Regulator-General will be able to
significantly influence disconnections. Who are the
unfortuna tes who get their services disconnected?
The poor people. The Regulator-General will go
around like the Sheriff of Nottingham and take
away services. Where is Robin Hood? He should be
looking after the poor people. That care and
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consideration is what is missing from the bill.
Inevitably some people will find it very difficult, if
not impossible, to pay their accoWlts in the
user-pays service so they will be disconnected. Yet
the private company has no social responsibility,
only a profit responsibility.
The Office of the Regulator-General is supposed to
be responsible for those disconnections, examine the
payment options and concessions and look out for
the competition that will be created within industry.
One wonders how a private monopoly can be seen
to have competition. During the debate on the
Melbourne Water Corporation (Amendment) Bill I
challenged the Treasurer to provide examples of
how one can get competition while giving
consumers a choice in who supplies the services.
There is no evidence in any of the proposed reforms
that there will be competition. We are establishing a
single service provider for a single group of
consumers in Victoria. That is inconsistent and, to
my mind, unacceptable.
The bill is vague about the relationship between
government policy and the determinations of the
Regulator-General. Clause 10 of the bill says that the
Regulator-General's determinations must be in line
with government policy. Given that this
government's policy is to break into a competitive
dog-eat-dog world, is the Regulator-General going
to implement a set of Wlcaring policies? I hope he is
a person of conscience.
The minister may be able to interfere with the
detenninations of the Regulator-General. I am glad
the Treasurer has returned to the chamber. Perhaps
he will answer some of the questions about
competition. The Regulator-General has the rule of
law and the power of government to back up his
determinations, whether they are right, wrong, in
line with or against government policy. There is a
vague point about a requirement to consult with the
minister prior to conducting an inquiry, but if after
due consideration or for political reasons the
minister says that, regardless of the
Regulator-General's opinion, he does not want an
inquiry the Office of Regulator-General is impeded
in its activities.
If for some reason the opposition were to seriously
consider supporting the bill it would say that the
Regulator-General ought to be as independent as the
Ombudsman so that there is no opportunity for
political interference. As soon as you get political
interference and appointments there is trouble,
regardless of which party is in government. The
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status of the Regulator-General is equivalent to that
of the Auditor-General, who regards his as a reactive
rather than pro-active role. The real danger with the
Regulator-General is that it will be a singularly
reactive role, as is that of the Auditor-General, who
looks at the accoWlts and makes his report after the
deed is done. That is like shutting the stable door
after the horse has bol ted. It would be better if the
role of the Regulator-General were like that of the
Ombudsman or the Director of Public Prosecutions,
although the DPP has been experiencing a bit of heat
lately.
Problems will come to light as they have with other
legislation that has been rushed through the house
in an inordinately short time. Next session the
minister will introduce pages and pages of
amendments. It happened with the Employee
Rela tions Bill and the Gaming and Betting Bill
and -10 and behold! - today's Herald Sun contains
the same criticism under the headline 'Expert blasts
victim law'. Why is that? The legislation is
incomplete. That is what happens when legislation
is introduced and rushed through in the last days of
the session with inadequate time for consultation
and for the supposed players in the game to be part
of it.
How aware is the public of what is happening? A
whole generation, through conservative and Labor
governments, has become secure in the knowledge
that governments provide essential services on our
behalf and ensure that we have access to them. We
have been in a comfort zone. When massive changes
occur and the public is not aware of their impact, it
is reasonable and responsible for the government to
give the people an opportunity to gain information
about what is happening so that they can make their
own judgments. It is too late once it has happened.
Nobody was given information about the $100 home
tax. It sneaked up on us. The government gave us no
information about it.
What about the increases in taxes and charges that
sneaked in through higher electricity, motor
registration and gas charges, and the many other
sneaky taxes that have been introduced by the
government? We were not told about the removal of
certain public holidays, leave loading and the other
disasters that have befallen ordinary people. Those
changes were rushed through in the same manner as
this legislation, with no community involvement.
The British experience is too far away for people to
make a judgment, but the result was that there were
winners and losers. The sad thing about losers in the
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provision of essential services is that, as with
gambling, there is a tremendous social impact.
People are hurting now. We have had a recession or
a depression or whatever you want to call it. I think
the jargon changes from day to day.
The community has not really been involved in the
decision making. I have always argued, and
members on this side of the house always argue, that
the best way of arriving at a decision is for the
community to have some ownership and be part of
it. Issues need to be discussed and taken along
publicly. It is not good enough for those things to be
discussed in the Rumour Tank, the Tasman Institute
or the Institute of Public Affairs. Hugh Morgan does
not run this state and neither does Lloyd Williams or
Ron Walker.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - One interjection was, why
shouldn't they? Although there seems to be some
debate about who runs the state, the critical factor is
that the people of Victoria are not being taken along
for a ride on this exercise. What has happened to all
the community groups that once existed? Probably
one of the best examples of the fostering of
community groups occurred under the Hamer
government, a progressive and enlightened
government, that encouraged community
involvement. That government carried the signal.
The minister would be aware of some of the
progressive and wonderful things that
happened--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - Not under Dick Hamer you
didn't! Dick Hamer didn't lose government. Let
honourable members remember that consultation
was an important factor; Dick Hamer had the people
and the consumer groups going along with him.

One wonders how closely business has been
consulted on this legislation and how closely it will
align itself to it. Is the information being
communicated only to the government's mates?
Have we another example of the casino, the grand
prix, the off-the-cuff World Cup soccer bid or
whatever else is happening being rolled into one
without consultation? Let this be heard loud and
clear! Sooner or later if the government keeps doing
deals with its mates, the mates it doesn't deal with
will get the irrits - I hope that is an appropriate
parliamentary term. They will turn round and start
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dropping on the government, and that is a
dangerous pOSition.
It is far better and far more honest and true for the
government to have the community going along
with it. It is better to have the community as part of
the decision-making process rather than to have the
current situation in Victoria.

One can ask many questions about the
Regulator-General; in respect of comments that have
appeared in the daily newspapers, who carries out
the regulations? An article in the Herald Sun of
26 April was titled' Anger over SEC pruning'. Is the
Regulator-General responsible for that? Who is
responsible for the types of activities that these
industries inevitably must take on? Someone must
take them on. Does the Regulator-General undertake
community consultation? Does he deal with the
groups that protest about the SEC's desecration of
trees that grow under powerlines? Who looks after
the results if fires start? Remember the Ash
Wednesday bushfires and the fires that we believe
were started by trees striking the powerlines. Who is
responsible for that? It is important we have such
questions on the record.
Who will deal with the problems associated with
powerlines and their links with leukemia?
Considerable evidence is coming forward on that
subject. It is a bit like the evidence about smoking.
Over the years there were many arguments about
the dangers of smoking, and eventually a link
between cancer and smoking was proven. The
power industry may have to consider possible links
between powerlines and leukemia. Who will deal
with those problems when the industry is
privatised? The government will sit back and gather
taxes to pay compensation to the people who must
take responsibility.
Will the Regulator-General regulate on simple
matters like power surges? Although you cannot
regulate against power surges, when cars hit power
poles and cause power surges that have harmful
effects on people and their property, whose
responsibility is it? Clearly in former days it was the
government's responsibility. However, will the poor
Regulator-General be the meat in the sandwich?
Inevitably, when things go wrong, it will come back
to the minister.
Who will decide whether we have a 230-volt power
standard? Who will decide about the power meters
for low-income earners? That must be the most
cynical idea I have ever heard. I guess I could sum
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up my remarks on the bill by quoting the heading of
a letter that appeared in the Age of 3 May, 'The
problems with kennettic energy'. What a wonderful
way to finish off my contribution!
Ms GARBUTI (Bundoora) - I oppose the bill. It
is of crucial importance as we proceed down the
path of privatisation that we have adequate
regulations in respect of the new entities,
particularly the public utilities that are rapidly being
sold off. The reason the opposition opposes the bill
is that it will not fulfil that regulatory role. The bill
seeks to establish a weak and pathetic regulatory
body.
Today the house debated a measure that will take us
down the path of privatising Melbourne Water. The
house has also debated extensively the changes to
the electricity industry. While the government is
busy privatising our public utilities Victoria needs a
regulatory body with teeth that will look after the
public interest. The bill will not provide that. The
government is intent on selling off the birthright of
Victorians, that which was once the inheritance of
every Victorian. The strong public utilities that
delivered clean water equal to the best world
standards and cheap electricity at unifonn prices are
being sold off to private interests for private profit,
not for public interest and not for the public good.
This bill does nothing to reassure the public that its
interests are being safeguarded. The
Regulator-General should be a watchdog; it should
look after the public interest. But this watchdog has
no teeth. The overseas evidence shows clearly that
when governments proceed down the privatisation
path there is a need for appropriate regulation. In a
recent paper Or John Ernst from the Victoria
University of Technology made the following point:
One of the most important lessons to emerge from
Britain (and also the USA) is that if the public utilities
are to be privatised, they cannot simply be given
private sector status and left to do their own thing. As
monopoly providers of essential services, wuegulated
private utilities would have an extraordinary level of
power over consumers.

He also made an interesting point about a study by
the World Bank:
An appropriate regulatory framework must be in place
before monopolies are privatised. Failure to regulate
properly can hurt consumers and reduce public
support for privatisation.
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It is clear that regulation is an essential part of
privatisation. This government has got it wrong; it
has not looked after the public interest. It has not set
up a regulatory body that will look after the public
interest. It will look after its very narrow focus on
economics - the bottom line - but it will not take
into account a range of issues with which the public
is vitally concerned.

The prices they pay for electricity, water and
perhaps later on gas, are of fundamental importance
to the public. The public takes a very keen interest in
those matters. One of the most common complaints I
receive in my electorate office concerns the
$16 increase in the supply charge for electricity. I
receive complaints about the $100 home tax, which
is unfair, inequitable and hits people on low incomes
and pensions the hardest. The community wants to
be reassured that the Regulator-General will
examine these areas, but the bill does not provide an
assurance.
Unifonn pricing is another issue of fundamental
importance to the public, but the bill does not
guarantee that the Regulator-General will take this
into account under the bill. Unifonn pricing has kept
prices under control across Victoria, whether it be in
remote hamlets or in the city, ever since electricity
has been distributed. I believe it was Sir Henry Bolte
who boasted that he put electricity in every house in
Victoria, and that is a credit to him. However, the
bill will not enforce tha t position. The
Regulator-General will not be dealing with those
sorts of issues.

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Ms GARBUlT - The problem is that the
Regulator-General will examine only the economics
and not the social impact of any of the things he is
charged to do.
Pre-paid meters have been triailed by the SEC in the
house of pensioners or those on the easy-pay system.
The report on the pilot study in the Frankston area
was featured in the newspapers recently where it
was severely attacked by a range of people. The
president of the combined pensioners group, Betty
Blackmore, and the People's Committee for
Melbourne said that the level of cut-offs would rise
dramatically if meters were introduced. This is the
sort of thing that will be the focus of attention if
meters are introduced, yet the Regulator-General
will not be required to examine those sorts of issues.
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Other matters have had a high profile in recent
times - although not under the government - and
are still of concern. They include demand
management and the environmental implications of
the decisions about whether to increase the
electricity generation capacity of the states or
whether to encourage the conservation of electricity.
The greenhouse issue is still a major issue in
people's minds and they are watching to assess what
the new privatised companies' attitudes are to these
issues. There is no requirement for the
Regulator-General to take such issues into account,
and even if he does, he has few teeth to implement
his decision.
There are a number of environmental issues
regarding the way privatised companies will control
our catchment areas. Forestry activity in catchment
areas is not allowed, particularly in the central
highlands and around Melbourne. Those catchments
have been closed to forestry ever since they were
established, but they have wonderful timber such as
mountain ash, which, from the timber industry's
point of view, would be well worth harvesting, but
that is not an issue that will be addressed by the new
authority.
There are a range of water pricing issues that the
public wants to have a say about, but there is
nothing in the bill about whether the
Regulator-General will listen to the public. One of
the most frequent comments I hear about water
pricing is the dispute about water readings. I
wonder how a newly privatised company that is
driven by profit and not social obligations would
handle those sorts of issues. They are difficult issues.
Several of my constituents have fought - Mr Hamilton interjected.
Ms GARBUIT - The problem with competition
is that one does not have a choice between three or
four taps one will turn.on or which electricity switch
one will turn on. Oneis faced with a monopoly from
which to obtain services rather than a number of
competitors. These are the issues into which the
public wants to have input, but I do not believe the
bill will allow that. The position of the
Regulator-General is too general and it is not
specific. The bill has ignored this issue.
One only has to look at who has had input into the
creation of the bill to understand that the
community has been substantially ignored.
Community groups were not involved in the
development of the bill. Groups such as the
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Consumer Advocacy and Financial Counselling
Association of Victoria, which represents consumers
and financial counsellors who have advocated on
behalf of consumers have not been involved in
consultation. The Energy Action Group, which has
been concerned with a range of energy issues on
behalf of the community against the former SEC,
were not invited to have a say. The Brotherhood of
St Laurence and Victorian Council of Social Service
(VICOSS), which both represent low-income people
and both have substantial skills and experience in
these sorts of community issues, were not involved
in the development of the bill.
The powers of the Regulator-General have not been
included in the bill. We are asked to refer to specific
details in the Electricity Industry (Amendment) Bill
but there are no details in that either!
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Ms GARBUTI -It is a trust-me bill; it will be all
right in the end but do not ask for details! That is the
sort of bill it is. The details are not included in the
Electricity Industry (Amendment) Bill and we have
not seen the codes of conduct. We do not know who
is working on them. They will probably be
commercially confidential and will be rushed
through, but they will have to be amended again.
Perhaps the details will be in licensed agreements,
but we have not seen them. No details have been
prOVided.
It is difficult to take the government on trust. There
are few guarantees that we can accept that will show
that the needs and wishes of consumers will be
taken into account under the bill.

I reject the bill; it is a toothless tiger. The government
should have done better!
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I thank
honourable members for their contributions. I regret
that it is a quantum leap for opposition members to
move from their position of price control to
economic regulation. Clearly, they do not
understand the concept of privatisation, which will
be the reality as industries are privatised, as
opposed to corporatisation. The necessary legislation
will spell out the detail of the regulatory framework
in each case. The bill sets up the framework
mechanism for that eventuality.
The SPEAKER - Order! The statement that has
been made under section 85(5) of the Constitution
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Third reading

Act requires a statutory majority to carry the second
reading of the bill. I ask the Clerk to ring the bells.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Bells rung.
Read third time.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Passed remaining stages.
House divided on motion:

ADJOURNMENT
Ayes,53
Ashley,Mr

McLellan, Mr
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Leigh,Mr
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Noes, 21
Andrianopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Baker, Mr
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Carli, Mr (Teller)
Cole,Mr
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Dollis,Mr
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Haermeyer, Mr
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Loney, Mr
Marple, Ms
Micallef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Dr

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That 'the house do now adjourn.

Children: protection services
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - I ask the Minister
for Community Services to restore funding to the
child protection system, which is strained to
breaking point. I direct to the attention of the
minister figures provided by the Department of
Health and Community Services on notifications
resulting from mandatory reporting. Table I, dated
22 March 1994, shows the number of notifications
per day and the percentage changes, month on
month, from the previous year. In November 1993,
notifications increased by 52 per cent; in December,
79 per cent; in January 1994,39 per cent; and in
February, 45 per cent. The minister should be aware
that the figures for March show an increase of 53 per
cent, and the April figures show an astonishing
68 per cent increase in notifications compared with
the figures for April last year.
Will the minister now confirm those figures to the
house and release the report generally so that, in the
interests of open government and transparent
policies, everyone can see those figures?
The house will remember that the minister's
estimate was an increase of 8 per cent. How wrong
he was! In response to that he MS cut overall
funding for child protection. Although some
increase in staffing in one part of the system only
was approved, it is obviously not enough in the face
of those sorts of increases.
Notifications per day by region show an astonishing
increase in some regions: in the western region,
156 per cent; in the Loddon-Mallee region, 112 per
cent; in the southern region, 78 per cent; and in the
Grampians region, 68 per cent. What steps is the
minister taking to address the problems that are
now emerging in these regions?

ADJOURNMENT

2276

ASSEMBLY

An honourable member interjected.
Ms GARBUTI - The honourable member is not
interested in child protection? He is not concerned at
all about child protection - I notice the big yawn
from the honourable member.
The Ballarat Courier has reported that the Grampians
region's rate of reporting doubled. A spokesman for
health and community services in Ballarat said that
child protection staff in the region had since
increased by 6, to 32. That is nowhere near the 68 per
cent increase that the minister's own figures show.
In the western region it is common knowledge that
the unallocated cases are now running at 8 per cent,
and climbing. Investigation is long awaited and
there are vacancies; although five extra positions
were granted, four of them have not been filled and
there is nowhere to send children after hours. The
whole system is strained to breaking pOint, which
justifies Mr Justice Fogarty's comment -reported in
the press just the other day - that it is a recipe for
disaster.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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My constituent has been grappling with the council
elections problem regularly for some years. He has
been repeatedly required to furnish an explanation
for his wife's failure to cast a vote; if he did not
respond, he risked being fined.
Understandably, until now the matter has driven
this man to distraction, but I am pleased to report
that in his case a satisfactory arrangement has been
made with the Borough of Queenscliffe which
obviates his need to do anything about furnishing
explanations in future.
However, I am concerned that hundreds if not
thousands of Victorians may well be in the same
position and experience the same sort of frustration.
Therefore, to overcome the problem, I ask the
minister to give consideration to ensuring that a
simple mechanism is put in place to enable
recording of the fact that some people under the age
of 70 years are permanently incapable of recording
meaningful votes at local council elections so that
they are automatically excused and their caregivers
are no longer required to suffer the worry of having
to explain to the Returning Officer year after year
the reason why their spouses or the persons under
their care have not voted.

Council voting by permanently disabled

Foster care in western suburbs

Mr SPRY (Bellarine) - I ask the Minister for
Industry and Employment to convey to the Minister
for Local Government in another place my concern
about a matter that affects a good many
disadvantaged Victorians. I refer to people suffering
from some disability that prevents them from
making informed decisions when voting at local
government elections. Many people under the
critical age of 70 years - the age at which voting at
local council elections is no longer compulsory suffer from some permanent disability that renders
them incapable of casting meaningful votes. To the
best of my knowledge no mechanism exists for
automatically acknowledging that they suffer from
medical conditions that excuses them from the
obligation to vote.

Mr MILD EN HALL (Footscray) - The matter I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Community
Services concerns the future of foster care in the
western suburbs. I have previously raised with the
minister the closure of the only two after-hours
reception centres for the victims of child abuse in the
western suburbs. The minister has ordered the
closure of Buckland House and St Joseph's at the
end of the financial year.

Recently I was contacted by a constituent from
Queensdiff whose 65-year-old wife suffers from
Alzheimer's disease, which, as honourable members
know, is a manifestation of severe dementia. Her
condition is permanent This gentleman not only has
a doctor's certificate to that effect, but also an
enduring power of attorney covering his wife's
affairs.

The minister said the facilities will be replaced by
foster cafe and an adolescent community placement
program. Unfortunately the programs are only part
of the answer. My investigations reveal that the
people associated with those services afe nowhere
near well enough prepared to take on the
responsibility.
Reports of child abuse in the western suburbs are
still running at one and a half times more that this
time last year, which is the second highest rate in the
state. Foster care is struggling to cope with its
present load and demand and the promised
recruiting program has not occurred. How foster
care will be able to cope with emergency after-hours
placement as well is anyone's guess.
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Another difficulty is that foster care is not suited to
many emergency cases such as children who are
difficult to handle, children who are disturbed or
have been subject to sexual abuse, cases where a
large sibling group is involved or where there is a
requirement for short-term respite for foster carers.
Most of the 120 foster families in the western
suburbs are unavailable for crisis care because they
are taking a break from their demanding role or are
involved in long-term care and cannot take on the
additional responsibilities.
Given the impending closure of the short-term
reception facilities, I call on the minister to intervene,
review the poSition and ensure that children are not
left stranded by the loss of those reception beds.

School security
Mr WELLS (Wantirna) - I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Education school security,
especially in secondary schools. As part of my
responsibility as the representative of the Wantirna
electorate I make it a point to visit as many schools
as possible.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WELLS - I know the schools in my area are
pleased to see me. An issue raised with me recently
concerns the security of students and teachers on
site. On a couple of occasions in the outer east gangs
have entered school premises looking for a
particular student and have taken after the student
with machetes. One school principal told me of a
case a couple of years ago where a person entered
the school premises looking for him. 1bat person
was apprehended by a couple of teachers in the staff
room.
Obviously those cases should be handled by the
police. I have organised police officers to go to one
school at lunchtime and do a couple of laps around
the block to keep an eye on things. In trespassing
cases the principal can order these thugs off the
school premises but the problem arises when people
loiter on the footpath or on the perimeter of the
school. The principal has no power whatsoever to
move them on.
There have been allegations that some of these
loiterers have been passing drugs over the fence to
secondary school students. There have been
instances where hoons have been yelling abuse from
motor vehicles as they pass the school and some of
them have beckoned younger females over to the
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fence. As the law currently stands principals have no
power to move these people on.
Obviously there is a case for preserving people's
civil liberties, and that has to be respected; however
the principals are looking for the power to move
these hoons along. If we are going to give the
principals the duty of looking after students on
secondary school sites we need to have the situation
addressed. I ask the minister to address the problem
so he can advise me and I can pass the information
on to principals in my area.

Tertiary student travel concessions
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomas town) - I raise an
important matter for the attention of the Minister for
Public Transport and, in his absence, the minister at
the table. The matter relates to an anomalous
situation in relation to the granting of travel
concessions for tertiary students. I am informed by
many students and the Students Representative
Council (SRC) at La Trobe University that if students
undertake full-time studies for only one semester in
a particular year, for some inexplicable reason the
Public Transport Corporation will not grant the
normal travel concession. The PTC will not grant the
concession on the half-year basis even though the
students are studying full time.

Mr Robert Larocca, the President of the SRC at La
Trobe University, pointed out to me there are many
reasons for doing only one semester, and they are
wide and varied. He said students are often
completing the last semester of their course or that
often the academic progress rules of the university
do not allow students to enrol full-time for the
second semester until they have satisfactorily
completed their first semester. He further indicated
that often students defer a semester for travel abroad
or for other reasons. He said that obviously these
students are full-time students and as such should
be entitled to concessional travel.
It appears that the PTC does not understand the
nature of tertiary education. What we have is a
group of full-time students who fall through the
eligibility gap. This is grossly unfair, and I ask the
minister to rectify the situation particularly given
the minister's promise of last Wednesday to
implement the requests of its customers, and in this
case there is a sensible request from its customers.

If commonsense and fairness prevail the matter
should be fixed before the end of the current
semester.
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Compression garments for
lymphoedema sufferers
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Health and it
concerns the supply of compression garments for
people who suffer from a condition known as
lymphoedema. It is a condition that I knew nothing
about until it was drawn to my attention by a
constituent, Mrs Pat Dent, some weeks ago. The
condition affects both male and female, young and
old, and it is caused by either dysfunctional lymph
glands or the removal of those glands, leading to
excessive swelling of the limbs. In some cases the
wearing of an elasticised compression garment is
required to control the condition and allow the
person to lead a reasonably normal life.
It is a congenital condition and in some instances it
can be caused by surgery. I am advised that some
20 per cent of females who have undergone a
mastectomy ultimately suffer from the condition. It
is estimated that there could be some 20 000
sufferers in Australia and up to 4000 in Victoria.

I am advised by the Lymphoedema Association of
Victoria that it knows of 360 victims in the state. It is
a chronic condition, and in order to prevent limbs
swelling with oedema, this elasticised garment,
which may be changed regularly, must be worn for
life. The garments are quite expensive and two sets
cost my constituent, Mrs Dent, $750 per year. Julia
Wurf of the Lymphoedema Association advises that
the average sufferer would pay $500 to $1000 per
year.
Will the minister review the provision of aids for
disabled people with a view to prOViding
compression garments to lymphoedema sufferers
who need to wear such garments to maintain a
satisfactory level of good health?
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Mr DOLUS - The honourable member for
Malvern should be here because, as the former
member for Malvern would know, the honourable
member for Malvern opposes this proposition.
Despite the fact that the council has strongly
objected to the minister's intervention in the matter,
the one person who is fairly quiet on the matter is
the honourable member for Malvern.
The minister has decided to extend this permit
without any reference to the council or residents in
the Malvern municipality. Honourable members
would know that 1800 objections were received
about the McDonald's application, yet the Malvern
case appears to be a more contentious development.
I hope that over the next 24 hours we will get an
opportunity to hear the view of the honourable
member for Malvern on this application because I
understand he has received strong representations
on this matter. Residents are more than curious to
find out what his public poSition is on this matter.
The reality is that the Minister for Planning is
intervening - Mr Finn - What would you do?
The SPEAKER - Order! I would move the
honourable member for Tullamarine out of here if he
does not keep his mouth shut.
Mr DOLUS - It is a contentious development. It
went to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal where
the original council decision was upheld. Yet again
the Minister for Planning has decided to override the
decision of the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and
the residents of Malvern.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

City of Greater Geelong
Hightower Pty Ltd planning permit
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - I draw to the
attention of the Minister for Planning his recent
decision to override an Administrative Appeals
Tribtmal ruling to extend the planning permit for a
controversial development in Malvern. The minister
extended the time limit for an application for a
planning permit from Hightower Pty Ltd for its
proposed reception, restaurant and shopping
complex on the corner of High Street and
Huntingtower Road, Armadale.
Mr Leigh interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON (Geelong) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Industry and
Employment who is the representative in this place
of the Minister for Local Government an article in
today's Geelong Advertiser entitled 'Geelong called to
rally'. In that article the former mayor of the former
Geelong West city council, Ms Virginia Todd, who is
also standing for preselection for the Labor Party for
Geelong Province, is urging Geelong people to
attend a rally in Melbourne opposing council
amalgamations. I understand that Ms Todd will also
be addreSSing that rally.
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A protest rally organised in Geelong last Saturday
by the Trades Hall Council to protest against the fact
that there would be no election in August attracted
only two people. There is no doubt that the majority
of people in Geelong endorse the work of the
commissioners of the City of Greater Geelong and
that there is strong community support for
amalgamation. This is a period of great excitement
and new vision for my region.
Even the young people of Geelong, along with the
business community and most Geelong citizens, are
being asked to gather to help plan the future and to
provide a vision for the city. Many important things
are happening in the Geelong local government
arena. The article to which I referred is entitled
'Geelong called to rally'.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member explain to the house the action she is asking
of the minister?
Mrs HENDERSON - I am coming to that,
Mr Speaker. In part the article states:
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livestock squad and the Cranbourne police station
on 31 October, they have received little assistance. A
statement was taken four months later, and even
then only at the insistence of the Uren brothers!
It has been discovered that the cattle have been sold

in saleyards throughout Victoria and New South
Wales. The Urens have approached the local
member, the Minister for Public Transport, and the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services for
assistance, but they have met with virtually no
response. They have been told that it is a civil matter
and is n9t regarded as theft - but their cattle have
gone. They have been stolen and sold.
What is the Minister for Agriculture doing to tackle
the theft of livestock, which seems to be on the
increase and which demonstrates that the current
system is inadequate and that there is possible
corruption in the industry? What is the minister
doing about the livestock squad? What is he doing
to ensure that his department has enough staff to
tackle the problem so that the theft of a farmer's
stock will be treated as a criminal and not a civil
matter?

Mrs Todd said Geelong residents should not assume

the state government will restore democratically
elected representatives.

I know the minister has already announced that the
council election is to be held on 2S March 1995, but
there is some doubt about whether people are fully
aware of that fact. Perhaps the ALP supporters are
suffering from amnesia! I ask the minister to explain
to those who do not understand that the government
has announced that the election of a democratically
constituted council will take place on 2S March 1995.

Responses
Mr JOHN (Minister for Community Services) The honourable member for Bundoora referred to
the increase in notifications of suspected child abuse
throughout Victoria since the government
introduced mandatory reporting on
4 November 1993. The government has monitored
the notifications on a daily basis since then. It has
added $3.65 million to the budget of the child
protection service to enable it to meet the extra
demands resulting from the additional notifications.

Livestock theft
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I direct to the attention
of the Minister for Agriculture the theft of livestock.
It appears from a number of telephone calls I have
received that livestock theft is on the increase and
that the government's response to the problems
farmers are experiencing has been slow and
inadequate. It also appears that the government is
not tackling possible corruption in the stock trade
industry.
An example brought to my attention concerns
Walkerville farmers Noel and Bruce Uren, who had
157 mixed cattle on agistment at the Tooradin
property of Mr Max Trezise. The Urens first noticed
some of their cattle were missing on 30 October
1992. Despite reporting the theft to the police

Another sign of the success of the program, which
has been demonstrated by the large increase in
notifications in the months following the
introduction of mandatory reporting, is that
Victorians have sufficient confidence in my
department to report the matters. I advise
honourable members that the substantiation rate of
additional reporting matches the reporting for last
year. That means that the government has been
extremely successful in flushing out hitherto hidden
child abuse in this state.
The honourable member for Bundoora quoted some
correct figures. The government is pleased because
the fact that we had more reports illustrates the
success of the implementation of its new child
protection system.
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Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr JOHN - I will deal with the honourable
member for Footscray later. The government has
added 69 new staff to the child protection service
and expects another 20 staff to come aboard within
the next 10 days or so.
Let us compare what the current government has
done with the record of the previous government.
An independent review conducted in 1990 and
chaired by a representative of the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet recommended an injection of
$2.1 million to meet the demand associated with the
final stages of the single-track system. Those final
stages resulted in a 60 per cent increase in
notifications to the department. The Labor
government provided only $1 million,less than half
of the recommended amount. It was a shameful
performance that after 10 years in government the
previous Labor administration failed to match the
demand for child protection in Victoria. Victoria
suffered a decade of neglect!
During its extremely short time in office the current
government has placed a record number of child
protection officers at the coalface. This year the
government is spending more money than has ever
before been spent in Victoria on child protection
because it is committed to preventing child abuse in
this state. It is shameful that the honourable member
for Bundoora had the audacity to criticise and take
cheap shots at a government that is doing such a
splendid job on behalf of the Victorian community
to support child protection.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JOHN - The current average is
apprOximately 55 per cent. About the only thing the
honourable member for Bundoora got right from
very old information were some of the monthly
statistics. The figures have been quite volatile and
variable and it is difficult to get a trend line.
Ms Garbutt interjected.
Mr JOHN - We have released them to everyone
who has asked. The government is quite happy to
provide the honourable member for Bundoora with
more information because the information she has is
so out of date it is pathetic. The government is
committed to ensuring that Victoria has a top child
protection system. It will monitor the figures on a
daily basis and if more money is required my
department will find more money.
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The government is confident that Victoria currently
has a good system. The department's officers are
working extremely hard and diligently to ensure
that reports are investigated as a matter of urgency.
The honourable member for Footscray raised the
question of Buckland House and St Joseph's in his
area. The matters he raised related to the placement
and support program and foster care. Under the
placement and support program we are targeting
more family care and more foster care - in fact, a
high level of foster care and enhanced foster care
rather than supporting institutional bricks and
mortar programs.
During 10 years of Labor government decay the
welfare system received by far the highest level ever
of institutional bricks and mortar welfare care for
children at risk. That was biased heavily in favour of
the opposition's union mates getting jobs and
keeping the rosters going. Anybody in the welfare
sector who knows anything about child care knows
that after a happy family, foster care is the next best
carer for children. If a child cannot have a happy
family at home, foster care is the next best type of
care - not institutional care. This government has
persevered with institutional care long after
everybody else has given it away. It is rapidly
changing the situation by providing more beds,
more efficient services and better care for Victorian
children - and at less cost.
The honourable member for Footscray referred to
Buckland House, which is to be converted from a
temporary-care unit to a family group home. The
number of placements in the western region at the
Buckland House will increase from between 10 and
12, especially for adolescents.
A temporary care unit at St Joseph's is to close, but
in partnership with St Anthony's it will receive
funding for a new home specialised care service. The
net effect in the western region is an increase of
$94243 dollars per annum.
It is expected that by the end of the redevelopment

strategy the western region will have increased its
placement capacity significantly. Western region
staff have liaised extensively with non-government
agencies over the redevelopments and they report,
contrary to what the honourable member for
Footscray says, general agreement over the strategy.
Nearly a hundred thousand extra dollars will go into
the western region. That is an example of the
commitment of this government, which spends
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more money than any other state government per
capita on children at risk.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The honourable member for
Bellarine referred to disabled people vying for the
attention of the Minister for Local Government. I
will refer that matter to the minister in another place.
The honourable member for Wantima referred to
school security. I am advised that the government
has received representations from schools and
school communities concerning isolated but serious
attacks against staff and students. I understand that
some of those attacks were by people who entered
the school grounds. Despite that, this problem is
extremely complex and any proposal must balance
the need to provide a safe environment for
principals, teachers and students with a need to
ensure that any response is not unduly intrusive.
The Director of School Education is discussing this
issue with the Victorian Primary Principals
Association, the Victorian Association of Principals
of Secondary Schools and other appropriate people.
The directorate of school education will also seek the
views of other appropriate government authorities. I
thank the honourable member for raising this matter
in his usual thoughtful way.
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The honourable member for Thomastown raised a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Public
Transport with respect to travel concessions for
tertiary students. I will pass that on to the minister.
The honourable member for Rodney, again in his
usual and thoughtful way, raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Health. I will pass that
on to the Minister for Health.
The Deputy Leader of the OppOSition, the
honourable member for Richmond, raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Planning with
respect to an Administrative Appeals Tribunal
matter in Malvern. I will pass that on to the minister.
The honourable member for Geelong raised with the
Minister for Local Government an article that
appeared in the Geelong Advertiser about a rally.
The honourable member for Altona raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Agriculture with
respect to cattle rustling, and I will draw that matter
to the attention of the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 11.45 p.m.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 10.05 a.m. and read the prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that
the Deputy Premier will be absent from the house
today due to government business. The
Attorney-General will handle any matters in the
corrections and police and emergency services
portfolios and the Minister for Industry and
Employment will handle any matters in the tourism
portfolio.

NOTICE OF MOTION
Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - I desire to give
notice that on the next day of sitting I shall move:
That this house rebukes the member for Melbourne for
not fully exposing the jobs for the boys mentality of the

govenunent over its extraordinary appointment of a
previously unknown crown prosecutor, Mr
Nick Papas, a long-time friend of the
Attorney-General's ministerial adviser, Greg Craven, to
the position of chief magistrate, after he assisted in
drafting draconian anti-democratic legislation designed
to undermine the independence of Victoria's DPP.

Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I ask that the
comments of the honourable member for Portland
be withdrawn immediately.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has some
difficulty. I understand that the remark-Mr Micallef interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am not sure whether
the honourable member for Springvale would like
me to apply the rules immediately. I remind the
honourable member of the sin of insubordination.
The remark was not used against any individual in
particular. The Chair has some difficulty in asking to
have it withdrawn.
Mr CO LE - The term 'racist motion' is
unparliamentary. I ask that it be withdrawn. A
remark such as that will stir up a hornet's nest.
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The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Melbourne tell me which member made
the remark?
Mr COLE - The honourable member for
Portland made the remark.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Portland please withdraw the remark?
Dr NAPfHINE (portland) - Mr Speaker, you
said earlier that the remark was not made against
any individual member. It was not in breach of
standing order no. 108. It was against the nature of
the motion put by the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale, not against any member. Therefore, I
have some difficulty in understanding your ruling.
The SPEAKER - Order! I accept the explanation
of the honourable member for Portland, and I do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
a point of order, Mr Speaker, because the rules of
this house and of Parliament stipulate that the only
matters which can be raised in the house regarding
the holder of a judicial office are by way of
substantive motion and because the motion of which
notice has been given does not direct the house to
debate or take action in respect of the performance
of a senior judicial office holder, I ask that you
consider the motion and give a ruling on whether it
is acceptable in the terms given or whether the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale should be
required to move the classic substantive motion
concerning the holder of a judicial office.
The SPEAKER - Order! I shall examine the
motion in written form and advise the house
accordingly.

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

Student unions
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of RMIT student union members
and the undersigned citizens of the state of Victoria
showeth:
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We believe that:
(a) Student unions are a valid and effective voice
working for students' interests within the
universities and the wider community;
(b) Student unions are an integral part of community
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racing circuit for the purpose of the Australian grand
prix and other races at Albert Park.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Parliament
enact legislation to prevent the conduct of the
Australian grand prix or similar events at Albert Park.

life on campus;
(c) Members of student unions should be free to
determine the future of their representative bodies
free from government or university interference.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Tertiary
Education (Amendment) Bill 1994 be opposed and
consequently not enacted in the state of Victoria. The
implementation of voluntary student unionism will
result in greatly diminished services, representation
and support for students at tertiary institutions.
Student unions form the integral link between the
university and students, without which university
culture will be forsaken and ultimately the life of all
students made significantly harder.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Brumby (210 signatures)

Crossings at Laverton
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
state of Victoria showeth:
That the people of Laverton would like another
crossing, overpass or underpass.
They would also like a lower ramp at the Laverton
station which would be more useable and convenient
for elderly and disabled people.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the house
take all necessary steps to help improve the quality of
people's lives at Laverton.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms Marple (1968 signatures)

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

By Mr Doyle (20 signatures)

Sexual discrimination
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
state of Victoria showeth that

Whereas the Parliament of the state of New South
Wales has seen fit to protect the human rights of its
lesbian and gay constituents and citizens on the basis of
their sexuality;
Whereas the Parliament of the state of South Australia
has seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian
and gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality;
Whereas the Parliament of the Australian Capital
Territory has seen fit to protect the human rights of its
lesbian and gay constituents and citizens on the basis of
their sexuality;
Whereas the Parliament of the State of Queensland has
seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian and
gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality;
Whereas the Parliament of the Northern Territory has
seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian and
gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality;
And whereas the Parliament of the Commonwealth of
Australia, in compliance with Australia's international
human rights obligations, has seen fit to protect its
lesbian and gay constituents and citizens from
discrimination on the basis of their sexuality:

Grand prix
Your petitioners therefore pray that
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 notes the proposal to construct a motor

The Legislative Assembly as part of the Parliament of
the state of Victoria move to protect the human rights
of its lesbian and gay constituents and citizens - as
recommended by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
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Committee - by amending the Equal Opportunity Act
1984 to prohibit discrimination on the grounds of a
person's sexuality.

House Committee
That Or Vaughan be appointed a member of the House
Committee.

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

Economic Development Committee
By Mr Hayward (62 signatures)

Laid on table.

PAPERS

That Mr Mildenhall be appointed a member of the
Economic Development Committee contingent on the
Legislative Council discharging from attendance on
that committee the Honourable B. W. Mier.

Road Safety Committee

Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Deakin University - Report for the year 1993 together
with Statutes approved by the Governor in Council
during 1993
La Trobe University Council - Report for the year
1993 together with Statutes approved by the Governor
in Council during 1993

Monash University - Report for the year 1993 together
with Statutes approved by the Governor in Council
during 1993

That Mr Mildenhall be discharged from attendance on
the Road Safety Committee.

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee
That Mr Carli be appointed a member of the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee.

Motion agreed to.

SOUTHGATE PROJECT BILL
RMIT University - Report for the year 1993
Standing Review and Advisory Committee on
Infertility - Reports for the years ended 1988 to 1993
(six papers)
Statutory Rule under the Stock (Seller Liability and
Declarations) Act 1993 -S.R. No. 66

The SPEAKER - Order! I have examined the
Southgate Project Bill and in my opinion it is a
private bill.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That this bill be treated as a public bill.

Swinburne University - Report for the year 1993
University of Melbourne - Report and Financial
Statements for the year 1993 together with Statutes
approved by the Governor in Council during 1993 (two
papers)
Victorian College of Agriculture and Horticulture
Limited - Report for the year 1993
Victoria University of Technology - Report for the
year 1993.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMfITEES
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - By leave, I move:

Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - I should have
thought the appropriate motion before the Chair
should include 'except for any cost that may have
been paid by those who issued the instructions'. I
wonder whether the motion is appropriate.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) (By
I am advised by the Acting Clerk that the
explanation for the bill being treated in this way is
tha t, upon the motion being resolved in the
affirmative, I am to advise the house that the sum
required pursuant to standing order no. 168(d) has
been paid. I hold the receipt for $1000 received from
Mallesons Stephen Jacqes in respect of private bill
fees for the Legislative Assembly.
leave) -

Motion agreed to.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
formally advise the house that I hold a receipt for
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$1000 for private bill fees in respect of the motion
just agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning).
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - The opposition
understands the technical necessity for the
introduction of the Southgate Project Bill. It would
prefer the bill to have been introduced at an earlier
stage because it would have given us more time to
examine what initially appeared to be some difficult
issues. However, the minister has been most helpful
in providing whatever briefings were necessary. He
also ensured that the solicitors for Westpac Banking
Corporation were available to the opposition.
The bill makes provision for subdivision and
subsequent management of the Southgate project. It
was prepared at the instigation of Westpac, which is
the owner of the site, but I am informed that the
Transport Accident Commission is to purchase the
site. The preparation of the bill precedes that
agreement. I am also informed that the sale of the
site to T AC is not conditional upon the bill being
passed.
The site consists of the Sheraton Towers Hotel, two
office towers, a shopping centre, a residential
development site, the Amcor site, and St John
Lutheran Church, which is not owned by Westpac.
The bill was prepared as a private bill and drafted
by parliamentary counsel under instruction of the
solicitors acting for Westpac, who have paid the
necessary costs for the preparation of the bill, which
should be the case in relation to private matters
brought before the house. Southgate has been built
on a single site, although there are distinct and
different uses. This has raised problems with
subdivision, which Mallesons argues cannot be
developed easily by the Subdivision Act and the
Transfer of Land Act. The reason it gave is that it did
not like the body corporate structure as a way of
getting agreements between different allotment
owners because it did not allow flexibility in dealing
with easements, access to power and water services,
specific covenants, time limits, and parking, as well
as the creation of additional easements for car
parking, storage of equipment and so forth.
The bill provides for the registration of the
management statement with a plan of subdivision
that will enable owners and holders to agree on
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issues such as use and cost sharing. The
management statement has the force of a statutory
contract. The bill deals with problems raised by a
Single-site, multi-use development. Other states
have general enabling legislation that is not site
specific, such as for group titles in New South Wales
or for major projects in Queensland. Further, the bill
applies only to the first subdivision of the site and
future subdivisions will require further amendment.
In that regard I believe parliamentary counsel and
the minister were wise not to allow the bill to move
beyond the current requirements although the
opposition was informed that both the solicitors and
the owner would have been happier if those issues
had been resolved within a single piece of
legislation. In the future it will make sense for the
house to work through these matters in a rational
way so that technicalities of this sort do not create
problems for investors or potential buyers of any site
such as the one at Southgate.
The bill provides for the site to be treated as one lot
for the purpose of planning approval. It also applies
to the adjoining sites, which have physical or
management connections. The St John Lutheran
Church site is included in that proviSion. St John is
currently negotiating with Westpac on appropriate
boundaries for the subdivision. We have a
ridiculous situation where St John does not know
what its boundaries are. Westpac is not aware of
what the previous negotiations resolved on this.
However, the bill provides for adjoining sites to be
included at the recommendation of the minister. We
would appreciate some sort of clarification on the
issue of what is adjoining and how the current or
any future minister will deal with this provision.
The casino site could conceivably be included in
these arrangements, although we are told the bill
does not allow for this, but it has been difficult from
our reading of the bill to work this out. We are
assured by the people who briefed us that this is not
the case.
In conclusion, the bill clarifies a messy subdivision
proposition, which enables the owners, Westpac, to
deal with the site in a more flexible way but, more
importantly, it will enable the TAC, which is
purchasing the site in the near future, to handle
matters in an appropriate business-like manner. As I
said, the Subdivision Act and the Transfer of Land
Act cannot deal as easily as will be required with a
project of this sort. I suppose this is a warning to the
technocrats and politicians in the future when
dealing with major projects to ensure that technical
matters of this sort are resolved earlier in the process
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instead of requiring Parliament to deal with private
matters of this sort.
~

1bat is not a criticism of the minister's handling of
the matter. For the record, I point out that based on
our examination of all the matters the minister has
acted as expeditiously as humanly possible to try to
bring this matter to Parliament. As I said in my
opening remarks, the opposition will support the
bill and it looks forward to a debate occurring in
future on how sites of this kind will be dealt with,
tedmically or otherwise, through proper
arrangements prior to the completion of the project.
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constructed there, and I understand the land
between that development and City Road has been
the subject of offers and possible sale. 1bat land has
planning approval for residential development; it is
opposite the roundabout in Brown Street at the
entrance to the Sheraton hotel-it is between there
and City Road. Therefore, it is intended that that
would be abutting land, and not inappropriately. I
do not think, in respect of abutting land, there is any
desire to leap across City Road. The intention is for
the owners to give their consent so, although it could
give some advantage to those who seek to be
grievously affected by it, it imposes no obligations
on an unwilling landowner.

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
thank the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for his

indication of support for the bill. The difficulty faced
with this major $600 million project was that
although it was financially unsuccessful, in planning
and community terms it was highly successful. The
project eventually moved to the ownership of the
Westpac Banking Corporation as funder of the
original project developers. The bank faced a
problem in that for $600 million - or, indeed
$300 million for a single purchase - few purchasers
were available. Potential buyers were limited.
If this bill is regarded as the beginning of a move
towards template legislation for those sorts of
matters we will perhaps protect projects of this
magnitude from necessarily being owned by
overseas investors, or perhaps overseas investors
with an Australian partner. It is appropriate that it
should be further studied by the subdivision
consultative group and the expert committees that
advise the government on these matters. Both
vendors deserve to be protected from being deterred
from doing anything big in Australia simply because
if they do something big they then have to find
another big organisation to buy it.

I have received advice that the adjoining area, which
is defined in clause 3, is the land around the project

referred to in a particular plan lodged in the Central
Plan Office, that office being part of the Titles Office.
Therefore, the particulars are provided in that plan,
and it does not include the casino, nor would it be
appropriate that it did.
The intention is that the land referred to would be
the land of St John's Lutheran Church, across the
road in, I think, Brown Street at the entrance to the
Sheraton hotel. I am relying merely on press articles,
but I believe one of those sites is being developed by
MobiI, although I do not know in which corporate
vehicle it is owned. Mobil's headquarters are being

When Westpac first directed the matter to my
attention I was anxious to assist. Because it appeared
that no other minister would be appropriate to host
the matter, I indicated my preparedness to do so.
And, because it is a private bill, I left it to its lawyers
to work undisturbed on the principles of what was
wanted. There was a requirement that the matter be
put to parliamentary counsel, which was
subsequently done. That delayed matters because
private solicitors desire to draft documents
differently from Parliamentary Counsel. Indeed,
Parliamentary Counsel insisted on the second and
subsequent stages being left out of this bill to be
dealt with later rather than giving carte blanche.
The matter was overtaken by the desire of the
Transport Accident Commission to buy the project
for, press reports indicate, $300 million. I do not
know whether that is the price. I believe, with due
diligence, that is either being completed or may have
been completed. Certainly the commission advised
the government that it is happy for the bill to
proceed, so both the vendor and the purchaser are
anxious to have this legislation; they are entitled to
have it and to have the support of Parliament.
A practical community effect of taking a
$300 million - based on the value on Westpac's
books - bad loan from the bad category and
putting the proceeds of the sale into an active loan
category is that it multiplies by five the ability of the
bank to make advances to small businesses and
other customers; in other words, a $300 million
lemon can be turned into a $1500 million lending
ability. In view of the deficit, the recession and the
difficulties that major financial institutions around
Australia have faced, it is incumbent on the state
government to assist.
I am delighted that on this occasion Parliament is
responding positively to assist those Australian
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financial institutions that are fundamental to our
recovery to convert their bad loans and bad financial
positions into positive ones at the earliest
opportunity. It is essential that the banks be
encouraged to clean up their books of problem
properties, to turn them into positives and to get on
with the recovery of employment and economic
development in Australia.
If we allow these types of problems to be
complicated by the failure of legislation we all
become vulnerable and provide unnecessary
opportunities for overseas investors to snap up
projects that in a couple of years time we might live
to regret having sold to offshore owners. I would
rather offer the help of legislation in Parliament to
assist in the economic recovery that we must
undertake ourselves rather than relying on overseas
investment to buy our way out of our problems.

On this occasion I am delighted that the Transport
Accident Commission has rebalanced its investment
portfolio and negotiated to purchase this most
exciting project. I believe that in due course the bill
will assist the corporation in poSSibly breaking up
the investment and disposing of it at a later stage, if
it so desires, in smaller parcels for purchase by a
broader range of investors. The bill is not asking the
TAC to sit indefinitely on a $300 million investment,
or whatever it might turn out to be worth in the
years ahead. However, the corporation may have the
opportunity to sell parcels to occupiers or anybody
else and create a wider range of Australian-based
investors competing in the marketplace to take up
shares - that is, physical pieces of the project.
I believe the legislation is important. Perhaps we
should consider having a general public act along
the same lines that can be called up in any particular
instance.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

VICTORIAN FUNDS MANAGEMENT
CORPORATION BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of Mr
STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
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Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - The bill creates
the Victorian Funds Management Corporation
which will Qa responsible for providing investment
and fund management services to participating
bodies in the state in what is described in the bill as
a commercially effective, efficient and competitive
manner. Basically the VFMC is the corporate
investment arm of the Transport Accident
Commission, which is better known as the TAC.
While still providing services to the TAC the VFMC
will also provide similar services to other public
entities such as superannuation funds. It is
enVisaged that the greater pooling of investment
through the VFMC will enable risk to be diversified
and economies of scale to be achieved. The powers
of the Victorian Funds Management Corporation set
out in the bill are quite wide and include the right to
form or become a member of a body corporate, trust
or partnership as well as being able to enter into a
joint venture arrangement.

The corporation is subject to direction from the
Treasurer, as set out in clause 10 of the bill, and must
report to the Treasurer in accordance with the
Financial Management Act 1994.1bat reporting
requirement may extend to making available the
VFMC's corporate plan setting out the corporation's
activities for the year.
The opposition is not opposing the bill, but I shall
refer to a number of issues that are relevant to it. The
first of those concerns the corporation's relationship
with the TAC and the importance of ensuring that
the TAC remains in public hands: that is something
that the opposition has taken a strong view about
and will continue to do so.
If one were to look at the performance of the TAC in

areas to do with traffic aCcidents, including its
advertisements, one would see that Victoria has
been able to achieve a lower average in fatality rates
than New South Wales, the rest of Australia, the
United States of America, the United Kingdom,
Germany and Sweden. The records of 20 years ago
would show that Victoria was then the least safe
place in the world in which to drive, and the fact
that it is now regarded as the safest place in the
world in which to drive shows that there has been a
remarkable and dramatic transformation.
Another important issue is the retention of no-fault
insurance, which in turn leads to lower legal fees by
reducing legal overheads and the high cost of
litigation. The TAC has lowered administration and
marketing costs; it has made premium collection
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efficient and does not discriminate against poor-risk
customers such as young Victorians.

administration compares favourably with other
organisations both within Australia and overseas.

It has been effective in reducing fraud; it has

McKinsey indicated that the TAC's administration
costs are lower than those of New South Wales
comprehensive insurance schemes and also those in
the United States of America and elsewhere.

lowered premiums and it has a superior investment
performance. That is the specific area that the bill
relates to, and that has enabled $1200 million to be
transferred from the TAC in recent times to improve
the government's budget outlook, which it did
dramatically as a result of the investment
performance of the TAC, and we want to see a
government commitment to ensure that it remains
the case.
The reduction in the road toll is something on which
the TAC can be proud of its record. However there
is some evidence that for the first time in some years
the road toll is increasing, and opposition members
believe it is important that the TAC continue to be
given the capacity to produce advertisements and
campaign in the way it has done, which is designed
to lower Victoria's road toll and to make sure that
we in no way cease to bear down on it.
The TAC has been so successful that it returned a
dividend to the government, and it should continue
to do so. Victorians are secure in the knowledge that
if they are injured they will be looked after by the
TAC for the duration of their incapacity. One does
not have that security under private insurance
arrangements. Premiums which are offered today
are competitive and the investment portfolio is
sound. McKinsey, which is an international
consulting agency with a strong reputation,
prepared a report on the operations of the TAC after
being asked in 1992 to establish a project team and
compare the TAC's activities against those of the top
performing organisations around the world.
That report makes it clear that the performance of
the TAC and its personal injury scheme have been
good for Victorians and that the TAC compares
favourably with private sector insurers in the major
elements of its business.
The McKinsey report indicates that the current
Victorian system is cost-effective and that it has
produced advantages for motorists. A major
international consulting firm has staked its
reputation on the notion that the TAC is doing a
good job, that it should be retained in its present
form and that the TAC performance rates
favourably in all major areas of business. Its
investment portfolio, its risk management and its
accident protection are all excellent, and its

The TAC has also contributed to the reduction in
road fatality levels, Victoria's fatality levels being
lower than those of its sister states. The report
documents the investment record of the TAC and
concludes that it has led the industry in recent years;
it says that the current Victorian monopoly-based
system is cost-effective and has produced
advantages for motorists.
These lower administration and marketing costs
indicate that the TAC has been effective; it has
reduced legal expenses in comparison with those of
interstate and overseas companies, and it offers
considerable benefits to all Victorians through the
savings that we have made as a result of fewer
accidents occurring, which is a fact also documented
in the report of Baring Brothers Burrows and Co. Ltd.
Unlike most interstate and overseas insurers the
TAC has had a direct impact on reducing the level of
fatalities and serious injuries in this state; it has
provided extra money for accident prevention and
better coverage for no-fault liability, and the funding
of the Alfred Hospital Road Trauma Centre has
assisted in reducing the fatality levels at that
hospital. It also provides an extra profit margin for
the government.
The executive summary in the report of Baring
Brothers Burrows and Co. Ltd suggests that in a
deregulated environment there is a possibility that
competitors would push for abandoning this system
and moving to a court-based fault system, which
currently operates in New South Wales, due to
administrative complexities and costs of a no-fault
scheme. The fault approach is inferior to the existing
no-fault scheme by way of additional costs for
claimants, time for claims - with lengthy delays in
the payment of compensation in New South Wales
through extended legal proceedings - and coverage
where up to one-third of injured people will receive
nil or reduced benefits. The TAC provides 600 jobs
and provides support to organisations and service
companies. Present circumstances provide a strong
argument for the operations of the TAC in its
present form. It also has a very sophisticated
computer system, which has virtually eliminated
fraud from its scheme.
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The TAC has managed to fund a number of
successful accident prevention schemes. It has done
so in a way wunatched by any other state or
country, and has been a model for other states and
countries. I will summarise some of the benefits of
the TAC for Victorians: a real decline in the average
premium levels with a 6 per cent decrease in
premiums since July 1987 compared with the
consumer price index increases in the same period of
more than 30 per cent; and a reduction in the
number of injury accidents by 11 per cent in 1989-90,
18 per cent in 1990-91 and 15 per cent in 1991-92 due
to its significant advertising campaign, booze buses
and direct funding of some of the police
infrastructure. The TAC pays not only for
advertisements but also for some of the booze buses
and speed cameras, and presumably it will continue
to do so.
Since 1992 the TAC has been achieving gross returns
of 14.1 per cent, and in the past three years it has
been a top performer among major investment
funds in Australia. The number of claims lodged has
fallen as a result of those accident prevention
facilities and activities. Fraud has been virtually
eliminated.
The TAC has a very strong record of performance
which the opposition supports and endorses. I hope
the government, which had expressed the desire to
sell the TAC, understands its value and continues to
support its retention as it is.
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Fund Management Corporation are to be in writing.
I should have thought it appropriate that that would
be the case. Also, there seems to be no provision
regarding transfer of staff. When I asked about that
during a briefing I was advised that not many
people were involved. Nevertheless, the opposition
will be mOnitoring that staff situation and will raise
the issue about transfer of staff.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. It strongly
supported the performance of the TAC and its very
successful investment operations and fund
management services over the years. It notes that the
corpora tion will be able to provide similar services
to other public entities like superannuation funds.
The opposition hopes the corporation will be very
successful in its activities in the future, just as the
TAC's investment activities in past years under the
former Labor govenunent were very successful.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - I am delighted to join
with the honourable member for Pascoe Vale in
making some comments about the bill. As the house
is aware, I had a significant role in the development
of the policy framework that led to the formation of
the Transport Accident Commission (TAC). It is a
matter of pride for me to see how it has performed
and to see that its financial performance in particular
has been of such a high order. In fairness, I pay
credit to the role played by the Treasurer, then the
shadow Treasurer, and members of the then
opposition in making amendments to the proposals
that were put before Parliament at that time.

So far as the Victorian Funds Management
Corporation is concerned, I make the point that the
centralisation of investment activities has certainly
brought some advantages, and the economies of
scale and diversification of risk arguments are
relevant. However, there is some potential for a
problem by putting all the eggs in one basket.
Consequently, we must reiterate the need for strong
prudential requirements; the responsibility is on the
chief executive officer, the board and the minister
overseeing the Victorian Funds Management
Corporation to ensure that that need is emphasised.
I also draw attention to the need to report openly
and frequently. The reporting requirement in clause
26 seems somewhat vague.

I indicated to those people of the trade union
movement and other interests who were involved in
the negotiations for the former WorkCare scheme
that, had they behaved with the same sense of
practicality, goodwill, commonsense and fiscal
responsibility in the negotiations for that scheme as
did the people who, in major part, were involved in
the negotiations for this scheme, the government
would not have had the excuse to totally turnaround
the conditions available to workers under the
accident workers compensation scheme. I feel a
strong sense of anger and grief at some of the idiocy
involved in the negotiations for that particular
scheme.

I shall refer to other specifics in the bill: staff are
subject to penal provisions for breaches of duties but
the directors are not; I am WlSure why that
difference should exist. I will be interested in the
Treasurer's response to the second-reading debate. I
also note that there seems to be no clear requirement
that the directions of the Treasurer to the Victorian

As the honourable member for Pascoe Vale said, the
opposition - with modest qualms and
exceptions - has no real quibble about the intent of
this bill. I suggest tha t this is a very good deal for the
Victorian Fund Management Corporation because it
is picking up people from the investment function of
the TAC who are clearly of extremely high calibre
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and good judgment. Perhaps I should qualify that
by saying I make no criticism of the calibre or the
capacity of the people working within the Victorian
Funds Management Corporation as it is now
constituted - I know there are some people of
Significant capacity there. The corporation is getting
a bargain; it is not having unwanted people of lesser
calibre dumped on it. On their record, they should
be a real boon. I counsel people in the corporation to
make them more than welcome and to use their
capacities.
In the past several years their perfonnance in a

publicly based investment management function has
been quite extraordinary. I cannot recall seeing an
example of people working in that sort of
environment within the public sector being able to
produce results which placed them at the very top of
performers among both public and private
investment functions of this kind. I recall that a
couple of years ago they led the country in tenns of
return on their investment strategy, beating even
Bankers Trust, for whom I and many other people
have considerable regard.
It is a good move to take those skilled people back
into the Victorian Funds Management Corporation. I

understand from public statements made by the
Treasurer that Ms Margaret Jackson will play a
Significant role in this future association. I welcome
that. As honourable members would probably
know, Ms Jackson and I were colleagues at the
Melbourne University Business School in the final
year; I have considerable respect and admiration for
her skills and particularly her judgment. Once again,
that is a good move.
The honourable member for Pascoe Vale indicated
that there was some opposition concern about
diversification of risk and, as he expressed it, putting
all the eggs in one basket. From what I know I
suggest that in recent years the excellent
performance of the Transport Accident Commission
funds management team involved matters of
judgment about whether to get into paper rather
than property and vice versa at the wrong time.
One cannot criticise a winner, and no-one should.
However, it is a quasi-public enterprise and public
funds are involved. I sound a modest note of caution
that the order of the day should be a little less of the
gambling and a bit more diversification of risk; but I
am sure that the people involved are extremely
conscious of that. One cannot knock a winner.
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As to the future of the TAC and the nature of its
perfonnance, I make some observations in terms of
my own experience in helping develop the original
policy that set it under way. At that time, I was
extremely anxious to depoliticise the premium
setting, and that is why I prevailed upon the
government as an adviser that there should be an
annual automatic adjustment related to the
consumer price index. That has not been followed. I
was a bit disappointed when the previous
government failed to honour that because it is
important - especially leading up to election
time - that politicians are not involved in making
those decisions, that there is some understanding
that it can happen on an automatic basis and that it
is clear of the political process.
The other variable that impinged on that is the
outstanding financial and administrative
performance of the people who were put in to run
the scheme and the people who have followed on. I
say to the people right through the senior and
middle-management levels of the TAC that from my
knowledge - the results are there - they certainly
deserve to be congratulated.
The TAC is a model of its kind; it is a model for
those of us who believe that public enterprise can act
in a business-like and efficient way and still
maintain a strong sense of social responsibility and
public purpose. One could not find a better example;
its staff are unsung heroes.
Much has been made of the impact of the splendid
and dramatic accident prevention campaigns
produced by the TAC. I have noted, as have other
members of the house, that an opportunity exists for
the campaigns to be exported and adopted around
the world. The scheme operates on the basis of
producing the best benefits for a scheme of its kind
in the world for the least cost. That is not a bad
result.
Once again, however, I sound a general note of
caution. Within accident compensation schemes of
this kind, one can perfonn all the simulations and
run the numbers, the sums and the iterations, but in
the end it comes down to expectations. What drives
schemes of this kind is people's expectations of
them, in particular their expectations as to the
opportunities and the probability of what they
might receive under certain circumstances.
The appalling irony of accident compensation
schemes of this kind - especially when there is an
income maintenance component as the major benefit
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and the generous rehabilitation and medical costs
this scheme offers -is that people who die actually
cost less than people who are almost terminal, or
people with severe head injuries, quadriplegia or
paraplegia; in other words, people who will need
intensive and constant attention for long periods.
The focus upon fatalities -which is largely a media
focus - and their reduction in clinical, technical
terms regarding the economic welfare of schemes of
this kind is not so important as the reduction of the
overall accident rate. I would like to see the TAC in
its future annual reports pay a little more detailed
attention to that and provide the information.
The other thing that drives the expectations is the
sense of what one can get away with. On examining
the most Significant impact on the reduction of
outgoings and the overall financial welfare of the
transport accident scheme, two things stick out in
my mind - and this is my sense for the numbers. I
may be a bit of a dinosaur in this regard because it is
some time since I have been involved in examining
that form of modelling; some years ago I put it
behind me to go off and do other things. My sense of
how the variables and numbers work is that the
critical variable that drove the costs down was the
reduction of net claims; soft tissue injury claims and
the component that went to pain and suffering,
which I recall I showed in the original TAC
document.
At the business school I learnt an extremely useful
technique that is used in modern retail stores for
contribution costing, showing where the
contribution comes from in a major department
store like Coles Myer Lld so that where the profits
are coming from can be established. I used that
technique for a different purpose - that is, to show
where the contribution of the costs are displayed in a
scheme of this kind.
The Transport Accident Commission produced
dramatic evidence, and it was based on excellent
data because the old Motor Accidents Board had
been run by people who were actuaries. Actuaries
are not necessarily good managers, but the thing
they are good at is collecting data. In fact they have
almost obsessive data-<:ollecting abilities, and that
was obvious by comparison with the data available
on the WorkCare scheme from the previous private
insurers. Because of the pure and highly credible
data we were able to get people who could write
programs to detect fraud and patterns of fraud; that
is the main reason why the costs for the TAC have

Friday. 27 May 1994

been run down to the point where its performance
has become extraordinary.
The other variable is the component that is before us
today: the outstanding funds investment
perfonnance. Twice in recent days the Treasurer has
referred to the danger of governments in their own
interests extracting a hijack rent from public
monopolies. It is a little inconsistent for the
Treasurer to make that point because he has just
ripped $1200 million out of the TAC. I understand
the need for it, and I accept that the previous
government was doing the same thing, but I have
never approved of the principle. Rather I support
the principle that the Treasurer has enunciated twice
in recent days. However, if it is a one-off and it suits
the peculiar difficulties he has with the budget this
time, I am prepared to accept it as reasonable.
Nevertheless, I make the point that he has done the
very thing he enunciated as a practice that should
not be followed and a danger with governments
having control of schemes of this kind.
The argument that I suspect both the Treasurer and I
embrace in principle and in concept, is that where
something performs as well as this one passes the
benefit back to the clients, consumers or users of the
system in the form of reduced premiums. I know the
Treasurer will be delighted to agree with that, in that
it provides a competitive advantage for the spin~ff
clients, not just the members of the community but
also people in business. Given that historically
Melbourne has always been a major centre for
distribution, we should seize that advantage and use
it to generate more and faster economic activity.
The Treasurer has not done that, and perhaps a
more balanced thing to do would have been to offer
some modest reduction. That would clearly have
brought us down below our competitors across the
border in New South Wales and South Australia.
New South Wales does not have a no-fault scheme
and has lesser benefits. When one totals up the costs
one finds that to get the same degree of cover,
certainty and security offered by the TAC scheme in
Victoria, the true costs in New South Wales are
significantly higher than ours - although it does not
look that way.
The Treasurer could have taken $300 million or
$400 million of that $1200 million and paid it back in
the fonn of reduced premiums and, as a reward and
incentive to the staff of the corporation, said, 'Go for
more. If you do it that well you will get the credit for
it, and you will be able to pass on the benefits to the
people who actually pay'. That is standard
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neoclassic theory and the way the Treasurer has
presented it time and again in this house. It is a little
curious that in the one clear case where he had an
opportunity to practice what he has been preaching
he did not do so. He did exactly what he accused
governments of doing in circumstances of this kind.
On the Treasurer's own say-so the TAC is now
clearly established and I understand he has given
guarantees that it will be retained in public
ownership. That is a healthy result considering the
competitive threats to other Significant parts of the
Victorian economy, especially the future of the
Royal Automobile Club of Victoria Ltd, which is a
financial institution of some Significance to this state.
If I remember the sum correctly, approximately
$200 million a year is involved in the RACV and that
money is held in Victoria and spent within our
economy. The RACV is under threat from the
empire at the border, NRMA Ltd. I have no
objection to competition and there are already signs
that, with the arrival of the NRMA, the RACV has
smartened up its act, repackaged its products and is
getting out and offering improved benefits to
members of the RACV.
It would have been dreadful if the Victorian

government had sold to the marauder from
interstate a starter advantage as a new entrant to the
Victorian market by giving it a component of the
accident compensation business, which the
Treasurer originally had in mind. If I remember my
training correctly, the NRMA would have received a
list but would really have been buying the book or a
share of the book. Once a company gets that
business it can loss leader that business in order to
offer a further range of products - for example,
membership of the NRMA - and that is what it
proposed to do. I put that to representatives of the
NRMA when they came to see the opposition during
debate about the future of the TAC, and someone
had the grace to grin and say, 'Where did you come
from, Mr Baker?".
It would have been a dreadful if that had happened

but, to his credit, the Treasurer has been moved by
wise counsel and he has shown the flexibility and
grace to be able to modify his views when people
are persuasive and logical in his gentle, shell-like ear.
The honourable member for Pascoe Vale referred to
a number of specific issues that seem inconsistent one being that staff are subject to penal provisions
for breach of duties but directors are not subject to
those provisions. There is no reason why there
should be a difference. The standard requirement is
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that directions by the Treasurer to the Victorian
Funds Management Corporation should be in
writing. To give the Treasurer the benefit of the
doubt, I suspect that may be an oversight I hope the
Treasurer will seek to correct the matter. There is no
prOvision in the bill about the transfer of staff. Only
16 people are involved, although they are of great
capacity.
Will the Treasurer give an assurance on how the
matter will be handled? I implore him to look after
these people and to give them credit for their
excellent performance. He and I know that when
there are amalgamations of this kind the dominant
subculture treats anybody new with considerable
suspicion. Jealousies may have existed for some
time. There was a certain degree of jealousy about
the success and the freedom enjoyed by TAC staff,
and on the other side of the coin some degree of
boasting and gloating. That situation should be
closely watched to ensure that petty frictions are
given vent to and that a sense of cooperative
goodwill is involved in the way this joining takes
place.
The fact that Ms Jackson is there may help that
blending. I played a major role in putting to the
government of the day the proposal concerning the
membership of the TAC board and the two chief
executive officers who have been on that board until
recently. I pay credit to Michael Roux, who is not
that popular on my side of the house. My attitude to
people is to treat them as I find them; Mr Roux
performed extremely well and did everything I
asked of him when I was Director of Insurance and
Policy Management in the Department of the
Treasury. I thought he did an extraordinary job. I
also compliment Mr L'Huillier, who followed him,
and members of the board. I deliberately sought out
people who had Significant private enterprise
experience. Some have remained on the board. Once
again I have no idea of their political associations or
affiliations; they are not known to my side of
politics. They performed extremely well, as the
results show.
It may come about that with the new amalgamated

entity part of the blending arrangement could
involve looking at some of those board members to
ensure there is some overarching and
cross-pollination not only within the staff and
management structure, not just through Margaret
Jackson, but also through the people on the board.
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I commend the bill to the house. It is a worthwhile
exercise to undertake, and if the state of Victoria is
correctly managed the public coffers can only benefit.

am prepared to discuss the matter further with the
opposition to see whether the difference represents
an anomaly that requires action.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank the
opposition for its support of the bill and I thank
those who contributed to the debate. The opposition
raised four specific points that I should address: the
first concerns the creation of offences for staff
concerning the improper use of infonnation. As the
opposition pointed out, an offence is created for staff
in clause 32 of the bill, but despite the fact that
significant and onerous provisions are placed on
directors it does not create a criminal offence in
relation to them.

The honourable member for Pascoe Vale raised the
matter of the absence of the normal provisions
concerning the transfer of staff. It is true that the bill
does not contain codes for the transfer of staff. As he
contemplated, the reason is that a relatively small
number of staff are involved, about 13, and they are
not employed pursuant to the Public Service Act.
Other provisions deal with the transfer of their
superannuation entitlements. As a result of some
preliminary discussions, it is not anticipated that
there will be a problem with a voluntary transfer of
that limited number of staff to the new body from
the Transport Accident Commission. It is possible
that staff with particular expertise may in time be
recruited from elsewhere in the public sector,
because agencies like WorkCover have also
performed satisfactorily and demonstrated expertise
in the management of funds.

That situation parallels the situations in a number of
other acts, including the State Owned Enterprises
Act, which was modelled on a number of other acts.
I suspect the reason is that staff acting in the course
of their employment are nonnally indemnified in
relation to conduct, at least in so far as it does not
create a criminal offence or fraud.
Under clause 22 of the bill onerous obligations are
imposed on directors. Clause 22(3) says that a
director must not improperly use information.
Clause 24 preserves any pre-existing criminal or civil
liability in the misuse of a director's pOSition. Clause
22(5) directly preserves liability in relation to civil or
criminal offences in connection with matters covered
by the clause. Clause 22(6) provides for a recovery
procedure on any default, offence or breach of that
clause by a director. Clause 24 provides that the
corporation cannot indemnify a director in respect of
any negligence, default or breach of duty or trust.
Obviously similar principles underpin both sets of
provisiOns, but it is nonetheless the fact that in one
case a criminal offence is committed and in the other
no criminal offence is committed. It is impractical for
the house to deal with that matter given that this is
the last day of the current sessional period, and
particularly as the problem arises in a number of
acts. The advice I have received since this matter
was raised has not been exhaustive. The best course
is for me to indicate that I am prepared to consider
the matter between now and the spring sessional
period and I shall consult with the opposition.
The implications beyond this bill of any action taken
to change the pattern, which appears to be a
common fault in a number of bills of this kind, must
be considered. I certainly approach it with an open
mind. There does not appear to be any reason why
directors should be treated differently from staff. I

Thirdly, the opposition referred to clause 10, which
deals with directions by the Treasurer. As was
contemplated by the honourable member for
Sunshine, it is certainly the government's intention
that any directions should be given in writing. In
any case, if for no other reason than wanting to be
clear about those directions, I would expect a board
to require them to be given in writing before acting
upon them. It is contemplated that directions will be
given in writing. Subclause 5 explidtly contemplates
that directions be in writing. The best course of
action is to examine the clause and discuss it with
the opposition between now and the spring sittings.
If clarification is necessary it could be handled by
way of a further amendment.
The honourable member for Sunshine referred to
Ms Margaret Jackson's involvement. The
government has the highest regard for Ms Jackson,
who is the Chairman of the Transport Accident
Commission. She has been closely involved in the
establishment of the legislation and planning for the
creation of the Victorian Funds Management
Corporation. However, since the government
originally announced its intention to create the body
and intimated that Ms Jackson would be proposed
as chairman, she has taken on additional
responsibilities through appointments to the boards
of major corporations. At her request the
government has now commenced searching for an
alternative chairman. It is probable that Ms Jackson
will not be the chainnan of the corporation and that
someone else will be appointed. In addition, one
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needs to flag the fact that the Transport Accident
Commission is a major client of the Victorian Funds
Management Corporation and there is some merit in
Ms Jackson not being on both sides of the
transaction, as it were. The govenunent's motive in
widening the search for a chairman was at
Ms Jackson's request that she not be considered for
the appointment.
Bipartisan support has been received not only for
the Transport Accident Commission but also for the
creation - in the main from the Transport Accident
Commission - of the proposed corporation. The
Auditor-General recently presented a report on the
performance of Victorian publiC sector investment
agencies in which he made two findings: firstly, that
the performance of many of those agencies had not
been good, and had not been good over a
considerable period and, secondly, that their
performances varied markedly from one to another.
The TAC and WorkCover have demonstrated
varying degrees of success over recent years,
particularly the TAC. They have consistently
maintained very high performances relative to other
funds management bodies. However, when
considering the public sector as a whole it is dear
that a number of disadvantages flow from the
current fragmented approach. Those disadvantages
are not so much in respect of the funds management
itself - although that is important - but in respect
of the management of funds managers, because
most agencies now contract out to private sector
funds managers - Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - On a competitive basis,
indeed. The funds management tax is, of course, the
critical part of diversifying risk. Assuming that the
Victorian Funds Management Corporation is as
successful as both sides of the house hope it will be,
its establishment will give Victoria a number of
advantages in size of operation. Some Significant
economies of scale are involved in matters such as
custodian contracts, the ability to reduce
transactional costs by having a centralised custodial
arrangement, the ability to put together more
substantial portfolios with the capacity to obtain
satisfactory arrangements with management costs
and a much more cohesive and coordinated
approach to funds management across the Victorian
public sector.
In recent times, partly through constitutional
inhibitions, Victoria has had difficulty making
optimal transfers. One agency may require a certain
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form of investment and another may wish to reduce
its investment in that very area. Although a funds
management body could make transfers at very low
transactional costs, because of the current legal
inhibitions transfers have had to be made on the
market. Not only has that threatened the stability of
markets at a time when they have been jittery it has
also involved substantial transaction costs.
Coordination across the public sector will be good
for reducing costs and will provide Victoria with
much greater flexibility in funds management. It
will reduce the risk of large sell-downs of assets
having destabilising effects on the market.
In addition, the coordination itself will be beneficial
because various government agencies, not just
Victoria's but elsewhere, are actually bidding
against each other in the market and pushing up the
costs of assets that otherwise might deliver better
yields to the stakeholders in, for example, public
sector superannuation schemes. Economies of scale
are important in a number of respects and, if the
corporation is as successful as it is hoped to be, big
advantages will flow from its creation.

The opposition pointed to the need to diversify risk.
The govenunent agrees that Victoria should not
have all its eggs in one basket. For that reason the
govenunent proposes to continue the arrangement
of primarily contracting with an appropriate spread
of risks across a number of funds management
agencies. The public sector has traditionally had
great difficulty attracting and retaining highly
skilled staff in areas such as this. The market is
strong and the remuneration levels offered in the
private sector are often out of the reach of public
sector bodies.
The govenunent would obviously have great
difficulty attracting and retaining 20 separate sets of
funds managers -or even 13, which was the
number of funds surveyed by the Auditor-General.
The establishment of the corporation will give the
govenunent the opportunity of attracting and
retaining the most highly skilled and capable staff
by paying commercial rates, reducing the public
sector demand and preventing public agencies from
competing against each other. The ability to attract
and retain skilled staff within the public sector will
be enhanced.
It is also intended that the corporation will
deliberately strike an appropriate balance between
managing funds itself and contracting out to the
private sector on a competitive basis. Although with
passive or property investment, there may be a case

WESTERNPORT (CRIB POINT TERMINAL) BILL
2296

ASSEMBLY

for the corporation to directly manage funds, the
govenunent intends that it should, so far as
practicable, diversify risk and obtain competitive
benchmarks by appointing private sector funds
managers where appropriate. The creation of the
,""'-' '.,: de , ' , an importa •• t resource for the
r'llbHC sectvl.
I have said before that access to the corporation will
be on a volWltary basis; however, the govenunent
would obviously expect that trustees and managers
of public sector funds examine using the corporation
with open minds and on its merits rather than make
a priori judgments against it. Its role will be
competitive in the sense that the management of
funds, and the management of funds managers, will
be competitive between the corporation and its
potential clients on the one hand and the private
sector on the other hand. Its basic skill is not
intended to be funds management, as such, but the
related and distinctly different skill of managing
funds managers.

The success of WorkCover and the TAC has rested
to a very large extent upon their skilful management
of private sector funds managers. Those
organisations have frequently made changes to
improve the performance of their funds managers.
They have diversified risk within an overall
prudential framework set by the corporation and
related to the liability structure of the clients. Those
skills are quite different from, or are not limited to,
those of the funds managers themselves.
Nonetheless, the corporation will need to maintain a
role in direct funds management in order to
maintain contact with markets and to make sure that
its staff Wlderstands the trends in worldwide funds
management. It will also help to set benchmarks
against which it can measure private sector
performance.
In the final analysis, if it is to retain the confidence of

its potential customers, the corporation will have to
demonstrate superior capacity. That is its test.
Nobody can be absolutely assured that this new
body will command the support we all hope it will
command. The government will need to monitor the
corporation to ensure it plays a constructive role.
The govenunent is confident that the Victorian
public sector will benefit, that the overall
perfonnance of our investing agencies will be
enhanced and that the very significant economies of
scale and other benefits I have outlined will be
secured. I thank the opposition for its support for the
bill.
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Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.

WESTERN PORT (CRIB POINT
TERMINAL) BILL
The SPEAKER - Order! As a statement has been
made Wlder section 85(c) of the Constitution Act, I
am of the opinion that the second and third readings
of this bill need to be carried by an absolute majority
of the house.
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural Resources).
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I oppose the
Westernport (Crib Point Terminal) Bill, although it is
qualified oppOSition, given that I shall move a
reasoned amendment, which states:
That all the words after 'That' be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof the words 'this Bill be
withdrawn and redrafted to include legislative
implementation of the Crib Point Terminal Oil Spill
Prevention and Response Plan once the plan is
completed, accepted and adopted.'.

If in its wisdom the govenunent accepts the

reasoned amendment, the opposition's concerns
would be met. Mr Speake:r, each day we start off on
a high note with the Lord's Prayer - and usually
it's all downhill from there. I hope the rest of the day
is as quiet as it has been!
Although the bill is relatively simple the opposition
is concerned by its implications, as is the Shire of
Hastings, which represents the people in that part of
Victoria. Because I want to give other members the
opportunity of speaking on the bill, my remarks will
be brief - and, of course, pertinent. The Shire of
Hastings is critical of the way the word
'Westernport' is spelt in the bill and asks that it be
corrected. According to the shire, the correct spelling
is 'Western Port'.
A consortium comprising the Shell and Mobil oil
companies has bought the old BP refinery site at
Western Port. The development by Shell and Mobil
will enable fully laden supertankers to come to
Western Port, which has deeper harbour entrances
than Port Phillip Bay. The tankers will off-load some
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of their cargo at Crib Point, turn around, go out
again and off-load the remainder of their cargo at oil
refineries in Melbourne and Geelong. Although that
seems a clumsy way of doing business, no doubt the
large multinational oil companies understand the
economics and are satisfied with the process.

terminal significantly revising and improving its
initial oil spill prevention and response plan. The
council has considered the plan and reviewed it as
new information has become available; but it is still
to be adopted, which is of concern to both the
council and the community.

Community concerns about the matter have been
debated for 10 years or more. No doubt some
members of the government were more closely
involved in the earlier debate. Western Port is
known for its strong winds, highly dangerous
waters, uncertain weather conditions, and narrow
channels. Local residents are concerned that
supertankers may cause oil spills. That is also of
concern to the government and the people of
Victoria, which is why the opposition wants a
prevention and response plan to deal with oil spills.
The critical part of the plan is the prevention aspect.
As I shall demonstrate, as long as oil tankers travel
the seas of the world there will always be the chance
of major oil spills. The last thing we and the
government want is an oil spill in Victorian waters,
which the local community is particularly concerned
about. Unfortunately Victoria lacks the framework
to allow us to be confident that oil spills can be
prevented or, if they occur, that they can be cleaned
up efficiently and effectively.

The council's advice on obligations on Crib Point
Terminal states:
The Westernport Development Act, 1967 (part II)
proposed obligations on Esso in relation to the rights
granted and undertakings of the Crown in order to
facilitate the establishment its operation. Section 4(a),
(c), (d) and (e) specified responsibilities Esso need
honour in relation to the establishment, maintenance
and operation of its Long Island Point plant (up to
international standards established with the United
Kingdom and United States of America), properly
maintaining the jetty to the satisfaction of the port
authority's chief engineer, establishing and making any
necessary improvement to pipelines, to the satisfaction
of the port authority's chief engineer and to avoid any
pollution of the waters of Western Port as a result of its
plant operation and existence.
Council believed that similar provisions could -

I would suggest 'should'I do not believe the government and the opposition
have any real philosophical differences about how
best to deal with the concerns of the community. I
wrote to the shire about the matter, as did the
honourable member for Momington, who I know
has a long-term interest in the matter, being one of
the parliamentary representatives of the local
community. The council has advised the honourable
member for MOrnington and me that it believes the
passage of the bill at this time would be premature. I
want to make sure the Shire of Hasting's response is
put on the record. The shire talks about the issue:
... in light of the outstanding development approval
requirements in relation to the Crib Point terminal
project. The preparation of an oil spill prevention and
response plan to the satisfaction of the Port of
Melbourne Authority, has yet to be completed.

I should add that it has not been completed to the
satisfaction of not only the Port of Melbourne
Authority but also the government in its role as the
representative of the people of Victoria and, in
particular, the people of that very sensitive
environmental area around Western Port. The
council's comment on the plan and the assessments
of other government agencies led to the Crib Point

be brought forward into the Westemport (Crib Point

Terminal) Bill.

In other words, the requirements that were imposed
on Esso in 1967 should clearly be imposed on this
new development. Perhaps it is the government's
intention that the requirements will apply, but they
are critical to community acceptance of this major
development. Given that it is a sensitive area, with
Phillip Island's penguins probably being Victoria's
greatest tourism asset, we must ensure that
protection is in place. The letter continues:
Specifically, council suggests that the United Kingdom
and United States of America standards referred to in
the 1967 act could be embraced by including provisions
obliging Crib Point Terminal Pty Ltd to draw on
'world's best practice' ...

That infamous tenn has been used as an excuse for
action in my neck of the woods. The phrase is not
defined properly and is interpreted differently by
many people. It is often defined by people in a way
that brings about the conclusion they wanted in the
first place. We should all be more careful when
using that term and fully understand what is meant
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by world's best practice. Nevertheless if we are
considering the most stringent and best safety
measures to prevent oil spills so that tankers such as
Exxon Valdez do not contribute to our pollution
problems, we must aim for zero oil spillage. The
council suggests we should draw on world's best
practice:
to institute measures to avoid the pollution of the
waters of Western Port, the facility site, the pipeline
areas and land through which the easement and
pipeline rights relate.

Apart from the pollution of the waters and the
surrounding areas in Port Phillip Bay, Australia has
a pretty good record with the management and
control of pipelines in this country. The Esso-BHP
pipeline from Gippsland to Melbourne has operated
satisfactorily for many years. The only problem has
been to get the company to pay the correct amount
of rates for the pipeline to local councils for the
easement through their municipalities. We took that
case to the County Court and won; we won again in
the Supreme Court; but the decisions were
overturned in the High Court. It demonstrates how
difficult it is to take a case against a multinational oil
company through the courts. Any government will
face that danger. The financial reserves of many
multinational companies are much deeper than
Australia's gross national product. Governments
will have a fair battle on their hands. The council
also states:
The bill could also address the identified deficiency of
the company's oil spill prevention and response plan
by requiring the company to conduct a risk assessment
of the likelihood of a spill from pipeline failure and
measures to be taken to mitigate against this likelihood.
Council believes that these measures could be included
along with a specific provision requiring the pipeline to
be upgraded and maintained to international best
standards as monitored and determined by the Chief
Engineer of the Port of Melbourne Authority /Port of
Westemport Authority.

The opposition also expresses concern about the
government's stated intention to privatise the Port of
Melbourne Authority. Again the responsibility on
behalf of the citizens of Victoria will be given to a
privatised company. We must ensure that the
requirements which are currently the direct
responsibility of the government are protected if the
Port of Melbourne Authority is sold under future
government direction. The government should take
that on board and ensure that the citizens of the state
are safe in the knowledge that the government will
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maintain its responsibility for provisions that the
council requires before the bill is passed.
The pipeline upgrade is another concern of the
council. It states:
The definition of 'pipeline' included within the bill
extends to include the pipeline itself and associalted
equipment. Council's consultants and council's single
'comments' on the Crib Point Terminal Oil Spill
Prevention and Response Plan identified a number of
specific measures that should be taken in relation to the
pipeline and associated equipment, in order to reduce
the risk of an oil spill through product loading and
unloading.

Of course, that is the most dangerous point. The
most likely time for an oil spillage is when the
tanker is connected to the pipeline. I believe
Australia has demonstrated clearly that it is possible
to perform that operation well. So far as I am aware,
there has been no major oil spillage at the port of
Geelong arising from the connection of the pipeline
to tankers. We should all do what we can to ensure
that the problem does not arise in any other
Australian port. Again the council is saying we
should have world's best practice and that those
provisions should be included in the bill.
The council is expressing what most of the
community generally require from the
government - that is, when any legislation is
introduced the government should provide an
assurance that it will set standards and abide by
them. If those provisions are not in the legislation,
what assurance does the community have? How can
it be sure that as time goes on and governments and
circumstances change there will be any legislative
protection? Under the Westminster system that is an
important requirement. I support the council in
seeking to have such information enshrined in
legislation. The letter continues:
Council believes that the bill should include a specific
requirement on the company to implement these
specific measures and to maintain the pipeline and
associated equipment utilised in the
loading/unloading operation to international
standards as monitored and determined by the local
port authority's chief engineer. These initial
requirements would involve the company
incorporating a number of preventative measwes in its
initial upgrade of the pipeline and associated
equipment. These measures would include the
installation of non-retum/ automatic shut-off valves,
pressure-sensitive alarm, and the maintenance of the
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pipeline under pressure during periods of inactivity to
enable leaks to be detected (by a pressure drop) prior to
pipeline use.
The council believes the bill should include a more
general clause requiring Crib Point Terminal Pty Ltd to
continue to implement preventative measures to
continuously improve the risk reduction measures to
be incorporated in the pipeline and associated
equipment, thus maintaining the facility and systems to
up-to-date international standard.

That is the key to it. The coundl believes the
legisla tion should provide the demand that the
company responds to changes and improvements as
they become known around the world. From
reading about the supertanker industry and the
dangers associated with transporting oil and
petroleum products around the world, it is clear that
there has been a tendency with unflagged ships, or
ships that are flagged away from major countries, to
have poorly trained and sometimes unqualified
crews. The vessels are certainly not maintained at
the highest standard. There is a large concern
internationally about the safety of the transport of
petroleum products around the world.
An article in the Age of 7 January by Kay Ansell, an
environment reporter, states:
According to a report by the Bureau of Transport and
Communications Economics, there is a probability of
up to 48 per cent of at least one serious spill occurring
in Australian waters in the next five years.

That is a high probability of a large oil spill

occurring and we should be aware that it is far too
high. I would prefer a 0.001 per cent probability of
an oil spill occurring at Western Port Bay especially
given the highly sensitive local environment. The
Honourable Gerald Ashman in another place is
quoted in Hansard of Tuesday, 19 May during debate
on the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity (Amendment)
Bill as saying:
We congratulate the port users for the practices they
have adopted to ensure there are no oil spills in either
of our bays. We know that a major spill within Port
Phillip Bay or Western Port Bay would have disastrous
consequences on our envirorunent, which is delicate
and needs to be protected.

I commend the honourable member in another place
for those thoughts. An honourable member in this
place who has a long record for making lengthy
speeches on this matter, the honourable member for
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Momington, has made clear his poSition on recent
pollution inddents. I will not quote from his
speeches because I do want to give him prime time,
but I commend the sentiments expressed by him
about the protection of our waters from oil spills.
Those sorts of positive matters should be on the
record. An article in the Herald of 9 February 1990 which shows how far back this concern goes headed 'Trouble on oiled waters', states in part:
Bass Strait is a very busy and dangerous sea lane.

lliegal oil dumping by ships that pass in the night is not
new. But there is also the potential for serious accident.
There have been near-misses between ships and the
Bass Strait oil rigs -

I am very aware of the concerns that the company
has with a ship colliding with an oil rig Experts have warned repeatedly of the hazard.
Australia, as a maritime nation, has been relatively
lucky compared with other parts of the world. But luck
has a habit of running out unless there is vigilance.
And when our lucky streak does end, the people of
Victoria are entitled to expect a positive response to the
danger and no suggestion of bureaucratic waffling.

I endorse that comment wholeheartedly. The fact
that we have not had a major oil spill the size of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill indicates that there is the
chance that that may happen. Our lucky streak will
run out eventually and we will have to be prepared
for it. We need to ensure that every precaution is
taken.
Over the years a series of articles on this topiC has
been written by very notable people. In an article
headed 'Penguins at risk' some critidsms are made
of government ministers:
In approving the project Mr Maclellan, with the advice

of the state Minister for Conservation and
Environment, Mr Birrell, said he would not require an
environmental effects statement; nor would he call for
public exhibition of the amendments to the planning
scheme ...

That is most unsatisfactory. When actions can have
major environmental effects the legislation requires
that a statement should be called for and an
investigation made. I also remember another
statement of the Minister for Planning quoted in the
same article:
I'm not the minister for penguins, I'm not the minister
for water ...
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That is typical of the minister. He is an entertaining
speaker, but sometimes his comments can upset
many people. The article continues:
Mt Maclellan told a delegation from the Western Port
and Peninsula Protection Council, who argued for a
more widely based environmental impact study.
'Perhaps the commonwealth could institute an inquiry?'

Perhaps we need to further consider that especially
if the state is not prepared to conduct an
environment effects statement.
This is a major development. With the world's

largest tankers coming in and out of Western Port,
we need to ensure that the everything is in place and
that the environment effects statement is done. 1
notice the Minister for Public Transport shaking his
head. They may not be the world's largest tankers
but large amounts of oil are coming into Western
Port and a proper inquiry should be carried out to
ensure that everything is in place.
The Directions in Government publication of August
1993 also states in part:
Critical to prevention strategies is the continued
operation with other countries to ...

We just do not have an Australian or a Victorian
government requirement, but an international
requirement to:
ensure compliance with Australian pilotage
requirements;
establish effective and reliable navigation aids and
compulsory pilotage arrangements;
limit risks by detaining su~standard ships.

That is heavy stuff for foreign flagged ships but if
we are in the business of looking after our
environment and preventing damage that can result
from oil spills, we should be doing just that.
Another famous person who is vocal in this matter is
Meredith Hayes, who has conducted an ongoing
campaign on this matter. 1 have some sympathy for
Meredith Hayes because she has been an ongoing
advocate - one could almost say a disciple - on
this matter.
Mr Cooper - You should ask her how she
subdivides land.
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Mr HAMILTON - People who are advocates of
a single issue tend to be derided and written off as
not being very important or credible. We should
think back in history and remember that one of the
best examples of such a person was Jesus Christ. He
was written off for what he was espousing and it
ended up costing his life. 1 do not write off people
who advocate a certain point. They are people with
strong commitments, and we should remember
history. If we knock it we will not learn from our
mistakes and will be bound to repea t them.
Australia and, in particular, Victoria have put
safeguards in place. A major development at the
port of Geelong is an oil spill centre described in an
article that appeared in the 1992/1 edition of the
Petroleum Gazette as a world-class emergency
response and training facility with an oil spill
response team that can go anywhere in Australia.
Honourable members should commend the
authorities responsible for that facility. I suppose the
best thing to hope for is that such facilities will never
be used in the same way that one hopes one's car
insurance will never need to be used.
The best we can do to avoid oil spills is to ensure
that the legislation reflects the real concerns of the
whole community and ensures that world's best
practice is followed. The Minister for Conservation
and Environment in another place may wish to
provide assurances that the legislation will deal with
the concerns expressed in detail by the Shire of
Hastings and others in the community which 1 have
endeavoured to outline in my brief introduction to
the debate.
At this stage the opposition commends its reasoned
amendment to the house. If the amendment is
defeated, the opposition will formally oppose the
bill. The opposition has moved the amendment in
the spirit of cooperation and hopes the minister in
another place will take on board the concerns that
have been expressed and look at ways of
overcoming them.
Mr COOPER (Morrungton) -1 listened to most
of what the honourable member for Morwell said.
Although it was interesting it was also
disappointing; he simply moved and spoke to his
reasoned amendment and paid little attention to
what the bill seeks to do.
The bill is a machinery bill that is defined in the
explanatory memorandum as being necessary to:
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... make provision in relation to certain existing and
new easements and to clarify the status of the pipeline
running from the site of the proposed terminal and
certain agreements relating to it.

A fair amount of history is associated with the
terminal site. As the honourable member for
Morwell stated, until the mid-1980s the site was
occupied by a BP Australia Ltd refinery. In
approximately 1983 or 1984 the company decided to
close down the refinery. 1hat was of immediate
interest to me because, together with Mr Peter Reith,
now the federal member for Flinders, I had been
recently endorsed as a parliamentary candidate for
the area. Both Mr Reith and I were concerned that
the closure of a major industrial activity in the
respective state and federal electorates for which we
were candidates would result in the loss of a
significant number of jobs in the area we were about
to represent.
We arranged discussions with the management of
BP on the future of the refinery and the stated desire
of Mr Ian Sykes, then of XL Petroleum, to buy the
refinery and have his company run it. BP said it
would not sell to Mr Sykes. As part of the
discussions with BP we asked, firstly, for its
rationale in closing down its Victorian operations
and, secondly, why it would not sell the refinery to
MrSykes.
We learnt from the discussions that the international
oil companies had decided to divide up Australia
and as part of that division BP was withdrawing its
operations from Victoria. Part of the agreements BP
had with other oil companies was that it would not
run a refinery in Victoria. BP obtained the sole rights
to refinery operations somewhere else in Australia;
the Shell and Mobil oil companies obtained the sole
rights to operations in Victoria; and the Esso
company obtained the rights to New South Wales.
lbat makes one question who runs things in the
world. If one were looking to find the people who
really run things throughout the world, one would
reasonably say the multinational oil companies have
a big say in what goes on. It made both Mr Reith and
me feel small in the great scheme of things to
understand that once the oil companies had made a
decision on what they wanted, the best interests of
national, state or local communities and the desires
of governments at any level would play second,
third or fourth fiddle to the needs and requirements
of those companies.
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The site was subsequently closed down and
ultimately the refinery buildings, except for some
storage tanks, were demolished. The site has lain
vacant since that time.
Given the enormous capital upgrading of the Shell
and Mobil plants at Corio and Altona and the
diminution of oil supplies in Australia, there is a
need to import a considerably greater volume of
crude oil. That imported oil will come in
increasingly larger tankers which, when fully laden,
will be unable to enter Port Phillip Bay. Other
options must be considered and one of those options
is for tankers to berth at Crib Point and off-load
50 per cent of their cargo, which will be piped across
to the refineries at Altona and Corio. The operations
of Shell and Mobil at Crib Point on Western Port Bay
will represent a significant capital investment in my
electorate. The construction stages of the pipelines
and associated facilities at the tenninal will provide
employment in the area and the ongoing operation
of the tenninal at the old refinery site will also
provide a small number of job opportunities. In that
respect, the development is most welcome.
The concerns that have been expressed about
Western Port are not new. Since oil was first brought
into the port people have been concerned about the
possibility of oil spills. The honourable member for
Morwell has raised the issue in his reasoned
amendment and although it is not germane to the
bill it is now part of the debate. The issue should not
be avoided or walked away from. All honourable
members would say it is an issue that should be
dealt with to the full satisfaction of the entire
community. We have too much to lose if products
such as oil are not correctly transported in the
waters of Western Port and Port Phillip Bay.
The honourable member for Morwell mentioned my
contribution to a debate in this house a few years
ago - i t was during the reign of the former Labor
government -on the pollution of state waters.
When he started quoting me I was about to call out,
'Who is the author?', but I did not have to because
he accredited those comments to me. My concerns
have certainly not changed. Parliament has the
major responsibility of ensuring that everything
possible is done to prevent the pollution of our state
waters and, if pollution does occur, to respond as
quickly as possible.
The honourable member for MorwelI did not draw
attention to my greatest concern, which I expressed
during that 1991 debate, about Labor governments
showing little interest in actually doing anything
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about pollution. I directed the attention of the then
Minister for Transport, Mr Peter Spyker, who was
responsible for administering the legislation, to the
discharge of sewage at Geelong and Cape Schanck.
The then government seemed unaware of the
pollution resulting from those discharges.
The minister was amazed when I directed his
attention to the problems caused by ships' dunnage
being thrown overboard. He did not seem to
understand that the stuff was being heaved
overboard and was polluting our waterways and
beaches. He also did not seem to understand the
problems caused by the illegal discharge of ballast
water not only in the bay's enclosed waters but
along the coastline, bringing all kinds of imported
species and algae into our waters. He seemed to
think it was not much of a problem.
That is germane to the reasoned amendment, which
speaks of an oil spill prevention and response plan.
If the house is to debate the pollution of waters, let's
be fair dinkum and debate the pollution of waters,
as well as the sins of omission of 10 years of
laissez-faire Labor government. The Labor
government said a lot but did little to address issues
such as the illegal discharge of ballast and the
heaving overboard of all kinds of dunnage.
Although the speech of the honourable member for
Morwell was compassionate, warm and caring - I
congratulate him on that - the reality is that it was
tinged with more than just a little hypocrisy. It was
the sort of speech that comes from a member of an
opposition that seems to prefer - Mr Hamilton - You would know all about that.
Mr COOPER - As the honourable member is
well aware, I have had some experience in that
regard. Therefore I am able to recognise the signs,
perhaps much more quickly than some of my newer
colleagues. I did not want the honourable member
for Morwell's speaking with a forked tongue to pass
without comment. Nobody should be sucked into
believing that the opposition is as caring as it would
like to make out.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I take offence at the
remarks of the honourable member. The implication
that my remarks were not sincere and truly felt
causes me offence. To say that I may have spoken
with a forked tongue is offensive. Even if that
rem?.rk was made in jest, it should still be
",·itI-.drC' .n.
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Mr COOPER (Mornington) - On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I feel terribly sorry for the
sensitive honourable member for Morwell. I offer
him a handkerchief to dry his eyes. If members raise
points of order on what can only be regarded as
reasonably vigorous contributions to debate, this
place will cease being a debating chamber and
become a preschool. There is no point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, and I suggest you rule the
honourable member out of order.
The AcrING SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) -Order!
The speech of the honourable member for Morwell
was more like a personal explanation. I do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr COOPER - There is no doubt that the
honourable member for Morwell needs to make a
personal explanation. I am delighted to have
provided him with an opportunity! Perhaps he may
expand on that later in the day. Then he could take
the opportunity to offer a mea culpa and apologise
to the people of the state for his government's failure
to do what he says this government should do as a
matter of urgency.
The government is doing the things the opposition is
calling on it to do. It is in the process of reviewing an
oil spill response plan. The plan for Western Port
will be marked by the use of world-best technology
and world-best responses. As the Minister for
Planning has said and as I am sure the Minister for
Public Transport will say in summing up, the
government is not in the business of accepting
second best. That would not be fair and reasonable
and would not be in the best interests of either the
people of the state or the ecology of Western Port.
Mr Hamilton - Big words!
Mr COOPER - I know you do not understand
big words! I cannot be responsible for your lack of
education. You could compensate for that by going
to night school.
The reasoned amendment calls on the government
to stop essential legislation and to delay a major
capital investment in the state so that the house can
redraft the legislation to include, according to the
words of the reasoned amendment, an oil spill
prevention and response plan. If the honourable
member for Morwell had done his homework and if
he had asked a simple question of the Minister for
Planning or Minister for Public Transport instead of
grandstanding, he would have discovered that what
he seeks is already occurring. The motion is nothing
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more than an attempt by the honourable member for
Morwell to occupy the time of the house, to avoid
addressing the bill and to use an uneducated and
ignorant reasoned amendment as a vehicle to
grandstand for half an hour. I forgive him because I
am a compassionate man - and he has given me the
means to respond to him.
The house should take account of the fact that there
have been no major spills in the 30 years during
which oil has been transported into Western Port.
Although there have been some minor spills, they
have not been damaging because they have been
cleaned up quickly. Only a couple of weeks ago
there was a spill at the Esso facility; but the
information provided to me shows that that spill
was cleaned up quickly and satisfactorily.
There is a need to be aware of the danger of oil spills
at all times. The fact that there have been no major
oil spills during the past 30 years does not mean that
the state no longer has to worry about the
possibility. It has to worry about it 24 hours a day.
That is why the government will ensure that the
new facility at Crib Point is equipped with
world-best technology to combat any spills that
occur. Labor Party amendments cannot - Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr COOPER - Why does the honourable
member continue to shout me down? Is he worried
or frightened by what I am saying? He does not like
being rebutted. He should practise what he shouts
about - the right to free speech.
The AcrING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Momington will address the
bill.
Mr COOPER - I am trying to but I am being hit
by a barrage of interjections from that birdseed head
from Morwell! The house must realise that the Shell
and Mobil complexes will not cause an increase in
the number of ships entering Western Port. In 1985,
430 vessels came into the port. It is estimated that by
2000, when the facility comes into operation, the
number of vessels entering the port will be about
340 or 350 a year, so it cannot be argued that the
complex will bring an untoward amount of activity
into the port, thereby increasing the danger of a spill.
When the oil spill response plan is approved we
may be satisfied that we have done everything
possible to combat potential spills. One hopes that
there will be no oil spills but that any that do occur
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will be minor, but it is essential to have a response
plan that will enable us to dean up any spill very
quickly. The oil ships that come into the port are
under the control of tugs, and the fact that they do
not come in under their own power is a double
insurance. That provides a greater guarantee against
ships getting out of control, running onto rocks and
creating major spills.
I am delighted to be able to agree with the
honourable member for Morwell on an issue that
was brought to his attention and to mine by the
Shire of Hastings - that is, the spelling of 'Western
Port'. Some years ago the state's Place Names
Committee agreed with the request by the president
of the shire's historical SOCiety, Mr Doug Thompson,
and the council that the official spelling would be
two words.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr COOPER - I knew you would respond to
that, which is why I said it! 1 am amazed that official
documents from successive governments have
continued to spell it as a single word. I ask the
minister to take up the issue with both the Minister
for Roads and Ports and the cabinet to see whether it
can be amended in the bill and whether all
government departments can be directed to spell it
correctly. It is a small matter but it irritates those of
us who live down that way. The Minister for Public
Transport, who lives in the area, was the honourable
member for Westernport when it was spelt with one
word. Now that it is spelt with two, 1 am sure he
would like to ensure that it is spelled correctly in
future government documentation.
1 commend the legis la tion and reject the reasoned
amendment, not because of what it says but because
it is irrelevant. What the honourable member for
Morwell seeks will come into place anyway. I
commend him for widening the debate so that we
could address these important issues. If nothing else,
it allowed us to express our concerns to the
government in the hope that it will ensure that every
precaution is taken not only for the present but also
for the future. The environment and local amenities
must be protected to the highest degree from the
effects of oil traffic entering Western Port and Port
Phillip Bay.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - I was glad to hear the
enlightened contribution of the honourable member
for Momington. For his information I claim some
expertise in this area. Almost a year ago I released a
paper which referred to the Planning and
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Environment Act and the Environment Effects Act
and dealt specifically with Crib Point. Unlike most
honourable members, I have spent a fair amount of
time in that part of the world, as has the minister,
and I have taken the time to talk to the oil companies
about the appropriate way of dealing with the issues.
This problem has existed for as long as crude oil has
been shipped around the world. However, the 1980s
and early 19905 have seen imposed on us safety
procedures that must be taken into consideration if
we are going to develop our state and country in a
proper manner. The honourable member for
MOmington said those processes have taken place. I
inform him that last year the community
consultative committee established by Crib Point
Terminals Pty Ltd voted to reject the oil spill
response plan. That is a fact. Also, the five
municipalities around Western Port are against the
development going ahead without an environment
effects statement being done.

If the honourable member visited the area he would
see the depth of feeling in the community. There is
economic value in the local environmental, tourism
and fishing activities and the effect an oil spill would
have on the area has not been calculated.
Let us consider the broader na ture and the facts of
the debate. Ms Jenny Whyte, says in a submission to
the review of environment and assessment
procedures and legislation:
As governments have recognised the importance of
controlling environmental impact it can only be hoped
that they will be consistent in considering the
environment impacts of their policy decisions, and the
value of inviting public input.

That is why the honourable member for Morwell
moved the reasoned amendment. It is not against
the transportation of oil or the development of Crib
Point Terminal Pty Ltd; it is about implementing it
in the most appropriate way while considering all
the safeguards. This fast tracking of the planning
process denies the community not only the
opportunity to express their concerns but also to be
properly informed about the relevant issues of the
proposed developments. That is what is happening.
Although there is merit in the argument that time is
money for the proponents of the development, there
is also merit in having the positive goals of any
development widely canvassed in the community,
including any environmental, social and economic
impacts. For the planning process to remain
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credible, ambiguities, problems and difficulties need
to be ironed out because we must be confident about
the outcomes. That is best achieved after careful
consideration and community support.
The final report examined all those matters. I
suggest all honourable members who have an
interest in this debate should examine the final
report of the powerline review panel to find out
about the community processes, the review of
environmental assessment procedures and the
legislation that the planning ministry undertook in
1986.
The Shell and Mobil companies bought the old BP
refinery site at Crib Point on Western Port. They
proposed to redevelop the site to receive heavy
crude oil tankers that would offload apprOximately
50 per cent of the crude oil, proceed to Geelong and
Altona in Port Phillip Bay and return to Western
Port to offload the remaining 50 per cent. It is
proposed also that a pipeline be constructed to
transport the oil from Western Port to the refineries
off Port Phillip Bay. Growing concern has been
expressed about that development taking place,
particularly without an environmental effects
statement (EES). Although the community
recognises the necessity to ship crude oil, it does not
understand why the government has made this
proposal without taking the environmental effects
into consideration so that the best safeguards can be
used.
Concern has been expressed by local residents,
conservationists, fishermen, the abalone industry
and the tourism industry. The shires along the
eastern side of Western Port support the call for an
EES. Concern is increasing about the danger of an oil
spill as a result of the increased movement of
supertankers through the waters of Western Port,
Bass Strait and Port Phillip Bay, and this is one of the
reasons there is a call for an EES.
In November 1992 the former planning minister
approved a proposal after it had been examined for
a short period of two weeks, and he said he did not
consider an EES was necessary. The issue is not
one-sided. In order to balance the debate and to plan
for the future properly and appropriately so that the
mistakes of the past are not repeated, everyone will
agree--

Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr DOLUS - I will give you a copy of the paper
I did last year.
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Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr DOLLIS - When it comes to EESs it takes
some time to work out the complexity of the issue,
especially the economies of scale involved in the
Crib Point oil terminal proposal.
Mr Micallef - He is out of his depth!
Mr DOLLIS - The honourable member for
Springvale is right We are talking about an
economically feasible proposal so far as the oil
industry is concerned, but the prospect of tankers
moving along our coastal waters carrying large
amounts of oil, particularly crude oil, and having an
oil spillage disaster could have incredible
ramifications. It is not possible to plan for every
eventuality, but at least safeguards can be put in
place to protect the environment by taking the time
to do an EES.
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respect of risk assessment and oil spill prevention and
response has provided an insufficient basis for
informed public comment. The council is not satisfied
that an overriding state interest exists that exempts
from giving notice.

I suggest that an existing strategy for the region has
been ignored. The Westernport Regional Planning
and Coordination Committee, which must advise
the minister on matters relating to planning in that
Western Port area, in its draft Western Port strategy
under the heading' Alternatives to Westernport for
oil shipping' stated:
No new approval should be given to the expansion of
existing terminals in associated infrastructure at Long
Island Point and Crib Point jetties without a thorough
investigation of all available alternatives, including
handling oil outside Western Port, such as in Bass Strait
east of Wilsons Promontory.

As I said, the proposed development raised a
number of concerns from a planning perspective.
Under section 24 of the Planning and Environment
Act it has not been shown that the development is in
the overriding interest of Victoria. What has been
shown is that denying access to Western Port would
increase the annual shipping costs by $20 million.
The overall economics of operating the refineries in
Port Phillip Bay would not significantly affect the
price of petroleum products in Victoria. A saving of
0.3 cents to 0.5 cents for a litre will be made as a
result of the Crib Point development, but alternative
means of supplying the refineries have not been
properly explored.

Construction work on the jetty at Crib Point has
already begun. A number of issues of public concern
about the potential effects of the proposed
redevelopment have not been addressed. I do not
believe the debate will do a great deal to redress
concerns, at least those expressed in the
contributions from the government benches. There is
a potential for devastation of wildlife and marine
life, including fish, birds and crustaceans;
mangroves, mud banks, marine nurseries, the
complex food chain, the penguins at Phillip Island,
the tourist industry, commercial fishing and the
coastal recreation resource for beach users and
anglers.

I have spent a considerable time talking to the oil
companies concerned about the way we should go.
They do not necessarily have to wait for the
government to undertake an EES; they can initiate
one themselves. A number of international
companies have done that; it is a good practice in the
modem world.

An EES is required. The Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources in the
Dandenong region remains concerned about the
impact of an oil spill on the sensitive environment of
Western Port. It does not favour the intensification
of the use of Western Port for oil shipping over a
long period. There is insufficient information
available to the public to enable it to consider the
development properly. It is important that there be
pUblic input and participation in the planning
process, but when one considers this major
development one realises that it has been inadequate.

The attempted fast-tracking of the planning process
by the companies concerned and the government
has raised considerable concerns with the
community and councils in this area. The Shire of
Hastings rejected the initial request made by
Shell-Mobil to exempt the proposed amendment L99
from the need to give notice. In a letter to the
minister on 29 September 1992 the shire stated:
The potential impacts of the project, for example, of an
oil spill, could affect parties who have not received
notification. The level of detail provided to date in

I now turn to the reasoned amendment and why an
EES is needed. The environmental concerns will not
be adequately addressed by a works approval by the
Environment Protection AuthOrity, the dangerous
goods storage licence of the Occupational Health
and Safety Authority or the oil spill response plan of
the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity. There is no other
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opportunity for meaningful public involvement in
environmental assessment.
The environment of Western Port is subject to a
number of international agreements, including the
convention protecting waterbird habitat. Although
some of the submissions supporting the proposed
development have noted that no dredging will be
required at Western Port, it is not clear whether that
will be the case in future; there is no projection as to
the sorts of tankers that may continue to come in
and, with the change of technology and the change
in size of tankers, there is no opportuni ty to assess
and confirm that dredging will not occur.
I refer now to the risk of and response to marine oil
spills. The Bureau of Transport and
Communications Economics completed a study in
August 1991 of the risks associated with major oil
spills along the Australian coast of more than
1000 tonnes. It concluded that the probability of one
or more major oil spills occurring in Australian
waters from tankers could be as high as 48 per cent
in the next 5 years and 93 per cent in the next
20 years. TIle Minister for Planning shows some
disbelief.
Mr Mac1ellan interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It talks about the probability of an
oil spill. You do not need half the tankers to sink to
create an oil spill; you need only half a tanker to be
damaged to create an oil spill. The probability of one
or more oil spills occurring from platfonns and
pipelines could be 39 per cent in the next 5 years and
83 per cent in the next 20 years.
Mr Mac1ellan - A percentage of what?
Mr DOLUS - The percentage is related to the
possibility of an oil spill.
Mr Mac1ellan - Yes, but what is it a percentage
of?

Mr DOLUS - It is calculated on the current
figures and facts, such as that we have not had an oil
spill over so many years, the number of oil tankers,
the increased transportation across our waters,
increased shipping and so on. The probability of an
accident or oil spill taking place is worked out on the
basis of those sorts of factors.
Mr Mac1ellan - You are using a percentage
figure, though.
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Mr DOLUS - Rather than my spending the next
12 minutes trying to explain it to the minister, it
would be better for him to examine the results of the
study, which calculates in a clear<ut way how these
figures are arrived at. The study points out that
these figures represent the worst case scenario - it
makes that qualification - which may not eventuate
because of continuing improvements in technology
and preventative measures. However, it
nevertheless serves as a warning to be heeded. The
study makes the qualification that technology is
improving all the time and therefore the risks
associated with any such disaster become fewer.
Nevertheless, the percentages worked out are
considerably higher.
The study also notes that the national plan to combat
pollution of the sea by oil has not been designed to
cope with major spills because most oil spills
involve small to medium quantities and that the
probability of an oil spill cannot provide a
meaningful expectation of the economic and
environmental cost of a spill occurring.
In regard to the overall response to oil spills, the
study states:
Dispersants are limited by oil pipe and weather
conditions, can only be used within the first 48 hours,
and may themselves pose an environmental threat. The
effectiveness of booms and protective barriers for
coastal assets, is limited by the wind, waves and
current; no boom can effectively contain oil against
currents (at right angles to the boom) much above
1 knot (International Tanker Owners Pollution
Federation 1987). The scale of the protection problem
can be gauged by noting that, if all currently proposed
acquisitions go ahead, there would be in Australia less
than 20 kilometres of broadly suitable (medium and
heavy duty) boom, of which 7 kilometres would be
classified as for heavy duty, offshore. For comparison,
oil from a 10000 tonne spill could threaten some
hundreds of kilometres of coast. It is estimated that the
30 000 tonnes of oil from the Exxon Valdez
contaminated 1800 kilometres off the coast of Alaska.

The study concludes that our plan of response to an
oil spill or a major accident is not adequate.
Those are the sorts of issues that the opposition
wants examined by an environment effects
statement. Although no oil spills have occurred in
Western Port to date, the study outlines the risks
and limitations that exist with any oil spill plan.
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The Western Port region is a sensitive environment;
no member of this house would question that.
However, of concern is the potential devastating
environmental effect that could result from an oil
spill. That is why the opposition calls on the minister
to ensure that an environment effects statement is
prepared. That is why the shadow minister moved
the reasoned amendment: both he and the
opposition know that the oveIWhelming evidence
suggests that an environment effects statement is
required.
That process will not stop the development from
proceeding. In fact, there is adequate time for that to
occur. I am a little disappointed that the industry
did not take up the opposition's suggestion of
adopting best company practice and initiating the
environment effects statement process. The amount
of money associated with doing so is not great
compared with the dimensions of the project and the
amount of money it will generate.
The EES process would give the community and the
five shire councils involved in dealing with the
project the opportunity of putting forward their
cases. It would also give Victoria an opportunity to
have what may become the best oil spill prevention
plan in Australia. In the end, the combination of
private industry, local government and state
government would be able to come up with a
package which, although it may not satisfy all
parties involved, at least dealt with all the questions
and to some extent provided an opportunity to
achieve the goals that have been identified.
That is not the case, and that is why the opposition
suggests in the reasoned amendment that the bill
should be withdrawn and redrafted to include
legislative implementation of the Crib Point terminal
oil spill prevention and response plan once it is
completed, accepted and adopted. That would be
the appropriate course to take. It would give the
government an opportunity to satisfy those who
have expressed concerns. There is considerable
academic argument that the government should be
moving in that direction. It would give considerable
assistance to those who have invested heavily in
Western Port.
As I said before, other issues need to be taken into
consideration, such as economic activities, the
environment, tourism, fishing and many others. The
effect of a possible oil spill on those activities needs
to be calculated, as do the number of jobs and
amount of money that would be lost as a result.
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This suggestion is part of an informed debate and
represents the way fOIWard. It gives us an
opportunity to tell the rest of the world that Victoria
at least has developed the best planning procedures
to deal with oil spills.
Given that we are talking about the planning act, the
minister may decide at some stage in the future to
allow debate to convince him that an environment
effects statement should be a compulsory
component of any such major plan.
It should not be left to the minister of the day to

decide because the minister may either be a person
with considerable compassion or a minister who
does not believe that an environmental impact study
is necessary.
It is not that the opposition wants to go back to the

good, or bad, days; all I am suggesting is that we can
in a rational way make the system work without any
need for interference by the minister of the day,
because if the legislation is amended to give us the
opportunity of having an environmental effects
statement and for it to be made a compulsory
component of any such project - Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.06 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Grand prix
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Treasurer to his refusal to disclose how
much money the Melbourne Major Events Company
Ltd has paid Mr Bemie Ecclestone to secure the
rights to the grand prix, and I ask: can he confirm
that it is government policy that the taxpayers of
Victoria will never be told how much money of their
money was committed to secure the rights to the
grand prix and that this will remain secret forever as
stated by Mr Ron Walker?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - What a pity the
Leader of the Opposition is so desperate that he is
prepared to claw the state's advantages down to try
to make cheap political points. I shall cover again
the three elements that he alleges to be involved in
the financing of the grand prix. The first, which is
not strictly related to the grand prix, is the
construction of the new swimming centre and court
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complex. The previous Labor government had
indicated that that facility required replacement; it is
outdated, and it does not have the advantage of
being suitable for conducting international standard
events. The swinuning centre and court complex are
being constructed without additional debt, and it
would have gone ahead sooner or later, irrespective
of the grand prix.
The upgrade of Albert Park is involved in the
construction of the track. There is a connection
between the two and a large proportion of the
proposed work would sooner or later have had to be
undertaken. As a result of the work undertaken,
which will cost approximately $45 million - and
again without additional debt - the community
will enjoy the enhancement of an important state
resource.
In relation to the recurrent cost of the operation of

the grand prix, to which this question relates, the
government has made it clear that the charter of the
Melbourne Major Events Company and its
subsidiary nmning the grand prix is to have the
event at least break even. There are certainly
consequences if it does not break even - the state
will have to underwrite it, but there will clearly be a
substantial net benefit to the state.
Whatever the cost of the arrangement in securing the
licence to conduct the grand prix and whatever the
recurrent cost of running it, taxpayers' funds will
not be at risk to the extent of the fee. The
government is not underwriting the fee; the
government is saying that its objective is to have the
event at least break even, assuming that result is
achieved, as we expect it to be. No taxpayers funds
will be at risk in relation to the recurrent costs of
running the event, including the licence fee.

Allegations of honourable member for
Albert Park
Mr JENKINS (Ballarat West) - Will the Minister
for Health advise the house whether she has
investigated the allegations made by the honourable
member for Albert Park in the appropriation debate
in this house and under privilege regarding an
alleged incident involving a Ballarat woman? He
alleged that the Ballarat Community Health Centre
was required to treat her for a bleeding abdomen
over a weekend after she was discharged from
hospital, incurring a cost of $1000 to the health
centre.
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Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for his question and for his
obvious interest in a serious allegation made in this
place about an incident at Ballarat where it is alleged
that a person was discharged from hospital with an
obviously serious medical condition and treated at
the Ballarat Community Health Centre. The
government takes these allegations seriously,
despite the comments of the honourable member for
Albert Park, who is frequently flexible with the facts
and loose with the truth. Because of this allegation I
requested that the Ballarat Community Health
Centre comment on this incident, and it indicated
that at no time did it provide clinical services of the
nature suggested by the honourable member for
Albert Park.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
members for Ripon and Cranbourne that if they
continue to interject I will have no other recourse
than to take action against them.
Mrs TEHAN - When asked to provide me with
some material on this matter the Ballarat
Community Health Centre indicated that it at no
time has the clinical services to treat that type of
problem of the patient mentioned in the allegation
and that it does not provide at the weekend clinical
services of the sort suggested by the honourable
member. They have spoken to all their nurses in
charge of both the major centre and their three
satellite centres and there is no record and no
recollection of such an incident associated with the
Ballarat Community Health Centre taking place.
I asked for further inquiries to be made at the
Ballarat centre for home care, which is where the
district nursing services are based, and where, if it
occurred, there may have been some knowledge of
that incident taking place. They also looked at their
records and spoke to their staff, and there is no
recollection of that incident by the district nursing
service.
I have checked with the Ballarat Base Hospital about
that allegation about the public health and hospital
service discharging a patient prematurely when she
was bleeding from the abdomen. The Ballarat Base
Hospital of course takes this allegation extremely
seriously. It made a thorough search and has
reported to me tha t it has no record and no
recollection of that incident happening at the
hospital.
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1 suggest that the honourable member make a
personal explanation and apologise to the house, to
the people of Ballarat and in particular to the
Ballarat Community Health Centre, which has been
the subject of this serious and improper allegation.

Leeds Media and Communication
Services Ply Lld
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - 1 refer the
Minister for Finance to his department's rejection of
the Auditor-General's findings in relation to the
Leeds Media and Communication Services Pty Ltd
contract that the Premier's department had entered
into a selective rather than a public tender procedure
and that the 'credibility and independence' of the
tender board has been placed at risk, and ask: will
the minister reject his department's criticism of the
Auditor-General and conduct a fresh public tender
for the government's lucrative advertising business?
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I am
surprised that the honourable member would be
asking a question like this after his credibility has
clearly been called into question.

Mr I. W. SMITH - In fact, I am happy to table
the whole document for your information. He is one
of your blokes and not one of our appointees, and he
is giving that advice to the government.
As I said on Tuesday, there are two key tests in this
issue. Firstly, is the taxpayers money at risk? I
indicated in my earlier answer that under the
umbrella of an accredited agency that is not so.
Secondly, is the taxpayer getting good value for the
money, for the space and the advertising dollar
spent? 1 indicated that under the previous
gove~ent's contract with Mojo the advertisements
the government has placed to date would have cost
some $5 million more than they have cost under this
contract. On those two tests the government is very
satisfied with the advertising that has been made
available to it.

Superannuation
Mr DA VIS (Essendon) - Will the Minister for
Finance inform the house of the government's
response to the ruling by the Insurance
Superannuation Commission on Victoria's
superannuation reforms?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH - I would have thought that
the answer provided by the Minister for Health
would have at least set the honourable gentleman
down for some time. However, as he clearly has
double standards - The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the minister to
answer the question.
Mr I. W. SMITH - I will discuss this matter with
the Auditor-General because it coincides with the
change of the Chairman of the State Tender Board,
the previous chairman being one of your appointees,
Steve Black, for whom I have the highest regard.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - This
government's concern at the methods by which a
member of the trade union negotiating team,
Mr Tony Tuohey, a fairly labile character, went
about trying to undermine-Mr Baker - We told you and you blew it.
$135 million down the chute!
Mr 1. W. SMITH - We know of the very close
relationship between the honourable member for
Sunshine and Mr Tony Tuohey -and by the colour
of his face we can see where the relationship takes
place!

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr I. W. SMITH - 1 am happy to provide the

honourable member for Williamstown and the
questioner with a copy of a letter from Steve Black as
Chairman of the State Tender Board in which he
stated that he was satisfied that the selective bidding
arrangements and subsequent post-tender
negotiations were sound and effective procurement
processes.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr Baker - I told you and you got it wrong!
The SPEAKER - Order! I believe that the
honourable member for Sunshine has a passing
knowledge of the standing orders: that he should
remain silent when the speaker is on his feet and
that he should not interject.
Mr I. W. SMITH - Mr Tuohey was for the most
part a member of the Trades Hall Council team that
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negotiated with the government and together with
the other members of the negotiating team signed
off on the agreement and arrangements entered into
between the Trades Hall Council and the
government. The ink was hardly dry when
Mr Tuohey decided to commence his campaign of
unreliability and undermining by going to - Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a point of order,
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house on this matter that his legal advice was
incorrect. Mr Tuohey also advised him of that. The
minister has subsequently been proved to be
incorrect.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
of the point of order. It is not for the Chair to
establish whether an answer is accurate. I ask the
Minister for Finance to conclude his answer.

Mr Speaker, in recent times you have indicated that

the Parliament's privilege should not be abused
unnecessarily by drawing into question the
characters of people outside the Parliament. The
minister spent half a million dollars of taxpayers'
money to get legal advice that subsequently proved
to be wrong.
The SPEAKER -Order! The latter part of the
honourable member's point of order is totally out of
order. I have stated previously that it is up to
ministers as to how they answer questions. All the
Chair has to ensure is that a minister is relevant. I
judge the minister to be relevant. I ask the minister
to conclude his answer.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - The
facts speak for themselves because what Mr Tuohey
signed off on, regardless of his opinion as to the
technical worthiness of the facts in the agreement,
was that in the event of there being any dispute
between the parties, that would be a matter on
which the parties - the Trades Hall Council
negotiating team and the government - would go
jointly to the federal Insurance and Superannuation
Commissioner, Mr Pooley. What did Mr Tuohey do?
He went unannounced - except to his mates in the
pub no doubt - through the back door to Mr Gary
Johns and indirectly to the minister to try to apply
pressure to undermine the very essential reforms
needed to bring - Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, on the question of relevance - -

Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Sunshine please resume his seat. It is
impossible for the Chair to resolve points of order,
which is difficult enough in itself, without
interjection from the government benches.
Mr BAKER - On the question of relevance,
according to one definition of the word 'relevance'
the answer should contain some reference to the
truth. The minister was advised in debate in the

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - The
fascinating point I am pleased to advise the house is
that although Mr Tuohey was setting about trying to
undermine the whole passage with which he
disagreed but signed off on - two gross
inconsistencies - the insurance commissioner has
supported all but one point of the government's
reform package. Mr Tuohey and the honourable
member for Sunshine would naturally find that hard
to take because it is contrary to the advice the
honourable member has given to the house and that
Mr Tuohey has given him. That has now been
confirmed by the insurance commissioner.
The insurance commissioner did not uphold the
point concerning indexation of pensioners'
payments from the superannuation scheme
reverting to indexation on a 12-monthly basis rather
than on a Six-monthly basis. The cost of that - Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, on the question of relevance, the
relevance of Mr Pooley's decision is that 60 000
pensioners in the southern suburbs will get their just
deserts!
The SPEAKER - Order! A member may not use
points of order to refute what is being said, nor may
he or she use them for any debating or political
purpose. There is no point of order. I ask the
Minister for Finance to conclude his answer.
Mr Baker interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Sunshine that the Chair has been more
than tolerant. If he should interject again I shall take
action against him.
Mr McNamara interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Premier is
not making my job any easier.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - The
points of order taken by the honourable member for
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Sunshine with such feeling simply prove my point:
the conspiracy between Mr Tuohey and members of
the Labor Party to try to overturn - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH - Tuohey makes a lot of errors!
He was your numbers man and he was Sercombe's
numbers man and that is why you are on the
backbench! Don't back him any more, he's not worth
it.
The house should be alerted to the point that as a
result of back-door political interference, contrary to
the agreement entered into by the Trades Hall
Council last year, a minor element of the
government's reform package has been
overturned - or, the effect has been to overturn it.
However, the major elements of the reform package
have been upheld.
Action will be taken to call in Mr Brian Boyd, who
led the Trades Hall Council negotiating team, and to
indicate to him, as was expressed in the agreement
and in all the discussions we had, that the
government will need to recoup that amount of
money in another way from the superannuation
reforms that are being made. I will invite him to
make submissions to the government on what
increases in contributions on the one hand or
decreases in benefits on the other hand can be
effected to make up the amount of money which the
Trades Hall Council previously agreed was the
government's bottom line in what was otherwise a
sustainable superannuation scheme.
The commonwealth government should take heed of
the fact that this sort of meddling in the affairs of a
state is counterproductive to the sorts of things it
ought to be on about. The sorts of things it is trying
to do to this state are abhorrent. The taxpayers of
Victoria are effectively subsidising other states that
are far better off in the amount of $700 million a
year. Is the federal government going to do anything
about that?
I challenge the federal government to get its own
house in order and not to try to meddle in the
legitimate affairs of this government, which is trying
to correct the ills brought about by 10 years of Labor
government.

Clinictrans
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - My question
without notice is to the Minister for Health. I refer to
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the admission by Mr Bill Wood, the manager
responsible for handing out private ambulance
contracts at the Metropolitan Ambulance Service,
that he has taken out a loan and mortgaged his
house to make funds available for the private
ambulance company Clinictrans. Does the minister
stand by her comments in the house on 31 March
when she said that Mr Wood had severed all ties
with Clinictrans?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - The
honourable member continues regularly to name
people in this place, making innuendos and
allegations of impropriety which he will not, cannot
and does not substantiate. On two occasions now the
honourable member for Albert Park has raised the
matter of Mr Bill Wood and his direct involvement
in a subcontract arrangement with the ambulance
service. I have been advised that Mr Bill Wood has
severed all contact with and engagement and
involvement in the subcontract arrangement. That
has again been verified for me. The honourable
member raised this matter during the adjoununent
debate last week, referring to Australian Securities
Commission records which are not up to date,
despite Mr Wood's saying that he has severed all
involvement in a shareholding or directorship with
that company.

Electoral redistribution
Mrs HENDERSON (Geelong) - Given the recent
local council amalgamations and the federal
electoral redistribution, will the Premier advise the
house whether he supports a state redistribution
prior to the next election scheduled for 1996?
Mr KENNElT (Premier) - A number of people
have referred to this matter in recent times,
particularly new members of this place who are
unaware of the procedure. I suppose this matter has
been highlighted by the federal government's
review of federal electoral boundaries, which is
expected to be seen in September or October this
year. As the honourable member has said, council
amalgamations are also taking place, which to some
degree are taken into account by electoral
commissioners when they consider electoral
boundaries.
It would be true to say that in the past three or four
weeks I have received a number of questions from
members asking whether there will be a
redistribution. More recently questions have been
not only from this side of the house but also from
two members on the Labor side; so questioning is
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not confined to one side. The only difference is that
the two Labor Party members were requesting a
redistribution. Obviously that is not within my
power as Premier; it lies with the Electoral
Commissioner.
Whereas I had thought it would not be necessary
and we would be able to wait until the election
leading up to the year 2000, the likelihood is that we
will have to review what happens as a result of the
federal redistribution, which is due out later this
year. It is becoming more likely that there may be a
redistribution. If there is, I have indicated to the
public of Victoria, again to assist with security of
policy, that the next state election will be held on the
first Saturday of October 1996 - -
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Mr KENNETI - I was surprised that they
wanted the redistribution. Most members on our
side do not want it but want to know what the
process is. With the work of the Australian Electoral
Commission it is increasingly a likelihood but it
would not occur until early 1996. That would enable
as much change to take place as early as possible to
avoid a redistribution before the year 2000.
In conclusion, I draw the attention of the house to
the fact that this is the last day in this house of the
honourable member for Williamstown. I understand
there will be messages about her service later on.
Regardless of the differences we may have had in
policy in our various roles, the government wishes
her and her family well in her retirement from
political life.

Honourable members interjecting.

Totalizator Agency Board
Mr KENNETI - And committed. There will be
no early election, regardless of what the opposition
leader says for internal political reasons. The election
will be on the first Saturday of October 1996.
Therefore, I do not think there will be a need to
consider a redistribution this year. The government
will let the Australian Electoral Commission .
complete its work and look at the situation towards
the end of next year to see whether there has been
significant change to justify it, in which case any
redistribution, which these days can be completed
fairly quickly, will take place in the early part of
1996 leading up to the election-Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr KENNETI - The Leader of the Opposition
has also asked me about the size of the Parliament
and whether it will be reduced in number - An honourable member interjected.
Mr KENNETI -Or added to, I suppose. The
government has no plans at this stage - although it
might be part of our policy going into the next
election. I do not know whether the Leader of the
Opposition wants to reduce it further.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr KENNETI - You want to reduce it further.
Maybe that is why two members of the Labor Party
have approached me in the past three weeks
requesting that I - -

Honourable members interjecting.

Mrs WILSON (Dandenong North) - I refer the
Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing to his
comments in the house on 18 May when he said he
was not aware what the liability to taxpayers was as
a result of the Totalizator Agency Board terminating
its contract with Chung Corporation Ltd but that he
would find out. Will the minister provide this
information to the house today before the
Parliament rises and will he also inform the house
who are the silent partners who own 67 per cent of
Chung Corporation?
Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Racing) - There are no penalty clauses in the
contract between the Victorian Totalizator Agency
Board and Chung Corporation Ltd. I am advised
that there is therefore no liability to taxpayers
arising from the current suspension of that contract.
As I have told the house and the Leader of the
OppOSition in the past, the Chung Corporation is a
family trust. What is a family trust? It is a family
trust and a family trust. I can answer no more.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER - Order! On behalf of the
Legislative Assembly I welcome to the gallery the
Right Honourable Baron Parkinson of the United
Kingdom. Baron Parkinson has held various
positions in governments in the United Kingdom,
including Secretary of State for Trade and Industry,
and Secretary of State for Energy, and was
appointed Secretary of State for Transport. He is
now a director of a number of companies. You are
welcome, Sir. We have enjoyed the hospitality of
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your branch on many occasions and welcome you
most warmly.

WESTERNPORT (CRIB POINT
TERMINAL) BILL
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There exists no appropriate coordination of planning,
management of debates or mediation of disputes.

We have seen it happen. In her submission to the
review panel Ms Jenny Whyte, whom I quoted
earlier, says:

Second reading
Debate resumed.

Mr DOLLIS (Riclunond) - As I was saying
before the suspension of the sitting, so far as public
participation in the planning process is concerned
the final report of the review panel made some
specific observations about the existing public
process when it stated:
There appears to be no adequate mechanisms existing
within public sector agencies ... for understanding the
dynamics of local political processes and for
communicating effectively with people in their local
community.
Similarly, at the level of local community organisations,
problems arise when the dynamics of public and
private sector authorities are not understood and thus
unrealistic expectations of what can realistically be
achieved are made.

EIAs (environmental impacts assessments) must be
accepted as an integral aspect of any planning activity.
Yet requirements for EESs are still treated as a distinct
obstacle when gaining project approval, rather than as
a comprehensive listing of outline planning
considerations.

When planning for developments such as those
outlined in the legislation, the clarification of
environmental objectives will enhance and assist the
planning process and provide more economic
security to projects when they are presented to
government.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - It
should be recorded that the planning issue
concerned the reconfiguration of some oil storage
tanks at Western Port to bring them up to modern
storage standards. On becoming minister I was
made aware that the previous government had
sought advice about whether an EES should be
undertaken and concluded that there was no need
for one.

Getting the framework correct is important for the
future. It ensures that planning decisions lead to
more environmentally sustainable outcomes and a
greater probability of developing economically
sustainable outcomes to the benefit of all Victorians.
The value of inviting greater public input into the
planning process is that it leads not only to positive
outcomes but also to outcomes that are politically
acceptable so far as governments are concerned.
Effective community consultation must be built into
the planning process and more appropriate
mechanisms must be developed at the state level to
deal with major projects of strategic environmental
Significance. There is a need for independent panels
to consider the environmental effects of major
projects.

Mr MACLELLAN - I am merely saying that the
previous minister and government had sought
advice about whether an EES ought to be conducted
and accepted the advice that it was not appropriate
in this case. If the commonwealth wishes to have an
environment effects statement conducted under
commonwealth legislation it is free to do so. It
controls shipping in Australia and the standard of
the tankers that may enter the bay, claims
responsibility for decision making and decides
whether imports or exports of oil will go through
Westem Port.

The report continues:

It was the previous government's decision to

The lack of resources of community-based groups
(compared to that of government agencies) limits their
ability to prepare rigorous submissions and contribute
productively in discussions.
No adequate public education program exists which
attempts to increase the consultative skills of both the
community and private and public agencies.

Mr Dollis interjected.

cooperate with the commonwealth government in
changing oil policy that led to the exportation of
greater quantities of the diminishing amounts of
Gippsland oil and the importation of what can only
be described as heavy oils from overseas into
Victorian refineries. It was the previous government
and the previous Premier, the honourable member
for Williamstown, who approved and arranged for a
$700 million upgrade of the Shell oil refinery at
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Geelong and the approval of an upgrade of similar
magnitude -not yet undertaken -at the Mobil
refinery in Altona.
Those decisions having been taken, the
commonwealth government established a new
regime which encouraged the exportation of
Gippsland oil through Western Port, because there is
no other means by which it can be done, and the
importation of oil to feed the revamped and
reconfigured refineries in Victoria. Therefore, it
takes some gall for this opposition to say at this
point - I will not describe it as the halfway mark;
because of the money that has been invested the
process has gone past the 90 per cent mark - that
an EES should be undertaken. About 90 per cent of
the planning, investment and approval decisions
have been made.
Is this opposition suffering a pang of conscience or
has it perceived an opportunity to leap upon the
genuine concerns of people who live in the area by
saying that it wants an EES on whether the oil
storage tanks on the land and shoreline of Western
Port should be reconfigured to be brought up to
modem standards?
In case there is an impresSion that there was a lack of

consultation before I confirmed the decision, I point
out that I arranged for all interested parties to be
advised that I was going to make a decision and that
they could make submissions. I received
submissions and professional advice from officers of
the Department of Planning and Development and
other government departments. I had before me the
decision of the previous minister, and I concluded
that no appropriate EES could pOSSibly come to the
conclusion that Shell should be left with $700 million
worth of stranded investment at Geelong and that
the whole process should be reversed.
I point out to the opposition that the answer to the
problem of potential oil spills in the bay rests with
the commonwealth. We should make sure that we
do not have any more ships of shame. The shame is
not on the Victorian government but on the
commonwealth government for allowing any tin-pot
boat from anywhere in the world to come into our
ports and harbours and discharge cargoes. A tanker
the commonwealth government allowed to sail up
the coast of Western Australia broke in half and spilt
oil everywhere - and wasn't there a weeping and
gnashing of teeth! We want proper standards for the
ships that visit Victorian ports, and we demand that
this opposition support our call for the
commonwealth to take up the responsibility it is so
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quick to assume and make sure that the ships that
visit Australian ports, particularly Victorian ports,
are up to standard and not the worst in the world
with charter crews from an unnamed refinery in
some banana republic. We do not want them
entering our ports if they do not meet proper
interna tional standards.
It seems the commonwealth wants to change its oil

policy so that our oil is exported to the world and
we import the worst oil in the world and redesign
our refineries to produce petroleum products for
money, which is what it is all about. The honourable
member for Richmond said the Significance of the
decision is 3 cents a litre. The Significance is the
profit we make as a result of commonwealth
government policy when we import the dirtiest oil
in the world, refine it and then export it at top prices
because it is top quality. The commonwealth
government is saying to the people of Australia and
Victoria and especially to the environmentally
concerned people in the area - Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN - The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is out of his place and he is out of his
mind! He likes to dish it out but he does not like it
when he gets it back. He interjects because he does
not want the truth; that is what embarrasses the
opposition. The truth is that the former Premier, the
honourable member for Williamstown, agreed to the
upgrade of the Shell refinery, and the
commonwealth government facilitated the
investment, but there was no requirement for an
EES. The commonwealth controls the shipping
policy and the import and export policy. With a
stroke of her pen the sainted former federal
environment minister, Ros Kelly, could have
stopped the lot if she had wanted but she did not,
nor did the commonwealth government. The federal
shipping minister could regulate this activity by
directing that no more ships carrying oil enter
Western Port Bay, but he will not. The Federal
government does not dare admit that it is not
prepared to take full responsibility for its action.
The legislation will be passed because it is part of
the government's commitment and part of the
former government's shabby commitment.
Nevertheless, it is a commitment that has been made
and must be honoured. The commitment was made
to Shell and Mobil and they have spent hundreds of
millions of dollars upgrading the facility. We cannot
chop them off at the knees, which is what the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has invited the
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government to do. I do not know why he is not
prepared to write to the federal minister about an
EES.
Mr Dollis - I have.
Mr MACLELLAN -If he has written, why has
he not tabled the letter from the federal government?
Why is the answer not on the table? Why does the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition not tell the whole
truth?
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) -On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the minister is making a number
of assertions about the truth. I suggest that if the
minister had bothered to listen carefully to the
debate he would have been spared considerable
excitement.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I have heard sufficient. There is no point of
order.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) There is no point of order but a deep sense of
embarrassment is being experienced by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. He wrote a pleading letter
to his federal colleague in which he asked for an
environmental impact statement. When I write to his
federal colleague there is a long time between the
mailing of my letter and the receipt of the minister's
reply. There must be something wrong with
Australia Post. Perhaps it would be quicker to get a
response by pigeon than it is to wait for a federal
response. What was the response from the federal
minister? I can guess why the response would not be
tabled for members of Parliament, the press, the
people of Victoria or the good citizens of Western
Port to read. It would say in the frankest terms the
equivalent of 'Nick oW'. That is the
commonwealth's attitude to us. Of course the little
provincial representatives in this Parliament say that
we must have safety and security and we must not
run the risk of oil spills. That is what they are paid to
do, while their commonwealth masters - Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN - Your commonwealth
masters make it a certainty that that will happen!

Mr Hamilton - You don't care!
Mr MACLELLAN - I do care. I probably care a
lot more than the honourable member for Morwell
does. I live a lot closer.
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Mr Hamilton - It doesn't make any difference!

Mr MACLELLAN - It does not make all that
much difference but it heightens the concern. That is
why the people who live near Western Port are most
concerned and that is why they are signalling their
discontent about the decisions that were made by
the former Labor state government and the federal
Labor government. It was the former state Labor
government and the federallabor government that
decided to allow the shabby ships of shame to come
into Victorian ports and harbours. The former state
government authorised the upgrading of the
refineries in Victoria and gave planning approval so
that we could import the dirtiest oil in the world, try
to get it through the pipelines, and then export our
oil, which is a whole lot cleaner, to make money out
of it. The profit motive is the missing factor. That is
the difference between the value of Gippsland crude
that is exported to the rest of the world and the
dirtiest crude in the world that we import.
It was the Prime Minister, Mr Keating, who used the
words banana republic'. The Federal Labor
government and its provincial allies in this
Parliament illustrate perfectly why under the
Keating Labor government this great nation has
been reduced to the state of a banana republic,
which imports the worst and exports the best, and to
hell with the environment!
Mr SPRY (BeIlarine) - I am conscious of the fact
I should have spoken a little earlier after listening to
the remarks made by the Minister for Planning. The
way he exposed the earlier remarks made by the
opposition, particularly those of the Deputy Leader
of the OppOSition, leaves me little to say. However, I
want to remark on a couple of issues. Firstly, as the
member for Bellarine I am conscious of the number
of shipping movements through the entrance to Port
Phillip Bay; and secondly, one of the two Victorian
refineries - namely, the Shell refinery - is situated
in Geelong. I do not need to remind the house that
the Shell company has had a Significant impact on
the economy of Geelong.
The opposition has concentrated its remarks largely
on negative aspects and threats to the environment. I
do not suggest for a moment that those matters
should be ignored, but having listened to the lucid
remarks of the honourable member for MOmington
on the way the protection of the environment can be
managed, I do not plan to spend much time on that.
I shall go over a couple of points.
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The purpose of the bill is, firstly, to assist the
development and operation of the petroleum
terminals at Crib Point by providing for certain
existing and new easements and clarifying the status
of the existing agreement relating to the pipeline
running from the terminal site, and secondly, to vest
the Crown land used for port facilities near the
terminal site - namely, the jetty easement - in the
Port of Melbourne Authority. The other purposes of
the bill are largely legislative bookwork.
To put the issue into a broader perspective, I point
out that people knew about petroleum products
long before the oil industry had a chance to rise to
prominence, particularly during the 18oos. I remind
the house that in those earlier days when oil was
discovered it replaced tallow and whale oil used for
lighting, heating and lubrication. Ancient
civilisations knew about the existence of oil.
References were made to it as long ago as 4000 BC.
In those days it was known as shining water and it
was used among other things as medicine, insect
repellent, war paint and sometimes even fuel. Over
the centuries there were reports of the substance
being purified in such different locations as Bunna,
China and the Caspian Sea. They were among the
first references to petroleum as an energy source.
During the 19th century European settlers in the
United States of America began to recognise the
properties and qualities of the product, particularly
in its refined form, and the search for crude oil
began in earnest. As long ago as 1839 oil sources
were discovered in Australia. By way of history, in
1866 the first well was dug in the Coorong district of
South Australia. It took some two years to reach a
depth of 2S feet, so Australia's oil industry had a
rather modest beginning. Finally, the invention of
the internal combustion engine lifted the lid on
demand for petroleum products worldwide and
projected the oil industry to major Significance.
I shall provide some of the chronology of Significant
events affecting oil demand in Australia. In the early
1890s the first imports to Australia of petroleum
products were made in the form of 4-gallon
kerosene tins for use largely for heating and lighting.
In 1900 natural gas was found by accident in water
bores in Roma in Queensland and in Grafton in New
South Wales. In 1909 the model-T Ford first came to
Australia. By 1918 motor spirit sales were topping
kerosene sales in Australia in the petroleum
products range. In 1924 the first Significant oil
discovery was made in Australia at Lake Bunga near
Lakes Entrance. Also in 1924, Commonwealth Oil
Refineries - a consortium involving the
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government and BP -opened Australia's first
refinery at Laverton. In 1949 Mobil-Esso opened the
first refinery at Altona and in 1954 three new
refineries were opened in Australia: by Caltex at
Kurnell, Sydney; by BP at Kwinana, Western
Australia; and by Shell at Geelong.
In 1965 a consortium of Esso-BHP discovered the
Barracouta gas field in Bass Strait. In 1967 the giant
Halibut and Kingfish oilfields were discovered by
Esso-BHP. In 1968 the Tuna and Flounder oilfields
and the Snapper gasfield were discovered in Bass
Strait. I think that was the last discovery made in
Bass Strait -26 years ago. In 1985 the Crib Point
refinery was closed after 19 years of operation. In
1992 Mobil and Shell announced plans for Crib
Point - the subject of the bill before the house essentially to establish a tank farm for imported
crude, which has been referred to by previous
speakers.

It is undeniable that petroleum products are an
elementary component of modem industrial society.
Most modem civilised areas of the world are no
longer agrarian societies depending on barter. Those
times were left behind after the industrial revolution
in England almost 200 years ago. I suggest that the
technological revolution over the past 50 to 100
years has been no less spectacular than the industrial
revolution.

Given that Victoria's two major refineries -Shell at
Geelong and Mobil at Altona - are on Port Phillip
Bay, the question of how to transport feed stocks
including Gippsland crude via the Western
Port-Altona-Geelong (WAG) pipeline has become a
paramount consideration. Gippsland crude is
pumped into the two major refineries via the WAG
pipeline, and it is evident that the ratio of Gippsland
oil to imported crude is declining.
For example, in 1991 the amount of crude oil feed
stock shipped into the Geelong refinery was
938 000 tonnes; in 1992, 1 603 000 tonnes; and in
1993,2062000 tonnes. At the same time the amount
of Gippsland crude sent via the WAG pipeline has
been decreasing, as I have already said.
I do not think I need to remind the house of those
points, except to say that limits exist on ships
bringing imported crude to the two major refineries
in Victoria. The honourable member for Morwell
mentioned the channel depths in Port Phillip Bay.
They are critical to the entire debate. They inhibit the
size of the ships that can come into the bay and
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mean tha t potential discharges must be made before
the ships enter the bay.
The draught limit on shipping, for example, of the
Geelong channel is 10.5 metres; Altona, 11 metres;
and Crib Point, 15.5 metres. The Geelong shipping
facilities will handle ships of some 70 000 to
80 000 tonnes; Altona shipping facilities will handle
ships of some 90 000 to 100 000 tonnes; and the Crib
Point facilities will handle ships of some 130 000 to
140 000 tonnes. Those are by no means the largest
supertankers that travel the seaways of the world. I
understand there are a few supertankers with
carrying capacities in the region of 250 000 tonnes. I
remind the house that the largest ships that can
enter Port Phillip Bay safely are those in the range of
90 000 to 100 000 tonnes.
When considering the costs of shipping oil around
the world, one realises that obvious advantages can
be gained by shipping large volumes. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition said that having fewer and
larger tankers increased the risk of pollution. I
would have thought exactly the opposite would be
the case. If one considers the vast number of smaller
vessels that transport crude oil, one realises that the
risk of some sort of problem occurring is higher than
if oil is transported in larger tankers.
The process in which the Victorian oil industry is
engaged involves two stages. The first is partial
unloading. The large tankers come to Crib Point to
offload some of the cargo and take the balance to the
refineries. Then they return to Crib Point, reload the
remaining crude and transport it to the refineries.
In summary, the bill facilities the transfer of
imported crude via Crib Point in two stages. The bill
will allow Victorians to continue to enjoy their
relatively high standard of living through the
availability of affordable petroleum products on
which we not only rely but which we also nowadays
take for granted.

Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
thank honourable members who have contributed to
the debate and in my response I will address several
of the points they raised. I make it clear that the
administration of the Westernport (Crib Point
Terminal) Bill falls within the portfolio of my
colleague the Minister for Roads and Ports, the
Honourable Bill Baxter. Consequently, the items that
have been raised in the debate will be forwarded to
the minister for his consideration.
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The debate has centred very much on the potential
spillage of oil in Western Port and its environs. The
bill provides for oil to be imported from overseas
using tankers that berth at Western Port for storage
and movement via pipeline to refineries at other
points. Victoria and Australia still rely on fossil
fuels, especially oil. Over the years some people
have talked about inventions that would allow
motor vehicles to run on water. I should like to
patent that idea, but to the best of my knowledge
such vehicles have not been invented!
Unfortunately Australia is not self-sufficient in oil,
and with the decreasing amount of oil flowing from
wells in Bass Strait we will become increasingly
reliant on the importation of fuels to allow our
modem society to continue to function. Honourable
members would be aware that in very large measure
motor vehicles in Victoria are running on the
extracts of imported products. There is no doubt
about the necessity for the bill, but it is not creating a
new development for the area. For many years oil
has been stored in tanks in that part of the state, and
the pipeline has existed for a long period. For the 30
years that the oil industry has been located on the
shoreline of Western Port near Hastings there has
not been a major oil spill. Many tankers have
entered the port over the years but they are not
supertankers; they are well below that size.
It is true that the volume of shipping will increase as
a result of the proposed legislation, but on current
estimates it will not achieve the mid-1980s level. In
1985,430 vessels entered Western Port. In 2000, it is
estimated the tanker movement will be between 340
and 350. As I said, in the past there has not been a
major oil spill, and there will be even less tanker
activity in the future. It does not necessarily follow
that the odds of a major oil spillage are increasing in
any way, shape or form.

The government will ensure that ships are fully
vetted so that only quality vessels will be used. It
will ensure that the proper piloting of vessels
continues in accordance with the law. A proper oil
spillage prevention plan will be set in place to the
satisfaction of the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity
before there is any movement of tankers in or out of
Western Port. The government will ensure that the
best trained staff are on site to prevent oil spills and
that there are regular safety and environmental
audits. Other Port of Melbourne Authority
prevention methods will also be in place to guard
against the risk of oil spills.
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The opposition has adopted a theme emphasising
the strong possibility that oil spills will occur in
Western Port. It has not happened over the past
30 years so there is no reason to suggest it will
happen in the future. However, no-one can
guarantee or be certain that it will not happen.
I assure the house that as the former member for
Westernport, having represented the entire shoreline
of Western Port for six years before the change in
electoral boundaries, I am conversant with the area
and the concerns of local communities. There is no
doubt that Victoria has a major tourist attraction in
the area. The penguin parade at Phillip Island is
world renowned and is the state's biggest annual
tourist attraction, man-made or natural. Adjacent to
the parade area are the Nobbies, where there is a
large seal colony. Not one person reSiding on Phillip
Island or on the other side of the bay from Flinders
and Hastings to Western Port wants to see an oil
spill in the area. It is incumbent on any government
to ensure that safety measures are in place that allow
the transportation into Victoria of fuel which we
must have to meet our demands. It really is a matter
of what precautions we put in place and whether
they are adequate to meet the needs of Victorians.
I assure the house that the government will apply
the most stringent methods possible. To some
people the term 'world-best practice' is a cliche, but
we have some sophisticated methods available such
as the booms that are used to harness the oil in the
event of a spill, which have been successful. One
property of oil is that it floats on water for a period
prior to breaking up, so if the proper equipment is
available the oil can be lifted off the surface. The
majority of the oil can be captured if action is taken
quickly. The government is conscious of the needs of
the electorate, and it is proposed to have a proper
plan in place to address the issue of an unforeseen
and certainly unwanted oil spill.
The opposition and the honourable member for
MOmington raised the issue of the title of the bill
and suggested that 'Westernport' should be
'Western Port'. When I was elected as the
honourable member for Westernport 15 years ago it
was one word, which was the accepted spelling.
However, it appears that general usage has brought
about a change and it should now be two words.
I will raise the issue with the Minister for Roads and
Ports and, as it appears to be supported by the local
shire, I believe he will give due and proper
consideration to it.
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The goverrunent does not accept the opposition's
reasoned amendment. The government will ensure
that the consortium has a proper plan in place to
address the issue of an oil spill. Of course, we all
hope that never happens. On past performance the
odds are very short indeed. However, I recall the
warning given by the Minister for Planning about
the federal goverrunent threatening to stop ships
coming into Western Port at any time if it believed
that was a desirable outcome. I doubt whether it
would ever take that action. I do not know what
Victoria would do for its supply of crude oil if such
action were taken. Bearing in mind his comments,
I am conscious of the genuineness of the concern
that has been raised in the debate that we must
ensure that this pristine area of Victoria is preserved
for future generations and that oil spillages do not
decimate the wildlife that is in abWldance on the
shores of Western Port or in the immediate vicinity
of the port's waters.
I thank my colleagues on both sides of the house for
their contributions to the debate. The government
does not accept the amendment. Procedures will be
put in place to address the issue of an oil spill,
should one occur. It is hoped, of course, that it will
not.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That the words proposed to be omitted stand part of
the motion.

House divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):

Ayes, 58
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown, Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Dr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs (Teller)
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr

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

Jenkins,Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr (Teller)
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
DolUs, Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Kimer,Ms
Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
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Or NAPTHINE (Portland) - My very important
point of order, Mr Speaker, concerns the use of
personal explanations. Only recently I have got off
the telephone after having spoken to Mr Allardice,
who is the deputy chief executive officer in
Bendigo--

Opposition members interjecting.
Or NAPTHINE - He is the deputy chief
executive officer of the community health centre. He
advises me that he has spoken to a Mr Thwaites this
morning and advises me - -

Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Portland will draw my attention to the
standing order upon which he bases his point of
order, I will hear him.
Or NAPTHINE - I am concerned - Opposition Members - The standing order!
The SPEAKER - Order! The opposition benches
would assist the Chair greatly if they allowed the
Chair to listen to the point of order.

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

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On 20 May,
when I referred to a case involving a woman being
discharged early from hospital and the subsequent
need for community health care, I referred to
Ballarat The event in fact occurred in Bendigo.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! It is the right of every
member of this house to make a personal
explanation. There is no motion before the Chair. It
is a serious part of the day's proceedings and I ask
govenunent members to come to order.
Mr THWAITES - The matter occurred at the
health services centre in Bendigo. As you,
Mr Speaker, would know, I advised you of this
personal explanation prior to question time today,
when the matter was referred to by the Minister for
Health.

Or NAPTHINE - It concerns a very important
issue of misleading the house - The SPEAKER - Order! I shall hear no more of
this point of order. The accuracy or otherwise of the
explanation is not the concern of the Chair. If the
honourable member wishes to proceed by way of
substantive motion in the usual way, he may do so.
There is no point of order.

LAND (REVOCATION OF
RESERV ATIONS) BILL
The SPEAKER - Order! A statement of intention
having been made pursuant to section 81 (5)(c) of the
Constitution Act 1975, I am of the opinion that the
second and third readings of this bill are required to
be passed by an absolute majority of the house.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 May; motion of Mr I. W.
SMITH (Minister for Finance).
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
opposition does not oppose the bill, which provides
for the revocation of reservations on three parcels of

LAND (REVOCATION OF RESERVATIONS) BILL
2320

ASSEMBLY

Crown land which the government is planning to
sell. The three parcels are the Southern Cross Hotel
site, the Institute of Plant Sciences site and the
Lakeside Psychiatric Hospital site at Ballarat. The
bill removes reservations and makes the three sites
available for sale. I understand the Southern Cross
Hotel site is to be purchased by the government of
Nauru, at present, mortgagees in possession. My
latest information is that redevelopment of the site is
planned with more residential apartments to be built.
It is worth noting that given the current lease

applying to the Southern Cross Hotel site, its sale
will save the City of Melbourne, or its successor
body, about $250 000 a year because the council is
liable for all statutory charges on the site including,
for example, land tax at approximately $1 million a
year. Land tax has increased rapidly since the
signing of the lease - far more rapidly than has the
rent.
The second site is that of the Institute of Plant
Sciences in Richmond. It is intended that the land
will be used partially for research and development.
I understand that laboratories are on site. The land
.will be partly for uses yet to be determined,
probably including medium-density housing.
The third area of land is that accommodating the
Lakeside Psychiatric Hospital at Ballarat. I
understand that the land is to be used for
accommodation for athletes training in Ballarat. I
know of no objections to the sale of that land; it
appears that the use for which it is proposed will be
totally supported by the community.
I shall briefly compare the attitude of the opposition
to this bill with that of the then opposition when the
former Labor government attempted in 1991 to sell
the Prince Henry's Hospital site. Honourable
members will recall that the valuation placed on the
site at that time was $50 million.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - A number of newspaper reports
mentioned $100 million. If the minister would like to
examine Hansard, he will find that in 1991 the then
shadow minister, the Honourable Mark Birrell in the
other place, referred to those valuations. He referred
to the depressed property market and said it would
be irresponsible for a government of the day to sell
property in that environment. As the house is aware,
the blocking of that bill in the upper house, thereby
preventing the sale of the Prince Henry's Hospital
site, had nothing whatsoever to do with the state of
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the property market. It was designed to frustrate the
democratically elected government of the day and to
prevent the government having access to the
proceeds of the sale. The sale of the Prince Henry's
Hospital site was announced on 20 May last after a
tender process in which 15 bids were received.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) -On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, this narrow bill deals
with three sites. The Leader of the Opposition is now
digressing and not simply making a related point
but discussing in detail arrangements about a totally
different site outside the ambit of the bill.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On
the point of order, Mr Speaker, the minister is
obviously very sensitive about this matter. The
house is discussing a land revocation bill. I am
referring to the recent sale of the Prince Henry's
Hospital site which was the subject of a land
reservations bill which passed through this house. In
both instances, the house is debating the sale of land.
Mr Perrin - No, we're not.
Mr BRUMBY - This bill enables the government
to sell certain parcels of land. It recently sold the
Prince Henry's Hospital site and it would be
extraordinary if the lead speaker for the opposition
on a finance bill which contains in its title the word
'land' were unable to talk about the sale of land by
this government.
Mr Perrin interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Do not interject; you know the
standing orders. Do not interject!
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr BRUMBY - This is a land bill; I am talking
about the sale of land. The Prince Henry's Hospital
site is a piece of government land which was sold on
Friday, 20 May. It would be absurd to not be able to
refer to government land sales when debating a bill
such as the Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! This particular land bill
refers to a small number of sites. Although the
Leader of the Opposition can use other land
activities to illustrate his point, he must ultimately
come back to the extremely narrow bill before the
house. As lead speaker he is allowed some latitude. I
believe he has had that latitude, so I ask him to work
his way back to the bill.
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Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, I was contrasting
the attitude of the current opposition to the
opposition in 1991 in relation to an almost identical
piece of legislation. This bill deals with the sale of
land; it deals specifically with three sites, the
Southern Cross Hotel, the Institute of Plant Sciences
and the Lakeside Psychiatric Hospital.
I referred to previous attempts to sell the Prince
Henry's site, which was recently sold by the
government on Friday, 20 May. It is relevant to this
debate as a matter of public interest that that
property was sold to a consortium consisting of
Central Equity Ltd, a public company, and Central
Park Towers, a private company, at a cost of
$27 million.
To my knowledge the terms of the sale contract have
not been released. I want to make the point that it
was a land bill - the Land (Revocation of
Reservations) Bill-which the coalition blocked in
the upper house to prevent the sale of Prince
Henry's in 1991. The minister asked about the
$50 million valuation. I refer him to an article in the
Herald Sun of 15 May 1991 by Alen Rados, headed
'Libs halt $5Om hospital sale':
The state opposition last night blocked the proposed
$50 million government sale of Prince Henry's Hospital.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, this is reaching the
absurd. The Leader of the OppOSition has been
speaking on matters not related to this bill. I ask that
he be drawn back to the narrow scope of the bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order. The Leader of the Opposition must speak on
the bill.
Mr BRUMBY - I urge you to look at clause 11 in
part 4 of the bill.
Mr Penin interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - You would do well to keep your
mouth shut and not interject, which is disorderly
behaviour! Have you had a long lunch today; is that
your problem?
Mr Penin - Take a valium!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
OppOSition will continue his speech.
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Mr BRUMBY - Clause 11 of the bill relates to
the sale of sites. This measure deals with the sale of
land, for goodness sake. That is what it is about; it is
a bill which deals with the sale of government land.
I refer to clause 11 (3):
The Minister, on behalf of the Crown, may execute any
document or do anything else necessary to give effect
to a sale. This bill is about the sale of land.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition has drawn my attention to clause 11.
Clause 11 (1)(a), (b), and (c) set out the pieces of land
in question. Subclause (3) states:
The Minister, on behalf of the Crown, may execute any
document or do anything else necessary to give effect
toasaleI understand that the sale refers to the three blocks
of land that were already described in that clause.
Therefore, to say that because the bill deals with
land any other subject dealing with land can be
included is an extensio ad absurdium and I cannot
allow it.
Mr BRUMBY - I thank you for your ruling,
Mr Speaker. The opposition has a difficulty here.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr BRUMBY -If the government is not
prepared to be cooperative about this matter, the
opposition will spend all this afternoon and tonight
being uncooperative. The reality is that this is a land
bill. I do not accept that it is not possible to talk
about the sale of government land in a bill which is
called a land bill, for goodness sake. It Simply
highlights - Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to standing
order no. 109, which is about tedious repetition. I
put it to you, Sir, that the Leader of the Opposition is
constantly repeating the same point. The debate on
this bill, which is extremely narrow, is now getting
to the point where the Leader of the Opposition is
tediously repeating himself.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - This
legislation deals with the revocation of three
reservations. The legislation that was blocked in the
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upper house in 1991 dealt with a revocation of a
reservation - the reservation for Prince Henry's
Hospital. I simply make the point that that property
could have been sold in 1991 for $50 million but the
sale was blocked in the upper house by the
disgraced, opporhmistic former opposition which
was prepared to do anything to sabotage Victoria's
finances. The previous government could have
received between $SO million and $100 million in
1991.
Mr I. W. Smith - Rubbish!
Mr BRUMBY - You know that is untrue,
minister. You know that the valuations at that time
were in excess of that amount.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The values at that time were in
excess of that amount and were on the same terms
and conditions that would have applied if you sold
this block of land the other day. People have been
talking about an amount of $10 million to
$15 million, but you will not release the terms of the
contract, will you? Why will you not do that?
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - To make the figure look good
when the figure was bad because you - The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition must address his remarks to the Chair.
He cannot cross-examine the minister at the table.
This is Parliament, not a court of law.
Mr BRUMBY - I shall make some brief
concluding comments. In 1991 a block of land was
available for sale for at least $50 million, possibly up
to $100 million. The legislation which would have
enabled that sale to take place, the Land (Revocation
of Reservations) Bill, was opporhmistically defeated
in the upper house by the Liberal and National
coalition.
There has been a resultant cost to the state because
of that. A piece of land which could have been sold
for between $50 million and $100 million three years
ago has now been sold for $27 million. Consequently
the loss to the state is at least $23 million - probably
considerably more - simply because of an attempt
in 1991 to sabotage the finances of the state and to
contribute to a climate of economic uncertainty and
fear that helped drive investment away from this
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state. That is a period for which Victorians are still
paying the price.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has been
extremely understanding and tolerant of the Leader
of the Opposition, but I cannot allow his remarks to
go unchecked. He must relate his remarks more to
the bill than what he has been doing so far. If he can
directly relate his remarks to the three pieces of land
mentioned - or to the proceeds of the sale if
necessary - I will hear him; but if not, he is out of
order.
Mr BRUMBY - I accept and have the greatest
respect for your rulings, Mr Speaker. I note in
passing that on a 1991 bill of similar name the
President of the other place allowed a wide-ranging
debate that takes up five pages of Hansard. That
debate was about government asset sales.
Mr Perrin interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Why don't you have a look at
the debate so you would be better informed and not
be such a fool!
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, you have constantly pulled up the
Leader of the Opposition for not speaking through
you. He is defying the Chair. I now believe you
should sit him down. His remarks are no longer
relevant to the bill.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
opposition supports the bill, which allows the
government to get on with the job of disposing of
assets. That is a task of government, and
governments must have the ability to manage. The
opposition is prepared to support the legislation.
That is in stark contrast to the opportunistic,
destructive and negative policies the coalition
applied when in opposition in 1991. At that time it
would have done anything it could to sabotage the
state's economy and create a climate of uncertainty
that it could use for political advantage and gain.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I shall
respond with the latitude given to the Leader of the
OppOSition. The Land (Revocation of Reserves) Bill
deals with three sites the opposition did not debate.
The Leader of the Opposition dealt with the Prince
Henry's Hospital site.
I suppose one can sympathise with the Leader of the
OppOSition being new in this role, but he clearly has
no recollection, because it is convenient to him, of
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the absurd values put by the fonner government on
its assets. lbat can be clearly illustrated by the 1992
June statement put out by the honourable member
for Williamstown, who was then the Premier, which
claimed the assets of the state at $90 billion. The
assets of the state so far tallied by the government
are of the order of $22 billion. At the time the Leader
of the Opposition was speaking about, when the sale
of the Prince Henry's Hospital site was mooted, a
raft of buildings the fonner government estimated to
be valued at $100 million, when put on the market,
did not raise a bid. Clearly the amounts referred to
by the Leader of the Opposition of between
$50 million and $100 million, which he quoted from
newspaper reports, are figures provided by his
discredited former government They were not
related to market reality. If the Leader of the
Opposition consulted credible people in the
marketplace who had knowledge of land values at
that time he would find that Prince Henry's Hospital
site was valued at far less than the present
government has now obtained for the site.
Despite all of that, I am pleased that the opposition
has seen fit to support the bill, the proceeds of which
will go towards paying off the unconscionable debt
incurred by the irresponsible fonner government.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am of the opinion that
the second and third readings of this bill are
required to be passed by an absolute majority. As
there is not an absolute majority of the members of
the house present, I ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Passed remaining stages.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT
(COMPETITIVE TENDERING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 May; motion of Mr GUDE
(Minister for Industry and Employment)
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - The opposition
opposes the Local Government (Competitive
Tendering) Bill. I place on record that it is now 4.00
p.m. and under sessional orders the guillotine will
come into effect at 5.00 p.m., at which time no
further legislation can be debated. If, as seems likely,
debate has not concluded on this bill, other
honourable members who wish to contribute to the
debate will be prevented from doing so and the
matter will be put to a vote.

It is a crying shame that the house will have only an
hour to debate one of the most important bills to be
dealt with this week. It is a reflection on how the
government has been treating local government
generally.
A number of major issues face local government
today - be it compulsory competitive tendering or
amalgamations -on which the government is not
prepared to provide adequate debate and
consultation.
Although the opposition does not oppose
compulsory competitive tendering per se in either
the state public sector or local government, it objects
to some of the bill's features. It objects to the way in
which compulsory competitive tendering is framed.
The Labor Party has considerable difficulty
accepting that the bill will come into effect at the
same time as many democratically elected
councillors are being sacked and replaced by
commissioners. The opposition also has difficulty
accepting the upper limit of 50 per cent. The
opposition is further concerned that the bill places
undue emphasis on efficiency in dollar terms at the
expense of the quality of council services and
community service obligations.
The bill is deficient in a number of respects: there is
a lack of proper definitions and benchmarking. The
Labor Party is concerned that the minister can
approve certain competitive arrangements. It is for
those reasons that the opposition opposes the bill.
As I said in my opening comments, the bill provides
not only for competitive tendering but also for
compulsory competitive tendering. It requires
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councils to call tenders for contracts worth more
than $50 000. The bill will come into effect on
1 October 1994, or earlier, by proclamation. The bill
amends the Local Government Act 1989 by inserting
a new division on compulsory competitive
tendering. The bill provides that in the first year,
1995-95,20 per cent of a council's expenses are to be
put out to tender. In the second year, 1995-96, the
figure increases to 30 per cent. In the third year,
50 per cent of a council's expenses are to be subject
to compulsory competitive tendering.

Local Government Board established an advisory
committee and, following some 83 submissions, it
produced a draft report in November 1993. The final
report was published in December 1993. The draft
report recommended that

The bill also provides that a competitive
arrangement can run no longer than five years and
that such competitive arrangements must include
written contracts for goods or services. The bill
defines competitive arrangements and in-house
agreements and provides that a number of councils
can be joint parties to a competitive arrangement.
The minister may approve a competitive
arrangement, contract or in-house agreement despite
the council not having directly engaged in a
competitive process or despite the fact that the
competitive arrangement is to fWl for longer than
five years. Under the provisions of the bill the
council is required to prepare competitive tendering
arrangements.

within the percentage targets, councils will be able to
decide themselves which services CCT should, or
should not, apply to. The proposed reporting and
monitoring mechanisms will identify any council
failing to meet the targets.

I will run through the bill's history. On 11 August
1993 the Minister for Local Government gave the
first reference to the Local Government Board
requesting it to advise the minister on the
introduction of compulsory competitive tendering. I
acknowledge that the introduction of competitive
tendering was foreshadowed in the coalition's
election policy.
Mr Cooper - Foreshadowed; it was a
commitment!

Rather than a specified list of services, the percentage
of budget approach should be adopted;
the targets for the first three years should be set at 20,
30 and 50 per cent respectively;

The final recommenda tions were made in December
1993. They included similar provisions to those in
the draft report in respect of the staggering of
targets. The report said that legislation was required,
that it should be broad and enabling, that some
regulations were necessary, that the primary
monitoring mechanism should be the annual report
and that compulsory competitive tendering should
take effect from the start of the 1994-95 municipal
year.
One of the opposition's particular concerns is the
arbitrary figure of 50 per cent. It is generally
recognised and accepted that most councils
currently tender at least 20 per cent of their budgets.
It is also generally accepted throughout local
government that there is little difficulty in meeting
that figure. However, councils will have major
problems meeting the 50 per cent figure over a
period of three years and, depending on the
circumstances of individual councils, meeting it at
all.

Mr LEIGHTON - It was foreshadowed.
Mr Cooper - It was a commitment.
Mr LEIGHTON - Although it was a
commitment, the commitment was not quite met.
The coalition's policy stated:
The coalition accepts there are many features of local
government's role and functions which cannot be
accurately defined for the purposes of a contract, and
ca would be inappropriate in these circumstances.

I do not believe for one minute that the bill meets
that commitment. The inflexibility of the bill will
make it impOSSible to meet that commitment. The

The Municipal Association of Victoria produced a
bulletin for member councils in which it stated:
Significant problems are anticipated for smaller
councils which have high levels of depreciation for
infrastructure (such as local roads) in being able to
achieve the 50 per cent target.

For example, a small rural council with $2 million
worth of recurrent expenditure and $4 million in
depreciation would be regarded as having a total
expenditure of $6 million. In that council's case the
50 per cent target would amount to $3 million worth
of compulsory competitive tendering, yet its actual
recurrent expenditure is only $2 million. The target
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is nonsense; it will be impossible for councils to meet
it.
Indeed, the same applies to larger councils. The
letter from the Municipal Association of Victoria
also says:
The concern about the 50 per cent target of operating
statement expenses arises not merely because of the
inclusion of depreciation but also because of the
variations in calculating depreciation. Some councils
use the guidelines for calculating depreciation based on
the handbook accompanying AAS27 while others are
based on the experience of local government engineers.
Both methods are acceptable to the auditors but result
in quite significant financial differences.

The association then suggests:
One option to achieve this would be to apply the 50 per
cent target to expenses in the operating statement other
than the depreciation. This would remove the
unrealistic problems faced by councils with
disproportionately high asset infrastructure
depreciation and would allow the proposed
requirements to apply uniformly to actual expenditure.

Mr Michael Ingram, the general manager of the
Metropolitan Municipal Association, wrote to
Mrs Leonie Burke, the chairperson of the Local
Government Board on 26 November 1993. Under the
heading 'Scope' Mr Ingram states:
We agree that a percentage of budget approach should
be adopted, but consider that a definition of 'total
budget' is required.
Our view is that because expenditure in the following
areas cannot be varied by being subjected to the tender
process, these expenditures should be excluded from
the notional total budget against which a council's
tendering performance will be measured: compulsory
levies; depreciation charges; monopoly public authority
charges; internal transfers and direct grants to other
bodies.
In our original submission we suggested that rather
than targets of 20 per cent, 30 per cent and SO per cent a
better approach would be to set a single target of 50 per
cent by the end of the third year. That remains our
favoured position but given that the general industry
consensus reached at the Altona seminar seemed to
favour the annual targets we accept this
recommendation.
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I shall pick up on some of the extra charges that
have been identified. The City of Preston has a total
budget of approximately $42 million a year.
Outwardly, the council seems capable of reaching
the 50 per cent target by the third year of
compulsory competitive tendering; but when one
examines some of its specific areas of responsibility,
one realises the city will be in trouble. For example,
the city pays a fire brigade levy of approximately
$300 000 a year. I do not know how one would
tender for a fire brigade levy!
Mr Mildenhall - I t will be sold off soon.
Mr LEIGHTON - Perhaps we will have
privatised fire services, but I am unsure how
councils will tender for those services in the current
environment.
During the past couple of years a number of
municipalities in the area I represent, including the
City of Preston, have been very effective in not
taking up their loan borrowing entitlements. They
have shown good judgment. Not only have they not
taken up their loan entitlements, but they are
retiring some of their debt. According to the
definition in the bill, the money used to retire debt
will be included in each council's expenses. The
advice I have received from the City of Preston is
that if the fire brigade levy and the money used to
retire debt is added in, instead of a 50 per cent
compulsory competitive tendering target for the
third year, the city will have a 75 per cent target! It
will have little room to manoeuvre with other
expenses.
The same can be said for neighbouring councils. The
municipalities of Heidelberg, which used to be in
my electorate - I served on the council- Eltham
and Diamond Valley have operated a successful
regional library for many years. One of the
significant trends in local government has been the
sharing of resources - in response to some of the
decisions made by the state government. Together
with a number of councils I believe that if regional
libraries are forced to go to competitive tendering,
the reason for their existence may be questioned.
That is another example of the extent to which the
provisions do not pay due regard to what is
happening on the ground.
On the one hand councils are not required to put out
to tender contracts for expenditure of less than
$50 000; but on the other hand due regard has not
been paid to those services in the calculation of the
50 per cent target. Councils will be left with little

