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Financial Management (Amendment) Bill
Margarine (Repeal) Bill

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

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

Takeaway food outlets

ADJOURNMENT
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - I move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 4
October.

Motion agreed to.

MARGARINE (REPEAL) BILL
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The hwnble petition of we, the undersigned citizens of
the state of Victoria, sheweth we are opposed to the
possibility to takeaway food outlets being allowed to
establish in residential areas with the resultant impact
on noise, lighting, waste disposal and traffic
disruptions.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the state Minister
for Planning not proceed with planning amendments
RL 155 and RL 160 which would reduce planning
restrictions on takeaway food outlets and thereby
threaten residential amenity and people's quality of life.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Thomson (17 signatures)
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Statutory Rules under the following Acts Crimes Act 1958 -S.R. No. 129
Land Tax Act 1958 -S.R. No. 132
Optometrists Registration Act 1958 -S.R. No. 133

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
(Victoria) Bill
Domestic (Feral and Nuisance) Animals Bill

Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 September; motion of
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for Agriculture).
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - The Margarine (Repeal)
Bill is of historical significance to Victoria. Margarine
legislation has been in place in this state since 1883,
which indicates that the margarine industry has
probably been functioning since white settlers
arrived. More than 111 years ago it was decided that
an act of Parliament was needed to control the
margarine industry.
Many people have their own prejudiCes about the
fonn of fat they use for cooking or put on their bread
or toast in the moming. I have no doubt that
discussions on this subject have occurred in the
homes of all honourable members. Some people
may have had a similar experience to my own: my
grandfather used to say that you only ever had one
spread on your bread or toast - butter, margarine
or jam, but you never had two different spreads
because that was a luxury.
Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
Ms MARPLE - That is quite true. That is why I
am referring to the various forms of fat one has on
bread or toast. Many members may also remember
when dripping was used. Younger people have not
had that experience, and that is probably a good
thing.
The debates on margarine legislation during the past
100 years have been interesting. They demonstrate
the prejudices held about the different forms of
spread. The former member for Ripon, the
Honourable Tom Austin, called margarine soap. We
can tell where his prejudices lay! There was
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probably good reason for calling it soap in years
gone by because it was not up to the standard that it
is today.
On several occasions during the 1980s and the early
1990s the former Labor government attempted to
amend the Margarine Act. It is interesting to read
the speeches at that time. The opposition at the time
was foolish in its attempts to protect the dairy
industry, because margarine was being
manufactured in New South Wales. If the act had
been repealed during the 1980s margarine could
have been manufactured in Victoria, which would
have created jobs and opened up the market. That is
what the government talks so much about now, so it
is ironic to reflect on the debates in 1986 and in 1990
when the coalition parties opposed the repeal of the
act.
Butter and margarine have various definitions.
Butter is made from the products of the dairy
industry and margarine is made from oils. There has
been continuing competition between the two
products over some decades with the manufacturers
of margarine often referring to the lack of
spreadability of butter. Some brands of butter are
now more spreadable because some oils are used in
its manufacture.
During the past 15 years many debates have taken
place on the effect of butter and margarine on one's
health. Medical experts tell us that it would be better
for the community to have only one spread on bread
rather than a combination of spreads. Most of us
enjoy the flavour of butter, so I do not think that will
be a universal practice.
As members of Parliament we are accustomed to
having nice bread rolls and ample supplies of butter
on our dining room tables. On one occasion I
remarked to my family that we had nice bread rolls
in Parliament House and they said it was not the
bread rolls that I enjoyed so much as the butter
because we eat less of it in our own home. It is a
great temptation when one has such lovely butter on
our dining room tables.
I recommend that honourable members interested in
this subject read the debates reported in Hansard
going back over the past 100 years. I take this
opportunity of thanking the Parliamentary Ubrary
for its research. Recognition should be given to the
research skills of its officers.
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Act. In reading the debates that occurred at that time
I noted the competition that existed among members
to demonstrate how much they knew about the
dairy industry. Nearly all of us have had some
experience of the industry at some stage in our lives.
Some have family members who were involved in
the industry and some have friends who are dairy
farmers.
Mr Speaker, you know that the dairy industry is
vital for Victoria. The great majority of our dairy
farmers have a hard struggle and work extremely
long hours because they are committed to the
industry. Even those people who have no connection
with the industry know that dairy farming is
extremely difficult. I know that the family of the
Minister for Agriculture was involved in dairy
farming and I am sure he recognises that the
industry has changed during the period he has
watched over it, and I am pleased about that.
Women have been involved in the dairy industry at
the coalface. They have partidpated in morning and
evening milking and have been the traditional farm
bookkeepers.
I shall quote some of the newspaper reports of
discussions held in 1986 about the previous
government's move to deregulate Victoria's
margarine industry and the then opposition's
concerns about the threat to dairy farmers. The Age
of 9 April 1986 states:
The Liberal spokesman on agriculture and rural affairs,
Mr Austin, said the bill would ha'le lowered the price
of margarine at a time when the dairy industry was
fighting for survival.

At the time the Liberal and National parties were
divided in their opinions about how the bill should
be treated. Many members of the Liberal Party felt it
was in line with its view that the industry should be
able to compete fairly, that there should be open
markets, that there should not be protection for one
section of the industry and that Victoria should have
a margarine industry. The then Leader of the
Opposition, now the Premier, had no position at all
on the margarine bill, but it is clear that the liberal
and National parties were divided about what
should be done.
The Age of 10 Apri11986 states:
The division is believed to have sparked one of the

During the 1980s the National and liberal parties
were divided over whether to repeal the Margarine

most heated internal policy arguments in the Liberal
Party for more than a year.
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It emerged most clearly at the start of the week when

the Liberals unexpectedly decided to follow the
National Party and oppose a government bill
deregulating margarine production in the state.
Despite its oft-stated comrnibnent to deregulation, the
Liberals decided to continue protection for dairy
farmers by joining the National Party in blocking the
bill in the Legislative Council.

How could the present Minister for Agriculture not
have been embarrassed when he presented the
second-reading speech? I suppose that is the way
politics goes. Almost 10 years later the government
has now seen the error of its ways and is repealing
the legislation.
However, this is not the time for us to compete with
each other in respect of how much we know about
the dairy industry. I support the work of the
department and the research being done at the Dairy
Research Institute at Ellinbank, which I visited a few
weeks ago. The minister touched on it in his
response to the Governor's speech. I support also the
commitment to agriculture outlined in the budget.
I do not wish to draw attention to the matters I feel
could be improved because I am pleased by the
work that has been done and with the five-year
dairy industry program that has been set out by the
minister and his team. I am particularly pleased that
the program is committed to soil conservation and
ensuring that the dairy industry is committed not
only to increasing productivity but also to the
environment of the farms themselves. The five-year
dairy industry program contains a chapter on the
environment and the need to make sure farms are
worked in a sustainable manner.
The Target 10 program has been praised by
everybody because it will increase productivity by
10 per cent, but soil conservation is not mentioned in
the pamphlet outlining the program. The emphasis
is on increasing productivity which, the pamphlet
suggests, could be worth $16 000 a year to the dairy
industry. I have checked with the research people at
Ellinbank so I know that increasing the use of
pastures must be done in line with the sustainability
of soil and what it will be able to cope with in the
future. It is important to emphasise that at every
opportunity, especially in the pamphlets that are
issued.
Besides repealing the act, the bill abolishes the
licensing controls. That means that the annual fee of
$5 a tonne and the package restrictions on labels will
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be lifted. It is important to emphasise that the
consumer protection organisations agree that
protection will be comprehensively provided
through the national food. standards code. All
consumers can rest assured that it will be in place.
That point emphasises the argument that the bill
should have been passed 10 years ago, or even when
the opportunity arose in the early 19905. Some
people would say that that is democracy at work,
and one of the things we must accept along with
democracy is that some ma tters take longer to be
resolved than they would if we lived in a
dictatorship.
Discussions have been held in the community and
within the margarine and dairy industries about the
suitability of debating the Margarine (Repeal) Bill
now. I have been assured that everybody fully
accepts that the legislation should be repealed. It is
very welcome, and we hope both industries will
benefit from it. The dairy industry is in a very strong
pOSition and the prejudices about butter and
margarine have been ironed out. We no longer have
an ill-informed view about whether margarine is in
competition with butter and whether one is better
for our health than the other.
Now it is accepted that both margarine and butter
are healthy products and that we have industries
that produce spreads that we can be sure are safe.
The Margarine Act should have been repealed some
years ago, so that both industries could have got on
with what they are supposed to do, which is to
produce a product that is useful for all people in this
state, as well as for the people to whom we export
our products.
The opposition is pleased to note that the National
Party and the Liberal Party in coalition are now
working hand in hand on this and are not divided
on what protection should be offered and what open
markets there should be. It is a cause for some regret
that when the former Labor government, which
understood that protection was of no help to
anyone, put a similar bill before them they were not
able to agree on the matter.
I remember the debates at the time about a move
that would have enabled much-needed industry to
go into Victoria's rural areas instead of New South
Wales. It is also pleasing that margarine is no longer
considered to be a product Simply for the poor but is
recognised as a product that, along with butter, is a
healthy spread that we can use to give us a choice
about the food. we have in our homes. Margarine is
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no longer considered the spread for those who
cannot afford butter.
I am pleased that the opposition will not oppose the
bill. The opposition only wishes that a similar bill
put before Parliament when Labor was in
government had been passed. The legislation should
have been passed years ago, and I am amazed that
there has not been a little more acknowledgment of
the fact that a fonner Labor minister for agriculture
brought a similar bill before the house.
Mr BILDSTlEN (Mildura) - I was pleased to
hear the honourable member for Altona say the
opposition will not oppose the proposed legislation.
I was a little amused by her comments about what
happened in the past, when her party, then in
government, moved to repeal the Margarine Act.
The comments of the honourable member for Altona
must be put in perspective. When a fonner minister
for agriculture, Mr Rowe, introduced a bill on 10
August 1989 to repeal the margarine legislation, the
Labor Party was not in a hell of a rush to deal with
it, because the bill did not come back on for debate
until 29 August 1990 - that is, the debate was
adjourned for longer than 12 months. It is somewhat
misleading to suggest that the Labor govenunent
was in an almighty rush to deal with the legislation
when, once the minister gave his second-reading
speech, it was not prepared to bring the debate on
for 12 months.
It is also misleading to suggest that during that

period members of the then Labor government were
the champions of the dairy industry in particular
and country people in general. Although the fonner
Labor government might have been able to start
deregulating primary industries, it was not prepared
to tackle the hard areas - the labour market, the
ports, transport and all the areas where it could have
assisted dairy farmers and primary producers
across-the-board to reduce their inputs and farm
costs. It was all very well to decide to pick on the
easy targets in the farm sector, but when it came to
the hard areas, the unions and the left wing, the
former government held them at ann's length and
was not prepared to get on with it. It has been only
in the past two years, since this government came to
power, that there has been some advance in those
areas.
The final point I make about the contribution of the
honourable member for Altona is that in talking
about the position of the coalition parties when the
Labor Party was in government she overlooked the
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fact that in those days mutual recognition legislation
had not been introduced. That came in in 1990 and
had the impact of exempting all the interstate
margarine suppliers while compelling Victorian
manufacturers to comply, so we have had an
imbalance in competition between the two. They are
three things that ought to be considered when one
reads the comments of the honourable member for
Altona at some later stage so that they can be put
into perspective. The other thing she did say, and I
do not mean to be derogatory - Mr Hamilton interjected.
The AcrING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member for Morwell is out
of his place and out of order
Mr BILDSTIEN - Other than being a silly old
cow, I am not sure what involvement she has
had-Ms MARPLE (Altona) - Mr Acting Speaker, I
think those remarks should be withdrawn. They are
offensive, not only to me but to all women.
The AcrING SPEAKER - Order! On the point
of order, the honourable member for Altona finds
the remarks offensive and wishes them to be
withdrawn.
Mr BILDSTIEN (Mildura) - I will withdraw
those remarks. I would be keen to hear at a later
stage about the honourable member's extensive
involvement - and that of her colleagues, as she
suggested -in the dairy industry. I know the
honourable member for Morwell once told this place
that he milked a cow by hand when he was a child.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr BILDSTlEN - We will perhaps debate that
at another time. The dairy industry is a shining light
in Victoria. In the past few years, dairy farmers have
invested about $200 million in their farms, which
has flowed into the industry. Processors and
manufacturers have matched that invesbnent with
expenditure in the order of $200 million.
That is not to say that investment in other areas is
not also taking place, but the dairy industry really
stands out as a beacon on the hill. One can see why
that is so by looking at the sorts of returns that are
being generated. At this time the dairy industry is
worth about $4.7 billion. In Victoria we produce
more milk than all the other states combined - and
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of course, we pay the lowest prices for our dairy
products. When one considers our production of
that quantity of milk, the effidency with which it is
produced and that consumer prices have been kept
at a very low level, I am sure the value of the
industry is appreciated.
Victoria is a major dairy producer, producing 90 per
cent of Australia's dairy products, including 61 per
cent of Australia's milk and 75 per cent of the butter,
cheese and milk powder consumed by Australians.
This state is certainly the bigger dairy producer in
the nation. We are right up there among the most
efficient in the world, operating, of course, without
the support of government subsidies.
As I said in my introductory remarks, the onset of
the mutual recognition legislation had the effect of
exempting interstate margarine suppliers from the
requirements of the Margarine Act while compelling
Victorian manufacturers to comply with it. The
minister initiated a review because the government
considered it was time to have another look at the
legislation, given that it was originally established to
protect the butter market by restricting margarine
production and sales.
The repeal of the quota requirements in 1990
removed the most important restriction imposed by
the legislation. We looked across our borders and
saw that no other state had retained the specific
restrictions and licensing arrangements that
currently apply to Victorian margarine
manufacturers and that interstate suppliers had a
competitive advantage over Victorian
manufacturers. We concluded that the legislation
could be an incentive for the establishment of future
production outside Victoria.
The old argument that the butter industry needs
protection from margarine competition can no
longer be justified. The market share for margarine
and butter respectively has stabilised at around
73 per cent for margarine and 27 per cent for butter.
In any case, the butter and margarine manufacturers
themselves agree that the competition is no longer
between butter and margarine but between brands.
If you eat margarine the competition is about
whether you eat one or other brand of margarine,
and the same can be said of butter.
The current act is clearly an example of restrictive
legislation and runs counter to the government's
policy of trying to improve efficiency and enhance
competition in our rural industries. More
appropriate and far less restrictive standards for
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margarine are provided under the national food
standards code. When the government, through the
agriculture committee,.consulted with the various
sectors of the industry - the Victorian Dairy
Products Association, the margarine manufacturers,
the Victorian Farmers Federation and the United
Dairyfarmers of Victoria - it found that there was
general support for the repeal of the legislation.
I have received a number of letters on the subject to
which I will refer briefly. The General Development
Manager of EOI Foods, Mr O. W. R. Laws, states:
We have been informed that the Victorian government
may again be giving consideration to repealing the
Victorian Margarine Act.
Our company has, for many years, been making
representations for the repeal of the act and on this
occasion we would once again strongly support any
move for its repeal.
We have earlier submitted that Victoria is the only state
which now maintains a separate Margarine Act and
that because of the restrictions placed on formulations,
labelling and packaging sizes, we are forced to either
deny Victorian customers products which are freely
available elsewhere in Australia or to maintain, in some
instances, separate products for sale in Victoria. We
have pointed out that both of the above options are a
serious barrier to our desire to become a world-class
manufacturer and that furthermore they deny Victorian
customers the economic and functional benefits that
would otherwise be available.

Similar sorts of comments were made in a letter
from Mr Tim Todhunter, General Manager,
Corporate Services, of JGL Investments Pty, who
states:
Our company manufactures margarine in Victoria in
competition with major international companies who
manufacture mainly interstate. The current Victorian
licence requires us to pay for manufacture here. This is
an added cost burden not shared by interstate or
overseas manufacturers, quite apart from the extra
paperwork needed for us to apply for a licence each
year, which affects our ability to compete here in
Victoria, interstate and in our overseas markets. Health
regulations are in existence for the proper control of
quality in the interests of the consumer. Therefore it
seems unnecessary to maintain this regulation set up
when the dairy industry forced control of the quantity
produced in this state, but now no longer having any
effect in this regard. We do not consider that an
argument that butter sales will be significantly affected
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by sales of margarine as a result of repealing this
legislation has any logical basis. The markets have
settled down into a consistent pattern, by application
local manufacturers can manufacture the quantities
they desire and there is a free importation of margarine
from interstate.

Finally, Mr Ken Jones, President of the Victorian
Dairy Products Association, states:
The VDPA considered this issue at its general meeting
today, and agreed that it does not oppose the repeal of
this legislation. The VDPA believes that this repeal will
not impact adversely on the Victorian dairy industry.
Any legislation that wmecessarily places Victorian
industry at a competitive disadvantage to interstate
industry should be repealed.

Clearly there is widespread support among those
sectors of the industry for the government's decision
to repeal the legislation.
The real impact of margarine deregulation occurred
back in the 1970s, when the other states removed
quotas and the dairy industry survived a 60 per cent
loss of butter sales while also enduring depressed
international prices. The dairy industry has since
diversified into cheese and other products. As a
result of that diversification and of having to
confront what happened in the other states, the
industry has become more efficient and stable. As I
said earlier, the market share for margarine and
butter respectively has also stabilised.
The repeal of the quota requirements in 1990 has
encouraged some expansion of margarine
production in Victoria. Previously estimated to be
about 10 000 to 12 000 tonnes a year, it is now
estimated to be up around 25 000 tonnes, which
approximates Victoria's estimated annual
consumption. Currently six Victorian companies are
licensed under the act to manufacture margarine.
Obviously the government recognises the
importance of the dairy industry. As the honourable
member for Altona mentioned, the Minister for
Agriculture recently released a five-year plan for the
industry. The program, which was developed by the
Department of Agriculture in conjunction with the
industry, sets out a long-tenn strategy and
objectives. That government initiative has obviously
been welcomed by all participants in the industry.
I was disappOinted some months ago to note that an
article on the dairy industry published in the
Melbourne Age credited the federal government
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with initiating the Target 10 program, because it is
most definitely an initiative of the Victorian
government, and of the Minister for Agriculture in
particular.
Only last week the Governor, in his address at the
opening of the second session of the 52nd
Parliament, alluded to recurrent expenditure over
the next three years of $18.3 million for agriculture.
The eight areas the government has targeted include
world-class dairying. In recognition of its huge
contribution to the Victorian economy, dairying is a
top priority for funding and attention in all areas of
government and departmental activity.
I conclude by thanking the Department of
Agriculture for its work in preparing the bill for
consideration by government. In particular I thank
Mr Spencer Field. The agriculture committee was
pleased to consult widely with all sectors of the
industry that will be affected by the repeal of the
legislation. That is in marked contrast to what they
were used to under the previous regime: the first
they would know about legislation affecting the
rural sector was when it was read a second time in
this place. That has changed and the industry now
has input into and ownership of legislation that
affects it; so it is very pleased about that change in
policy.
Finally, I am pleased to hear that the opposition will
support the passage of the bill through this house
and the other place. Actually, it is not supporting it;
it is just not opposing it - the shadow minister
chose her words carefully.
Mr HAMILTON (MorweU) - I am pleased to be
able to contribute to the debate. It is almost with a
sense of deja vu that this bill comes before the house.
It is a bit of deja vu in the negative for those people
who know anything about photography because the
blacks seem to have gone to the whites and the
whites seem to have gone to the blacks.
Before I begin my contribution I must take the
opportuni ty to respond to the remarks of the
honourable member for Mildura. If he were as good
at mathematics as he is at rhetoric he would have
worked out that if you milk 50 cows in the morning
and 50 at night over 10 years and if you take off a
couple of months when the cows are dried off, that
amounts to 3 million milkings. When the honourable
member has milked 3 million, or even 1 million, he
can start to tell me about milking cows and getting a
few kicks and a bit of manure on him every now and
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again! Let us not become too excited about who
knows what.
In fact, one of the things that really annoys me is the

utter arrogance displayed by members on the
government side of the house who think they are the
only people who know anything about farming and
are the only ones who have done any farming at all.
It is amazing to see that display of arrogance. One
should not be surprised to see it coming from some
honourable members opposite, but to assume that
that is the only side of the house with any wisdom is
to make a very false assumption; and false
assumptions can lead you into very deep water indeed, you can be up to your ankles in it.
I was pleased to hear the honourable member for
Mildura acknowledge the very careful choice of
words used by the shadow minister for agriculture
and rural affairs. The opposition is not opposing the
bill, much to my chagrin of course. There has to be
someone in this house who can stand up for the
dairy farmers. The honourable member for Mildura
spent the whole of his speech apologising for pulling
the rug from underneath the dairy farmers; he was
patting them on the back while pulling the rug from
underneath them. We know what happens when
you do that; they end up flat on their faces. It is sad
that there is no-one else in this house who will stand
up for the dairy fanners.
In his second-reading speech the Minister for

Agriculture said the bill has the support of the
margarine and dairy product manufacturers. But
there was a sin of omission; there was no mention of
support from the dairy farmers or the United
Dairyfarmers of Victoria.
Mr Bildstien interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - That is like quoting a
previous debate where an honourable member on
the government side of the house said, 'Well, what's
it matter if we upset a few dairy farmers?' That is a
pretty dangerous thing to do because if there is one
group in this state that is organised it is the dairy
farmers; they know how to lobby and how to get
along.

This bill is the result of the last of the agrarian
socialists having rolled over; they have their back
legs in the air and are getting their tummies tickled
as the economic rationalists - or irrationalists, as I
call them - and the deregulators now have their
own way. I am ashamed to say that, when the bill
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was discussed in our party room, I found we have a
few deregulators on this side of the house, too.
Mr Bildstien interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I will say a few words about
working on farms. I am still old enough to
remember when we had butter rationing coupons.
The honourable member for Mildura is not old
enough, so he could not remember the coupons. The
great thing about living on the farm then was that
you could always trade off your butter coupons for a
few coupons for tea or sugar, which were a bit hard
to grow on your own farm. Those days were terribly
important, and it is good to look back on them. In
those days you could earn a very comfortable
living - admittedly you worked hard for it - if you
had 50 cows on 100 acres or less. You could raise a
family, and there were five kids in ours. It did not do
us any harm.
In those days we used to have some workers who

came to the farms and helped. However, farmers
thought they would get rid of all that and get
machines to do the work, and they did. If you have a
big investment in machines instead of in people, the
dollar signs blind the eyes. If you have spent a lot of
money on machines you think you need to get a
bigger farm. So there was a greedy grab by people
who just had to get bigger and bigger farms. Of
course, whenever the farm next door was bought,
the neighbour had to move, so there was a large
social implication to the mechanisation of the farm.
The farm labourers went.
Mr Kilgour interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - If the honourable member for
Shepparton had done any such work on farms he
would know it was not a terribly good job, but it
was not a bad job because it let you feed the
kids - it was better than getting the dole.
Mr Kilgour interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - If you count productivity in
dollar terms the changes that have occurred in
agriculture have perhaps led to greater productivity,
but if you count productivity in terms of what has
happened to rural communities, where farms have
been bought out and sold and people have moved to
the city or down by the seaside in some places, there
has been a tremendous social cost.
I seriously ask whether our community is better off
in these times driven by economic rationalists - I
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would prefer to call them economic irrationalists than in the past when there was some regulation
and when governments accepted some
responsibility for their actions. 'Free market' is a
contradiction in tenns; there has never been a truly
'free' market - that is, one that has determined the
end result.
I am not quite sure that economic rationalism has
built a better society. It certainly has not built a more
cohesive SOCiety, but it has resulted in the loss of
many of those caring and social interplays that
occurred, especially in rural Victoria, and no doubt
in the inner suburbs of Melbourne where
working-class people had some reason for being
there other than to acquire a great stack of material
things.

I am not sure that the materialistic society we live in
today has been improved by the approach that has
been taken. With due honesty, I guess it has been
taken by both sides of the house. Fancy a Labor
government introducing a deregulation bill! And we
did so in 1986, 1989 and 1990!
Mr Kilgour intexjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Once upon a time when the
National Party was called the Country Party its
members had a few principles. They have principles
now; it is just that they have changed, and there are
fewer principles now.
A few newspaper articles have been published on
this subject. For example, the Age of 10 April 1986
contained an article headed, 'Party split affects
Liberals' rural policies'. It is most interesting.
Anyone now living in Victoria would not believe it.
Accompanying the article is a picture of a very
important person in Victoria these days - the
Premier. The article states:
Mr Kennett is understood not to have taken a stand on
the issue.

Mc Kennett did not take a position on the issue of
whether margarine should be regulated or
deregulated. Haven't things changed in eight years?
The Premier could never be accused now of not
having a pOSition on anything. One problem the
Labor Party has is that the Premier has too many
positions on too many things - and most of them
are wrong. That is why a few moments ago I said
that things have certainly changed. I guess it would
be even more interesting if the Premier did not have
a position on any issue.
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The article is quite revealing. It indicates another big
change that has happened in Victoria in government
and among political parties, which by and large are
dynamiC. I am not sure whether that is to the good,
and I include my own party.
Mr Bildstien - You could hardly accuse your
party of being dynamic!
Mr HAMILTON - Let me tell you tha t at times
my party is quite volatile. That is why there is one
lone voice here not supporting the bill. Never mind,
I believe in a democratic society and if you get rolled
in caucus, you get rolled.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - Sometimes it is a bit lonely!
The article also states:
A split between Victorian Liberal MPs from city seats
and their country colleagues could result in the Liberals
more closely following policy leads set by the National
Party.

One wonders whether that is true or not in the
coalition. It's a bit hard to sort out.
Mr Kilgour - You'll never know!
Mr HAMILTON - You never know. You
haven't got the punch line yet.
Mr Kilgour - You're a country member, come
and jOin us!

Mr HAMILTON - Well, if you didn't keep
rolling over for those economic deregulating
rationalists, I might. That was reflected two or three
weeks ago when newspaper reports - and you
can't always believe what you read in the
newspapers - said there was some tension between
the Ubs and the Nats. I hope there was some
support for the Nats by country Liberals over
electricity deregulation. They are now deregulating
electricity. Margarine has lots of uses--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - I am not referring to any
infamous films. We will probably end up getting
margarine on the dining tables in the members'
dining room the way this is going. You have to get a
bit of equal opportunity -or don't you believe in
equal opportunity?
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I return to what I was saying about the reported
tension that existed over the deregulation of
electricity prices between those members who were
concerned that country people may be
disadvantaged with the current spate of
deregulation proposed for the electricity industry.
The National Party then said, 'We have had a win.
We have a guarantee there will be no increase in
tariffs up to 1996 and there will be uniform tariffs up
until the year 2000'. After 2000 they will all be dead
and gone. They do not care about it.
Mr Bildstien - I will be here after the year 2000!
Mr HAMILTON - The way you live your life,
don't make too many long-term plans! I'm not sure
whether those who were concerned about
disadvantaging country people as a result of
electricity tariffs are as smart as they thought they
were. The aspect that has not been publicised in any
way, which will be a critical part of any electricity
bill after deregulation, is not the electricity tariff but
the surcharge. The surcharge for electricity has
increased from $16 to $32 a quarter. When country
people receive their surcharge bills for delivering
electricity they might discover that the surcharge has
increased to $200 in the country.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, I direct to the attention of the
Chair the remarks of the honourable member for
Morwell and wonder what they have to do with
margarine. This is a narrow bill dealing with the
repeal of margarine legislation. I fail to see what
electricity prices have to do with the bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! On the point of order, the honourable
member for Morwell is straying somewhat. I ask
him to come back to the bill.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I am making a
passing reference to a very important debate that
has occurred for 100 years since the first margarine
legislation was introduced into the house: the
regulation or deregulation of the production and
sale of margarine. That debate has taken place
between members who represent different
constituencies. It is good to have debate between
people representing different constituencies because
it shows they are not all the same. I believe it is
perfectly legitimate to draw an analogy or make a
direct comparison between what has occurred for
100 years, what is happening now and what will
happen in metropolitan and country Victoria in the
future.
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I remind the honourable member for Rodney that
country constituencies are more important than city
constituencies because they face more challenges. I
agree that country people have a better lifestyle, but
we must ensure that people who choose to live and
work in the country are not penalised. There is
nothing wrong with that.
A comparison between butter and margarine is an
important part of the debate. I shall complete my
analogy of the way the agrarian socialists were
rolled in this debate and the way I believe they were
rolled in the electricity debate. I ask them: what will
be the electricity surcharge for country consumers?
The surcharge relates to the interest or profit on the
infrastructure, not on the electricity tariff. Beware
country people! You are not yet out of the woods so
far as electricity prices are concerned.
Mr Kilgour - And back to margarine!
Mr HAMILTON - I remember when the old
kerosene engine broke down and we used to milk
the cows by hand. In those days we did not have
electricity hooked up to our home.
Mr Kilgour - Turn the separator!
Mr HAMILTON - No, we had a kerosene
engine.
Mr Maughan - What were the names of the
cows, Keith?
Mr HAMILTON - I could run through those,
too. That was a pretty important part. It is much
easier when you have 50 cows. The farmers with SOO
cows have a real problem.
Mr Kilgour - They are not milked by hand these
days.
Mr HAMILTON - I recall using a blowtorch on
the old kerosene engine to raise the temperature
before it could be fired up. There are some good
things to remember. It is good for the soul to
remember how we survived in those days.
I refer to a report in the Herald of 13 September 1989.
That is another thing that has changed: in those days
we had a Herald and a Sun instead of the Herald Sun.
That article refers to a bill being before the house to
deregulate margarine production, which is what this
bill does.

Mr McArthur interjected.
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Mr HAMILTON - That was an interesting
comment; the honourable member for Monbulk
should listen to this because he will get a mention in
this speech and I am sure he will appreciate that.
The article says, in part:
But it has rankled the economic rationalists, who
believe it goes clean against the grain of free market
Liberalism -

That is a bit of a worry to oppose reform of such a blatantly protectionist law.

The journalist has taken a little bit of licence in his
use of emotive language. However, this is the
interesting bit:
Liberal dries -

'Liberal dries' is almost an anachronism these days,
isn't it?
a group that includes frontbenchers Alan Stockdale and
Don Hayward, former leader Jeff Kennett, -
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deregulation of the margarine industry would be in
the interests of the dairy farmers of this state.
This is a terribly symbolic bill. We all know that
margarine has probably been crossing the borders
since the days when we had bread and dripping,
which is a fair while ago. The Margarine Act has
been ineffective in doing what it was designed to do
since the days when railway trains carted freight
backwards and forwards, which were then replaced
by trucks that could do the same things; and we
have our roads and all the hidden costs like
under-axle costs that keep all of us poor in paying
for our roads.
This repeal bill will do absolutely nothing except
symbolically pull the rug out from under the dairy
farmers. The Nats and the country Liberals have
said, 'We don't care about the poor old dairy
farmers'. Let it go on record that I care about and
have a soft spot for the dairy farmers and I am
prepared to stand up in this house and support them
and say that you should not even symbolically Full
the rug out from under the dairy farmers!
Mr McArthur interjected.

This was 1989, comrades Mr Victor Perton, Mr Vin Heffernan -

I would have thought that Vin was one of the wetter

ones, but never mind and Mr lames Guest ...

The thing that amazes me is that some people escape
from that group. I do not know exactly how the
factions work, but the honourable member for
Mildura would have to be part of the liberal dries,
and I imagine the honourable member for Monbulk
may also be part of it.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr HAMILTON - That is pretty dangerous you have to count the numbers one way or another
and Alex is counting at the moment, isn't he? The
interesting thing is that change has not taken place
so much in the Uberal Party; there have always been
very conservative liberal members and some quite
small-l liberals among the group, although they try
to get rid of them every time they are identified.
In the debate there was never any doubt that the

members of the National Party did not believe the

Mr HAMILTON - The dairy farmers will not
appreciate this symbolic day. It is a sad day for:he
poor old dairy farmers when their supporters have
symbolically pulled the rug out! How dare you
come in here and say you look after the dairy
farmers when you have just lowered the last fla~ on
them!
The margarine industry has not been completel1
separated from rural industry in Victoria, but
something like 75 per cent of the margarine tha: is
eaten in this state comes from over the border. At
this stage we do not grow sunflowers too well 11 this
state.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Yes; I understand there .1ave
been attempts and diversification of some of ou
farming, which is a good thing ecologically,
environmentally and in many other ways. But by the
same-An honourable member interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - We don't grow sunfloW?rs
too well down in my part of the country becau.<e it is
a bit wet.
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The difference between margarine production and
butter production was never fundamentally an
agricultural argument at all, because both products
are produced by our agricultural industry, which in
1994 is still the most important industry in this state
and in overall terms it is probably the most
important industry across Australia. If you look at
the value adding that goes on in the dairy industry,
you see that it probably outstrips the value adding
in any other industry in this state.
The argument used on my side of the house about
allowing margarine to be taken off the quota system
was that it will create jobs in the margarine
production centres so margarine can be produced in
this state. I do not have a problem with that.
However, I have a problem with the fact that if you
visit the factory that produces margarine you do not
see too many bodies around; what you see is very
sophisticated computer-driven machinery. All the
jobs have been created overseas where they have
designed and made the machinery and got the
patents on it, yet we say, 'Oh well, it was a good
thing to get all this margarine'. I would rather have
seensome-Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Yes I know, it is a great pity,
although some of us can still remember the great
Alia-Lava I separators, and the milking machines
which were products of Australia - designed, built
and manufactured here.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - There is a commonality
between the margarine and the butter industries
because both margarine and butter are agricultural
products. However, that was never a reason to
repeal this act. Nothing would have changed in the
market; we would still not have got margarine on
the table in the members' dining room if this bill had
not been passed. So why pass the bill? That is the
question. The reason for this bill is not to
demonstrate that the agrarian socialists were dead
and buried and had been knocked over by the
deregulators or the economic rationalists. No; that
was not the reason, although some might have
accused you of doing that. The real reason has
nothing to do with the health of the nation, whether
it be fatty acids, trans-fatty acids or polyunsaturated
acids. The only reason for having this bill before the
house is to pat the dairy farmers on the back and
pull the rug out from underneath them in a very
slippery way. You have run up the white flag on the
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poor old dairy farmers. I have not done that, and
you will rue the day that you symbolically - Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - If we get around to a vote,
we will have a vote on it. I have already voted once,
let me tell you that. I do not support the bill,
although I will have to vote for it because that is the
way democracy works.
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) - I am pleased to
support the repeal of the Margarine Act, one which
was originally established to protect the butter
market by restricting margarine production and
sales. Since that act was passed there has been an
incredible change in the dairy industry. Factories
that were originally producing only butter have now
diversified so much that today that they are
producing milk powder, whey powders, calf
replacer, casein and many different cheeses as
everyday products.

I was interested in what the honourable member for
Morwell had to say. He has not bothered to talk with
the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, as we on the
agricultural committee of which I am a member, did.
The UDV spoke with us about the effects the repeal
of the bill will have and quickly came to the
conclusion that it will make no difference to dairy
farmers because the margarine and the butter
market has stabilised. As the honourable member
for Mildura said in his contribution, there is no
longer the strong competition between margarine
and butter as there is between brands of margarine
and brands of butter.
The act provided for the licensing of persons to
manufacture margarine, both table and cooking. The
Minister for Agriculture can issue permits, prescribe
pack sizes and label requirements. The UDV is
concerned that truth in labelling of margarine
should be ensured. If concerns are expressed about
labelling, the government can act through the food
standards code. That will be done where necessary if
margarine manufacturers do not continue to
truthfully label margarine. The code ensures better
protection against the use of tallow in table
margarine to ensure that the product contains what
is listed on the label.
The repeal of such redundant and unnecessarily
restrictive legislation clearly accords with the
government's commitment to create a less restrictive
and more competitive economic environment in the
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state and to remove unnecessary impediments to
margarine production in Victoria.
During the 19805 three attempts were made to
repeal the act. It is interesting to note that today the
honourable member for Morwell, who is now in
opposition, does not agree with the repeal of the act.
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Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - I support the
Margarine (Repeal) Bill which abolishes the
Margarine Act. As the honourable member for
Shepparton pointed out in his contribution, the bill
has the support of the dairy farming community
through the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and
through the various dairy farmer groups in my
electorate with whom I have spoken.

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr KILGOUR - The Labor Party made three
attempts to repeal the act, but now the can-do
government is deciding to do something to support
business. From 1983 to 1992 the Labor government
was unsuccessful, although section 7 of the act
relating to quotas was repealed. Since then the
number of margarine manufacturers has increased
from three to six - double the number - and the
quota of 5180 tonnes in 1990 has now increased to an
estimated 25 000 to 30 000 tonnes, which is about the
figure for the consumption of margarine in Victorian.
The repeal of the act will abolish licensing controls.
Currently manufacturers pay an annual fee of $5 for
each tonne produced. Once again, the government is
trying to cut the cost of manufacture and the costs
on business.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr KILGOUR - Yes, the agricultural committee
spoke to the UDV, and after expressing concern
about labelling and food standards the organisation
was happy to accept that the legislation would not
make any difference to the dairy industry. The
deregulation of the margarine industry occurred and
removed the quotas. Since then there has been a
stabilisation of the butter and margarine market to
approximately 73 per cent margarine and 27 per cent
butter.
Over the years the dairy industry has had to
diversify as the production of butter decreased. The
impact of the mutual recognition provisions of the
Victorian margarine legislation will be to exempt all
interstate margarine suppliers from the
requirements of the act that placed impediments on
the dairy industry.
Consumer protection will be provided by
appropriate standards for margarine under the
national food standards code. If concern is expressed
I believe the food code will solve those problems. I
support the bill and, as a member of the agricultural
committee, I am happy to see it proceed through the
house.

I enjoyed the contribution of members who have
spoken on the bill and I pay tribute to the dairy
industry in this state for the advances that have been
made over the past 30 years. The dairy industry is
the model for the way other industries can and
should adapt to world conditions. Virtually all
protection for that industry has now been removed.
It was an industry that histOrically was highly
protected. In the early stages, certainly when I was a
dairy farmer, I believed passionately that that
protection was justified. The difficulty for the dairy
industry has been that as it has progressively lost
whatever forms of protection it had other industries
in Australia have not lost that protection as rapidly
and to the same degree. Nonetheless, it is an object
lesson on the way we should go and it justifies the
economic reform that the government is currently
undertaking because over a period this industry has
adjusted to world conditions, dramatically increased
its productivity - double what the rest of the
community has done both on the farm and in the
factory - and increasingly diversified its products.
Initially the dairy industry was largely a producer of
milk and butter. In the 1960s that changed to milk
powders and caseins. Today we have a diverse
group of dairy products with yoghurts, the various
spreads and mixes. The introduction of margarine
was the start of it when dairy companies
acknowledged that they had a spreadability
problem with butter and began adding various
vegetable blends.
The Margarine Act Originally protected the dairy
industry in the volume it produced until it was
noticed that other states were producing large
quantities of margarine that was coming into
Victoria, and in many ways we were denying
Victorian producers of oilseeds the opportunity to
participate.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN - The honourable member for
Swan Hill agrees because he and I have grown
oilseeds. If we did not have so many corellas in
northern Victoria we would be much larger
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producers of oilseeds, which is a good industry to be
in.
The bill is part of the government's microeconomic
refonn of creating a less re'Strictive and more
competitive economic environment. The dairy
industry is able to stand on its own feet. It is an
important industry not only to the state but to my
electorate where the most important industry is the
dairy industry and a number of large
world-competitive factories have spent $10 million,
$15 million or $20 million upgrading their plants to
make them more efficient to cope with the rapid
increase in production in the state.
I guess many people do not realise that the increase
in production in the dairying industry in Victoria
over the past two years is roughly equivalent to the
total production of the industry in New South
Wales. That gives some idea of its scope and size.
The legislation is necessary, and the dairying
industry supports it, which shows that the industry
is a mature one that has come of age and can
compete on international markets, given a fair go. It
has done that by increasing its productivity and
efficiency. All that is needed now is for some of the
artificial barriers in other parts of the world to come
down and the dairying industry will go from
strength to strength, as it has done in the past
20 years. This is a step in the right direction for a
most important industry, and I have great pleasure
in supporting the bill.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - I will comment
briefly on the bill, but before I do I take up a couple
of interesting things that the honourable member for
Morwell said. I actually wrote them down; he will
have to correct me if I am wrong. The honourable
member said, 'Fancy a Labor government
introducing a deregulation bill. Goodness gracious,
you would not believe it, would you!', or something
along those lines. That is indicative of the attitude of
the Australian Labor Party. It continually wants to
legislate and regulate, adding to the rules that bear
down on the community; but the ALP is never
prepared to look at the regulations and legislation to
see whether any of them are ineffective,
inappropriate or no longer relevant and should be
removed. It is a ridiculous attitude.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR - He was arguing against it,
though.
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Also I congratulate ALP members: they have
demonstrated that they were the first ostrich farmers
in the state of Victoria. They have had their heads
well and truly buried in the sand for some time now.
As the honourable member for Benambra said, if
you keep your head buried in the sand, somebody is
likely to kick you in the bum. The people of Victoria
finnly kicked the ALP in the bum in October 1992,
and unless ALP members change their attitude that
is likely to be repeated in October 1996.
This simple bill repeals the margarine legislation.
For about 100 years there has been margarine
legislation in Victoria, and it has existed for two
main purposes. The first is consumer protection.
Tha t is no longer effective and has become
redundant. It was there on two grounds--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR - Yes, I do, and I will get to
that.
The legislation was for consumer protection, both on
health grounds and on product description and
labelling grounds. Those purposes have become
redundant. There is a range of health legislation and
regulations to protect the health standards of
manufactured products. The consumer protection
product description and labelling area is now
effectively redundant and has been replaced by the
national food standard codes. Those reasons for the
margarine legislation are no longer valid, which is a
strong argument for the repeal of what has now
become ineffective and redW1dant legislation.
The other reason for the existence of the margarine
bills over the past 100 years has been an industry
protection argument. The legislation has existed for
the protection of the dairy industry. Again, this is no
longer effective; it has become less and less effective
over the past three decades as regulations and
legislation in other states have changed. Other states
have progressively deregulated their margarine
controls, and quotas were abolished in most other
states in the 1970s.
Under the operation of the constitution, that has
effectively meant that manufacturers in other states
could manufacture margarine and simply transport
and sell it in Victoria. That has gradually
undermined the industry protection value of the
Margarine Act 1975. Quotas in Victoria were
abolished in 1990. Contrary to what the honourable
member for Morwell said, that has not led to the
demise of the industry: in fact the dairying industry

MARGARINE (REPEAL) BILL
378

ASSEMBLY

is probably the strongest and most vigorous
agricultural industry in Victoria at the moment.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr McARTHUR - It is because the dairy
industry has been restructured, is world competitive
and effective, efficient and innovative. There is no
point hiding behind old and ineffectual industry
protection standards.
The two basic reasons for the existence of the
Margarine Act 1975 have disappeared, and that is
good reason for the repeal of the act. While for a
whole range of reasons there has been argument in
the community about the protection of the dairying
industry and consumer standards, the reasons for
the old act no longer exist. That is the justification
for its being repealed.
1 do not see why the government should not
continue to look at the statute books to see what
legislation exists that no longer has effect and what
regulations exist that are now counterproductive
and remove them. If they are not effective, we do not
need them and they should be removed from the
books. The government should continue that
process. I support the bill.
MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - I thank the honourable members for
Altona, Morwell, Rodney, Shepparton, Monbulk and
Mildura for their contributions to the debate this
morning. 1 will address a couple of comments by the
various members.
The honourable member for Altona mentioned the
previous honourable member for Ripon, the
Honourable Tom Austin, referring to margarine as
being like a cake of soap. It probably was in those
times because palm oil was the basis of margarine,
so probably that was not far from the truth.
The honourable member for Altona also reflected on
the attitude of government members to deregulation
and regulation. 1 remind her of the milk war, which
comes to mind when talking about the protection of
anybody. Dairy farmers were forced to drop their
milk on their farms because the then Premier, the
Honourable John Cain, would not invoke the
Essential Services Act on transport drivers. He was
too frightened to bring about some sensible direction
because he was protecting the Transport Workers
Union.
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Honourable members should know not to try to get
debate running against one side of politics unless
they are without sin on their own side. In relation to
this debate, opposition members are not without sin.
If we were to ask the state or federal Labor Party
about deregulation of the labour market, they would
turn a deaf ear.
I well recall the comments of the honourable
member for Altona when the government privatised
the veterinary laboratories, or vet labs, in this state.
She said, 'You cannot privatise the vet labs', yet we
know that they are working very successfully. All
those people, with the exception of one or two, are
now employed in the private sector and are doing a
good job.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - I would like you to
bring forward and justify the claim that they are
being paid less. 1 understand they are now being
paid on performance rather than just for turning up.

Ms Marple interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - I am not saying that at
all, but that is the attitude you people have to the
reform of the labour market. Your attitude is that if
they turn up they are entitled to be paid. On our side
of the house there is a different culture and a
different attitude to the reform of the labour market.

Another consideration that has been totally
neglected by the opposition - although I give credit
to the honourable member for Morwell because he
was heading in the right direction during the last 2
or 3 minutes of his contribution - is the increased
production of oilseeds such as canola, rapeseeci,
safflower and sunflower. It is interesting to note that
the production of canola in Victoria has increased
Significantly. In 1992 Victoria produced
24000 tonnes; in 1993-94, 64 000 tonnes were
produced; and if this had been a reasonable year the
crop would have been 100 000 tonnes. However, we
will not reach that projected amount because of the
current drought conditions in the north-west and
northern parts of the state.
When one compares the old rapeseed with the
genetic changes in canola seed one finds that canola
has lower levels of erucic acid. It is important for
human health that that fatty acid is eliminated
because of its harmful effect on the heart.
Ms Marple - Give it all up!
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Mr W. D. McGRATH - That attitude of the
honourable member for Altona is really sensible!
After it has been crushed canola meal is also low in
glucosinolates and therefore has a much higher
value as stock food. It is sensible that we deregulate
the Margarine Act, which will allow the oilseed
industry to grow alongside the state's dairy industry.
The dairy industry is now a mature industry. To
understand that, one only has to see the work done
at the Food Research Institute on the fractionation of
butterfat as well as the new products that are
coming forward, such as yoghurt. Ten years ago
yoghurt was unheard of; now it is an everyday dairy
product. Many other new dairy-based products are
entering the market. Blends of margarine and butter
are now being produced because of their better
spreadability.
I have one last matter I will direct to the honourable
member for Morwell, which is all about protection. I
say that bearing in mind that Europe is allowed to
export 11 000 tonnes of cheese to Australia, while
we, because of quotas and tariffs, can export only
3000 tonnes of cheese to Europe. I wonder whether
the honourable member for Morwell will write to
the federal Minister for Primary Industries and
Energy, who is on his side of politics, to ask what he
is doing about that imbalance.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - It is no good canning us
if you are not prepared to turn the tables! I ask the
honourable member whether he is prepared to take
some action to redress that serious imbalance.
Although we have a rich dairy industry, we are still
importing 11 000 tonnes of cheese from Europe and exporting only 3000 tonnes to Europe.
The honourable member for Shepparton alluded to
the consultation that has taken place, as did the
honourable member for Mildura. A great deal of
consultation has taken place with all sections of the
industry, including the United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria, the oilseed people, the processors and the
manufacturers.
Mr Hamilton - Did you speak to the unions?
Mr W. D. McGRATH - We certainly spoke to
the UDV, which is the peak body.
Ms Marple interjected.
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Mr W. D. McGRATH - We speak to people,
either individually or collectively.
Ms Marple interjected.
MrW. D. McGRATH -1 have spoken to the
unions, my dear girl!
Ms Marple interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - It is better than that
other phrase. It is pleasing that we are once again
moving forward to a fully or at least partially
deregulated. industry. Over the past two years we
have fully deregulated. the egg industry, and now it
is the turn of the margarine industry. We have
partially de regulated. the barley industry, the market
milk industry and the domestic meat kill industry.
There has been a lot of movement in and assistance
to the agricultural sector, through either the full or
partial deregulation of the various industries the
state has some legislative responsibility for.
This is one step down the path that will allow
industry to compete in the marketplace. It should be
borne in mind that the future growth of both the
dairy industry and the oilseed and margarine
industries will be not only in the domestic market
but in the export market. The only way to do that is
to give the industry an opportunity to be as efficient
as it can be, to reduce the impediments that stand in
its way and prevent it from moving forward, to
create opportunities for jobs and to provide - Mr Hamilton - New machines?
Mr W. D. McGRATH - There may be new
machines. It is better to have machines and some
jobs rather than no machines and no jobs. You have
to work out the balance. We are providing
opportunities for the industry to be competitive and
to gain access to global markets, which will benefit
all Australians.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Passed remaining stages.
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Unfortunately the Victorian people do not have as
much to laugh about.

Address-in-reply
Mr Cooper interjected.

Debate resumed from 14 September; motion of
Mr WELLS (Wantima) for adoption of
address-in-reply.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I will not be

joining members of the government benches in
congratulating the Governor on his speech. It is not
that I mean to offend or show any disrespect to the
Governor - he is a decent and honourable man. The
hollow, deceitful and euphemistic balderdash that
was contained in the speech could not possibly have
flowed from the Governor's pen. It was a speech the
Premier or one of his highly paid flunkeys wrote for
the Governor to read, so I will treat it as little more
than that - the jargon of a third-rate advertising
man. It is little wonder the Governor choked on the
speech.
It purports to set new direction for Victoria for the
remainder of the current government's term. What a
fraud! Proroguing Parliament was little more than
an excuse for the Premier to indulge his delusions of
grandeur and to have yet another garden party for
government members of Parliament It was an
excuse and another opportunity for this man to
spend taxpayers' money on yet another circus, on
yet another garden party!
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) -On a point
of order, Mr Acting Speaker, it is obvious that the
honourable member for Yan Yean is reading every
word he is saying. It seems he cannot even read,
because he is making a botch of it. I suggest he take
note of the standing orders, addresses the Chair and
does not read a prepared speech.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) -On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I happen to be referring to
notes, which I understand I am entitled to do.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member for Yan Yean claims
he is referring to notes, and at this time I will allow
him to do that.

Mr Cooper - But his notes have commas and full
stops!
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER - Here we have a useless
Treasurer, who just lost Tabcorp, making jokes.

Mr HAERMEYER - You are out of your mind.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for MOrnington is out of his
place and disorderly.
Mr HAERMEYER - The truth about the
Governor's speech is that there are no new
directions. The speech is littered with advertising
hype and has no substance whatsoever. The
Kennett-Liberal government is promising the same
old dog food dressed up as eye fillet. It is still
offering us the highest taxes and charges of any state
in Australia. Since the Kennett government moved
onto the government benches Victoria has become
the highest-taxing, highest-charging state in the
commonwealth

Despite the fact that even our useless Treasurer now
acknowledges that the state's finances are in surplus,
the despicable 'one-off' state deficit levy remains. It
begs the question: how can we have a state deficit
levy when the budget is not in deficit? The state
deficit levy is nothing but a fraud. It is a levy the
Victorian people were not told about prior to the
1992 election, and its introduction is a betrayal of the
trust Victorians placed in this government in 1992. I
assure honourable members opposite that the
Victorian people will not forget it in 1996. You may
well abolish it in the run-up to an election year, but
Victorians will not forget this contemptible levy.
As I said, when it was introduced it was to be a
one-off levy. That is what the Premier said! When
the rates next become due Victorians will be
mugged for this extortionate levy for a third time. So
much for the one-off levy the Premier said we were
going to be hit with. The Premier and his useless
Treasurer deliberately misled Victorians into
believing that this levy, this theft, would be inflicted
upon them only once. Yet even if the $100 home tax
were abolished today, Victorians would still be the
highest taxed and highest charged citizens in
Australia. A typical Victorian family is now paying
$1500 more in taxes and charges than it was paying
when this pack of muggers came to office - when
the people opposite mugged the Victorian electorate
in 1992. That is $1500 that the average Victorian
family can ill afford.
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By that I mean not only the unemployed and the
growing underclass that is being cultivated by this
government but also middle and lower-income
Victorian families, whom the government is
crucifying. They are the people who are not wealthy
enough to be without a care, nor are they poor
enough to qualify for the social security benefits that
the Commonwealth government offers. They are the
people who have to work for a living - that is, if
they can get a job in this state. They have to work for
a living because they have to keep up their
mortgages, feed and clothe their families and give
their children a decent start in life. Some have to
provide their parents or grandparents with security
in their old age. They are the people who have to
work overtime just to meet their financial
commitments, and they are the people who have to
work because they need to, not because it is a useful
way to fill in time between cocktail parties.
They are the people who live in my electorate and
the electorates of many of the honourable members
on this side of the house. But they are also the
people who live in the electorates of many
honourable members opposite. They live in the
electorates of the honourable member for
Monbulk - I can see him over there - and the
honourable member for Tullamarine.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER - We will see about that in
1996. They live in the electorates of the honourable
members for Mooroolbark, Mitcham, Bayswater,
Knox, Wantima and Ballarat East. They certainly
also live in the electorates of those members
opposite who represent country areas. Those people
also live in the electorates of the honourable
members for Ballarat West, Ballarat East and
Cranbourne.
Mr Finn interjected.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Tullamarine is out of his
place and disorderly.
Mr HAERMEYER - They are the people whom
honourable members opposite have sold out and
betrayed. They placed their trust in the honourable
members opposite at the last election, but they have
been betrayed! They are being taxed out of existence
by this government.
When the Governor made his first Kennett-penned
speech to Parliament on 27 October 1992 he said the
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Kennett government was detennined to reinstate
Victoria as the jewel in the commonwealth crown.
This phrase was also echoed last night. I was in the
house for the address-in-reply speech given by the
honourable member for Portland, during which he
claimed that Victoria is 'the jewel in the crown of
Australia once more'. Yet the ordinary punters out
there, the people this Premier and this Treasurer do
not see and will not listen to, cannot see that jewel in
the crown. To them Victoria is little more than a
jewel in Ron Walker's pocket.
I invite the Premier, or the Treasurer, who is sitting
here, to tell the injured worker who has no
subsistence - or, at best, hopelessly inadequate
subsistence - to feed, to clothe and to house his or
her family that Victoria is once again the jewel in the
commonwealth crown. Tell it to them! Tell it to the
eight-year-old primary school child in country
Victoria who must get up at 6.30 in the morning to
catch a bus to school because the local school was
closed down. Tell it to the intellectually
handicapped adults out at the Helping Hand
Association for Intellectually Disabled in Epping,
which has just had a funding cut of $300 000,
reducing it to a totally WlSustainable leveL Tell those
people that Victoria is the jewel in the
commonwealth crown!
Tell that to the Grey Sisters, from whom the
government took $45 000, which had been used to
help young mothers, to spend on a garden party.
That was exactly the same amount that was spent on
the trashy garden party - an indulgence for the
Liberal Party cocktail set - out the back here last
week. Tell those mothers that Victoria is the jewel in
the commonwealth crown.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable members for Tullarnarine and
MOrnington are out of their places and disorderly.
Mr HAERMEYER - Tell it to the young child
starting off in a prep class of 35. A prep class of 35 are you proud of that! Tell it to an asthma victim in
Craigiebum who had to wait 45 minutes for an
ambulance. Tell all those people that Victoria is the
jewel in the commonwealth crown. What about the
hip replacement patient rushed out of hospital
earlier than was sensible simply because the
case-mix schedule did not provide the funding to
allow him to stay longer?
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Tell it to the 22-year-<>ld university graduate in
Frankston or Monbulk when he or she cannot find a
job and has little hope of finding one in the near
future - even a menial job! Tell it to the
middle-aged unemployed person who has very little
hope of finding a job at all! Tell the millions of
Victorians who have suffered from record high
taxes, the highest unemployment in Australia, and
the savage cuts to human services - in health,
education, community services, kindergartens,
maternal and child health, and ambulances. You
name it! This government has destroyed the social
infrastructure of this state.
While the government writes an open cheque for
Ron Walker's grand prix circus, it spends tens of
millions of dollars redecorating its suites and
millions on political advertising of such cynicism
that even the Bjelke-Petersen government would not
be able to live up to.
An Honourable Member - Don't you worry
about that!
Mr HAERMEYER - Indeed when the voters cast
their judgment upon the honourable member for
Tullamarine he will have much to worry about. Tell
these people that Victoria is the jewel in the
commonwealth crown! The answer of the Victorian
people is quite clear: they are voting with their feet.
Each day the state is losing 145 people - that is not
a gross figure but a net figure. They are now packing
their bags for other states, Queensland in particular,
because they can no longer afford to live in Victoria.
They are even less enamoured of the Premier's jewel
in the crown than they are of the Treasurer's
Tabcorp float or should we say the 'Tabcorp
drowning'? It is not just part of a long-term trend as
King Jeff claimed on radio yesterday - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should know by now that he may refer to
honourable members only by their correct titles. He
may not use the expression that he used in his
speech.
Mr HAERMEYER - I apologise, I was only
referring to the terminology being bandied about by
the Premier's own spin doctors. However, when this
government came to office the number of Victorians
leaving this state was less than half the current
number, so it is not just part of some long-term
trend, this is something that has happened because
of what the Kennett government is doing to the
Victorian people.
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The Kennett-Stockdale effect is very transparent and
pronounced. Nonetheless I sense the government
gleans some sort of strange and perverted
satisfaction from this exodus of 300 000 people,
because in the future they will not be swelling the
unemployment numbers in this state. It surely
makes the employment level in this state look a lot
better than it really is -as bad as it looks alreadyyet it also means that some 300 000 people are now
investing and contributing their talents in other
states, Queensland in particular. The benefits of
much skill, experience and training that the
Victorian taxpayer paid for are now being lost. This
government has borrowed $3 billion to pay for
departure packages, to put many of those people out
ofwork-Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER - You will have your
opportunity to rebut it later, but the government did
not even seek to target those packages. The very best
public sector workers in the state, the most
experienced and qualified teachers, nurses,
ambulance officers, researchers, administrators have
all packed their bags and have been lost to the
Victorian public sector.
A Significant percentage of those people have joined
the exodus to Queensland and other states. We have
lost not only their skills, abilities, experience and the
training that was acquired at the expense of the
Victorian taxpayer, but also almost $1 billion of that
voluntary departure package amount - that this
government borrowed - to other states. That
money is being invested in other states, and it is
money on which the taxpayers in Victoria are
paying interest.
Per capita debt in this state is now almost $8000. On
the government's own figures that figure is
projected to mushroom out to $8400 for the 1997-98
financial year. That is almost a 20 per cent increase
on the per capita debt level since this government
came to office promising to make debt its priority.
Despite all the pain, there is quite obviously
absolutely no gain in Sight, no gain whatsoever! The
Kennett-Stockdale government cannot find the
money for teachers, schools, a decent ambulance
service or to keep our hospitals running. This mean
and vindictive government which cuts $40 000 from
the Grey Sisters and more than $300 000 from the
Whittlesea helping hand association, can find
$1 billion to pump prime Queensland and other
states - $1 billion that we are paying for that has
been borrowed by the Victorian government and the
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interest of which is being paid for by the Victorian
taxpayers! That money is now providing investment
and jobs in other states while Victoria lags behind.
While the rest of Australia'bounds along benefiting
from the national economic recovery, we in Victoria
are still waiting to see the economic benefits. In his
speech the Governor said that Victoria had led
Australia in employment growth, yet only two days
after the Governor made that speech, the
employment figures for the last quarter were
delivered. What they revealed would have saddened
any patriotic Victorian because it shows that Victoria
has the highest unemployment rate of any state in
the commonwealth.
Mr Bracks - Worse than Tasmania!
Mr HAERMEYER - Worse than Tasmania! For
the first time that I can remember, Victoria has a
higher unemployment rate than the historical basket
case of the Australian economy, Tasmania. Only 900
full-time jobs have been created by this government
since it came to office with the jobs and justice cliche
as its catchcry. The heartbreaking reality for the
majority of Victorians is that this state of Victoria
should be, as in the past, setting the pace in this
economic recovery, particularly as we gather
momentum. But unfortunately we are being
dragged along by the rest of the nation; we are sadly
lagging behind. Yet this government has the
temerity to come into the house and tell us and tell
the media that it is taking the credit for even the
smallest level of economic improvement that has
trickled over into Victoria.
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Inote that the honourable member for Tullamarine
is in the chamber. Last year we had the Premier go
out to his electorate and say he was going to call the
proposed VUT campus at Tullamarine, which I
understand will largely be a federally funded
initiative, the Bernie Finn campus!
Mind you, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Tullamarine bagged that proposal when it was first
mooted by the former member for Coburg, Peter
Gavin.
Mr Finn - Liar!
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Tullamarine has used unparliamentary
language. I ask him to withdraw. He is interjecting
from out of his place, which is grossly disorderly.
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - I withdraw the remark.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - The
much-vaunted Agenda 21 program for which this
government likes to pat itself on the back is largely
funded by the Keating Labor government in
Canberra - that is the truth, they can't deny it!
Yesterday the Minister for Health and the Premier
opened the new premises of the Peter MacCallum
Cancer Institute - as if they had anything to do
with it! Not one word of credit for Maureen Lyster
or Joan Kirner, who initiated the project. It had
nothing whatsoever to do with this government. If
this government had been in office then it would
never have happened.
Mr Cooper - Pull the other leg, it's got bells on it!

The Kennett government has turned the credit and
blame game into an art form. When it sees a
glimmer of positive economic news it immediately
seizes upon it as evidence of the success of its
policies. Yet when it receives news that is not so
flattering, it immediately reverts to its dreary dirge
about the ills and ledgers of the Cain and Kirner
governments - much in the same way as we have
this government claiming credit for any initiative of
the Keating government or the Cain-Kirner
government.
For example, it is taking the credit for the Western
Ring Road, an initiative of the Cain-Kimer
government and the Federal Labor government in
Canberra. It is the same thing with the City Circle
tram - federally funded but the state government is
taking the credit for it - and the old Treasury
building.

Mr HAERMEYER - When in opposition this
mob bagged that proposal. Given that the Premier
has decided to prorogue the Parliament to afford it
the opportunity to present yet another speech by the
Governor, it might be fruitful to reflect on the
Governor's speech as reported in Hansard of
27 October 1992 and evaluate the performance of the
Kennett government against the standards and
objectives it set itself in that speech. The top of the
list is:
reducing Victoria's record high and totally
unacceptable unemployment level;

What are the facts? Victoria's unemployment level is
11.1 per cent, the highest in Australia -the national
average is only 9.5 per cent - even worse than
Tasmania, and it has been flattered by the exodus of
Victorians from this state. It is attributable to the
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contractionary economic policies of this government.
Clearly, on that standard - fail!
The second standard the government set for itself
was:
establishing an appropriate and professional education
system for our children as they prepare for an
increasingly competitive world;

What is its record? It has closed 200 schools. We are
approaching the highest teacher:pupil ratios in the
country. Facilities such as the Diamond Creek
Primary School are completely run down, yet no
funds are available for that school because whatever
money there is is being spent in the electorates of
government ministers. Local schools are having to
set exorbitant fees to pay for the necessities that in
the past they did not have to worry about. In the
past the fundraising conducted by schools, locally,
paid for those little extras - the cream on the top.
Now school fundraising is something the
government expects to keep schools running at past
levels to provide the essentials that used to be paid
for out of government funding.
Mr Cooper - Outrageously wrong!
Mr HAERMEYER - Many schools cannot even
afford to run an interschool sports program.
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The projection for 1997 is that there will have been a
20 per cent increase in per capita state debt. That is
the projection for 1997 and on the government's own
figures there has been an 11 per cent increase. That
represents $8400 for every man, woman and child in
this state. This government has increased the state
debt and is currently borrowing some $3 billion or
more beyond the level in 1992 - a complete fail!
The fifth point is an area where the government may
be able to claim some credence.
A government member interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER - Let's not get too excited
about it! The fifth is:
the elimination of budget deficits;

Yes, that is certainly the case, but at what cost?
Higher taxes and the savaging of our services.
No-one on this side of the house denies that we had
to cut our deficit, that the level of deficit that existed
in the early 19905 was not sustainable, but did we
have to destroy our social infrastructure? Did we
have to rob our children of hope and opportunity
and raise taxes and charges to crippling levels to do
so? I do not think it had to be done as severely and
callously as it was. We come to the sixth point:
greater choice and flexibility in workplace conditions;

Mr Cooper - You wouldn't know if it came out
of your Weeties bowl and bit you on the nose!
The SPEAKER - Order! I remind the
honourable member for MOrnington that he is
interjecting, out of his place and grossly disorderly.
Mr HAERMEYER - The third goal was:
re-establishment of Victoria's AAA credit rating;

Certainly the government has placed a very high
priority on that since it has promised a year's bonus
on Mr Baxter's already exorbitant salary if he returns
the state to its AAA credit rating, but we do not look
like getting anywhere near doing that. It has been
pulled back one notch, which is nothing more than a
correction for the overreaction of the ratings
agencies to the treacherous talking down of this state
by the then Leader of the Opposition, the then
shadow Treasurer and, of course, Mr Piers
Ackerman of the Herald Sun. The next item on the
list was:
a reduction of the State's overall debt ...

People on state awards are being dragooned into
employment contracts. To illustrate, prison officers
have been told they may not transfer; they have no
future unless they sign these employment
agreements. So where is the choice? There is
absolutely no choice. On virtually every standard
this government set itself in the Governor's 1992
speech it has failed abysmally. This government has
sold out ordinary Victorians. It is not a government
for the average pWlter, it is a government for the
high rollers, for the Ron Walkers, the John Elliotts,
the Ross Wilsons and the Michael Tilleys. This
government does not give a hoot about the average
pWlter out there, the average Victorian, the average
Victorian family - it has sold those people down
the drain.
Perhaps it was appropriate to have yet another
Governor's speech - maybe it was simply to say,
'Well, we failed on the first one and now we are
going to have a second one because we couldn't
measure up to the standards we set ourselves for the
first one'.
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Come 1996 the voters of Victoria will judge the
government against those standards and they will
write it down as a fail.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warmambool) - I jOin in
the address-in-reply debate by pledging to Governor
and Mrs McGarvie the support and encouragement
of the constituents of the electorate of Warrnambool.
I support the views that have come from both sides
of the house, that Governor McGarvie and Mrs
McGarvie put a great deal of energy and effort into
their positions, travelling around Victoria to meet
with the people - not just here in the city where it is
obviously more convenient, but taking the time and
effort to go out into country areas.
One of the great things about their visits is the
amount of time they spend in schools with young
children, talking to them about the constitution and
the sorts of issues that are very much on the table
and being debated today. I understand Governor
McGarvie is pursuing a program of visiting schools
and talking about those sorts of issues in a bipartisan
and non-political way. That again puts on the table
for our citizens and leaders of tomorrow the sorts of
issues we need to be looking at and debating as a
state and a nation.
I am honoured to represent the electorate of
Warrnambool. I came to this place in March of 1985
with my colleague Roger Hallam, the Minister for
Local Government, who is a representative of the
electorate of Western Province. At dinner on the
evening of our first sitting day of Parliament, Roger
Hallam said that that had been enough of being in
opposition. He had had one day, and that was
sufficient.
When in opposi tion I can recall the frustra tion of
reacting to a policy in which I had no input. I
understand the frustration of members of the
opposition because I spent seven and a half years on
that side of the chamber and I had to react to the
policies put up by the government of the day.
In October 1992 the coalition parties were given the
opportunity of being part of the process of
reforming and reshaping Victoria. Nearly two years
down the track one can say it has been a tough
period. The government had to make tough
decisions to put in place policies to restore the
financial viability and credibility of Victoria so it
could regain its place as the leading state in this
nation and so its industries could compete overseas,
particularly with the Asian market.
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Many people in Asia are critical of some of our
policies, but that market is extremely important,
particularly for our primary producers, our major
export earners. Over the past few decades
governments have neglected the Asian markets and
have concentrated instead on European markets.
Asia is vital to our future, particularly given the
direction agriculture is taking in Victoria.
When the government came to power one of the first
actions it took that impacted on me as a local
member was reform of the transport industry. The
Minister for Public Transport was committed to a
program of reforming the public transport system
and reducing some of the enormous costs
accumulated over the previous decade. Many
country rail systems were put out to tender to see if
private operators could operate them better. That
decision was a controversial and thorny issue
among my constituents.
Because of the level of interest expressed in the
privatisation of the railway system I believed the
outcomes would be acceptable to my electorate and
areas serviced by the MeIboume-Warmambool
train. Public meetings were held at which we sought
to gauge the level of support for the train service.
but it was difficult to get people to put up their
hands and say they would use the service.
I recall leading a deputation involving some 22
people from a range of municipalities between
Portland and Geelong to the Minister for Public
Transport. Portland is serviced by a coach service
from Warrnambool and the people of Portland rely
on the coach service to link to the
Melboume-Warrnambool train service. The minister
had allowed 30 minutes for the deputation, but
because such a large number of people attended he
increased the time to 40 minutes. It eventually took
an hour and a half. After much discussion the
minister eventually posed the question, 'How many
of you travelled here today by train?'. Only one
person in the gathering put up his hand - me.
The point the minister was making is that unless we
are prepared to support services provided by the
government they are unsustainable. If people
demand services, they must support them. On this
day not one of the members of the delegation who
went to see the Minister for Public Transport to
present arguments to retain the train had used that
service. Services provided by government must be
appropriate to the needs of the community for
which they are provided. It is no good providing a
service that is not being utilised.
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A private consortium known as West Coast
Railway Inc. won the tender for the service it now
runs. It is comparable to the service provided
previously and is going from strength to strength.
We now have a pacesetter within the public
transport system. The consortium comprises three
individuals who are supported by a wonderful
support staff of employees who provide an excellent
service. Not only does it have an excellent on-train
service, but its off-train service is very good. The
consortium is responding to the needs of tourism
and is developing various packages to develop what
we in the bush call reverse tourism.
Many shows either at theatres or performing arts
centres attract country people to Melbourne, but
many things are happening in country Victoria
which could be packaged to attract city people to the
country. The privatised rail system provides a
mechanism for us to do that. One of the key tests of
the proposal is the coming exhibition of the artefacts
from the Mary Rose, a ship that sunk in the Thames
during the reign of Henry VUI. When the ship was
refloated hundreds of years later, many of the
artefacts were in pristine condition. The exhibition
has left the United Kingdom only once before when
it went to the United States of America, but it is now
in Australia and is at present showing in Brisbane
and is travelling to Perth, Sydney and Warmambool.
We are extremely privileged and proud to show this
wonderful exhibition in our beautiful regional art
gallery, and I encourage members of this place to
put aside a day and visit Warmambool to see this
international exhibition.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr J. F. McGRATH - I take up the interjection
from my colleague; travel to Warmambool on the
train.

The government reformed the education system by
introducing quality provision, among other things.
When I look back on those changes I acknowledge
that they could have been done in a better way. With
hindsight it is easy to review these things and do
them differently and perform them better, but the
reality was that the process had to start Along the
way many changes were made, and the honourable
member for Yan Yean referred to some of them.
Schools were merged and changed, but I note that
even the shadow Minister for Education, the
honourable member for Carrum, has said that he
would adopt a very similar program if he were
Minister for Education. He said his timetable would
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be different but he would still follow a similar
program.
Honourable members opposite should read Brian
Costar's book Trials in Power in which he refers to
the intended program of the then government and
its attempts to change the education system, but it
was headed off at the pass by powerful interest
groups. It is clearly detailed in that book that Labor
wanted to make the changes and could see the need
for changes. The then Premier Mr Cain could see the
need for change but he too was headed off at the
pass by interest groups. At the end of the day one
can see that our school system is working very well.
Each of us could pick out an isolated case where
there are problems, and they need to be dealt with
quickly, but by and large schools are responding
well to the changes. They have decided to grasp the
nettle and do what they are responsible for doing.
It is happening in the community. If you talk to the
people, which means listening to their criticisms,
you will hear positive statements. It is just a matter
of getting out there and talking to people. Many
schools are undergoing refurbishment programs
rather than the cyclical maintenance that took place
under tabor. Cyclical maintenance left the coalition
government with a terrible legacy. We cannot make
improvements without reflecting on what happened
in the past and one of the terrible legacies we
inherited on coming to office was the deplorable
state our schools were in because of cyclical
maintenance. I am talking about a figure of
$600 million. How anyone can cause a problem of
that magnitude is beyond comprehension but it
happened and now we have the major problem of
bringing the schools up to a standard that provides
adequate facilities for students and staff. It is an
enormous task. Many refurbishment and rural
development grants and staff and administrative
grants have been introduced by this government,
albeit not in large lumps but certainly in important
amounts that allow schools to undertake
improvements in facilities and atmosphere for
students and staff.
The Schools of the Future program, satellite learning
programs and the many other options available are
receiving positive feedback from school
communities. The changes, which initially caused
discomfort and anger, have been followed by
positive and enthusiastic responses from people in
the education system, and further down the track
when we look at those changes we will be able to
say that things have turned out very well.
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I should like to mention road funding, which is a
subject one expects to hear from a member of the
National Party. It is a very important issue. I admit
that this government's initiative of imposing a
3 cents-a-litre levy was controversiat particularly in
country Victoria, and I remember having to defend
it in my electorate, whether it was at local party
branches or in the business community. However,
those communities are now seeing a return for their
money and that is what is important. As you drive
around country roads it is interesting to see the
number of projects that show that jobs are about to
start or are actually in progress, whether they
involve contractors ripping up the road or putting in
a new bridge. People need a visible return for their
efforts.
The Better Roads levy has been very positive. It
followed the dreadful Pyramid levy that was
irreconcilable to many in the community. People
could not understand why motorists were being
penalised for a financial disaster in a banking
institution. People are now saying that they ought to
get a better dividend on road funding from the
federal government tax. The distribution of the tax is
a matter for concern. I am talking about the 1987
indexation of federal taxation on the fuel exdse. The
amount of money collected at the federal level has
increased enormously. It is a matter for concern that
the amount of money coming back to road funding
is disproportionate to the amount raised by taxation:
we now get back 14 or 15 per cent. If we could get
back a bit of the multi-billion dollar pool - which
supports the argument that 3 cents is another tax
that people are already paying - we might be able
to do something about it but at this stage there is
gross inequity between the amount of money going
to the commonwealth from the federal fuel excise
and the amount coming back for road and bridge
construction. That issue needs to be examined.
Some of the government's initiatives have had a
fairly Significant impact on country Victoria. The one
that has had a major impact is the enormous
increase in funding for the Department of
Agriculture. Recently somebody in this house
pointed out that the agriculture budget decreased
every year that Labor was in government. That
shows the sort of priority Labor placed on country
Victoria and makes a mockery of its latest claim that
it is the defender of country Victoria. The fact is that
it ground agriculture into the dirt in its 10 years in
office.
It is good to see $22.5 million being injected into

agriculture, particularly into food production and
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Clean Food Victoria. As I said earlier, we have to
focus on the Asian markets because they would be
great news for Victoria. We cannot afford to forget
that we are still largely dependent on primary
industry for our income. We have to be mindful of
the fact that as a single commodity it is the state and
the nation's largest provider.
Recently I was pleased to read a comment by Mr Bill
Bodman, the President of the Victorian Farmers
Federation:
It is pleasing to see government is putting its money
where its mouth is and increasing invesbnent in
agricultural research and extension.

That is where the future lies: in research and
extension. We have to get better at what we do.
Currently the dairy industry, which relies heavily on
grain for feeding in the yard to ensure maximum
production, is starting to experience increased grain
prices. That could have an impact on the industry
over the next year or so, requiring it to go back to its
Target 10 program and special pasture development
programs to ensure that it does not become too
reliant on grain purchasing; otherwise production
costs will continually increase.
In the few minutes I have left, I turn to consider the
issue of health, particularly mental health, and what
has happened in the past two or three years in that
area. I shall deal by and large with Warrnambool in
my own electorate and the Brierly Psychiatric
Hospital, which is located just on the boundary of
the city of Warmambool.
In April 1992 the Minister for Health of the day,

Maureen Lyster, signed an agreement with the
Warmambool and District Base Hospital to merge
with the Brierly Psychiatric Hospital. The merger
was probably the first of its kind in the
mainstreaming of psychiatric institutions. It caused
a lot of angst and a lot of concern in the community.
It was also a step into deinstitutionalisation. Many
people had been placed inappropriately in
institutions like Brierly and left there, without being
provided with any opportunity to develop whatever
sorts of living skills they needed so that they could
maintain some independence and replace some of
the self-esteem that had dissipated over the years.
While it was difficult and painful, it was important
to start the process. Since then a lot of things have
happened in the area of moving people from
institutions back into communities. In Warrnambool
we have had a slight improvement - not a large
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improvement - in the ability to attract psychiatrists
to the area. I can recall the earlier situation where we
had a psychiatrist flying in by plane and visiting
Warrnambool for 4 hours week. The city had a
hospital with 240 beds in it but no resident
psychiatrist.
That major problem needs to be addressed by the
Royal Australian and New Zealand College of
Psychiatrists. The limitations on the number of
graduates of that college is a problem. Country
hospitals in particular are forced to go overseas to
recruit psychiatrists and, with due respect, we
sometimes recruit people from
non-English-speaking backgrounds who have great
difficulty not only in settling into the culture but in
making themselves understood by the patients. That
has been a problem off and on. The other major
problem is that they feel isolated in the sense that
they have no peers to associate with in a country
town. Eventually they gravitate to the city where
they have some peers and career options are
available to them.
The direction in which we are heading in relation to
deinstitutionalisation is a challenge. There is no need
for the issue to be politicised. It is one issue that both
sides of Parliament can work on together, as can the
general community, to improve the outcome for the
people in the institutions. Outcome is what it is all
about. People who suffer from a mental illness have
an absolute right to have the best possible outcome
in respect of their health and the environment in
which they live. That has not been the case over the
years, without casting asperSions on any particular
party.

Our society is coming of age. The Burdekin report
has put the issue on the table; it is being discussed in
the media. We have to understand that if we are to
address the key issues relating to mental health we
have to improve the living environment of people
who suffer from mental illness and as we do that
people will become more productive; it is
self-fulfilling.
Honourable members need go only to Richmond
and look at the Bromham Place workplace concept
to see what can be done with people who had
reached the stage of their lives where they felt
absolutely useless and had lost all self-confidence.
From Bromham Place, which is conducted under the
auspices of the Schizophrenia Fellowship of Victoria,
a group of people go out and find positions for
people to work in. They give an undertaking to
employers that somebody will be on the job when
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they are supposed to be. So, if this morning Joe or
Mary wakes up and is having a bad day - which
can often happen with psychiatric illnesssomeone undertakes the work. It might even be a
member of staff who will fill the position. As a result
the improvement among those people is quite
amazing.
We must strive to create rehabilitation opportunities
in the community for people who suffer from mental
illness. We can do so by ensuring that we are aware
of their needs and expectations. They are mostly
kids just like our own kids and they just need an
opportunity. I am sure all honourable members have
encountered a situation where they feel uncertain or
unsure. That is how it is with mental health,
although often people are also a little afraid.
I encourage people in this house to try to educate
themselves on mental illness and the sorts of
impacts it has. I refer to the speech made last night
by the honourable member for Melbourne, and I ask
honourable members to think very seriously about
what he said. I suggest that any honourable member
who did not hear the speech read Hansard. He was
talking about improving the opportunities for
people to regain their self~teem. He was talking
about all of us being prepared to acknowledge that
people with mental illness need help. I was very
moved by the speech. I was not in the house, I was
in my office, but I heard the entire speech. What he
said had a very powerful message in it.
In the time available to me I refer to the challenges of

government that are still there and need to be
addressed on a daily basis. In relation to mental
health, the challenge as we go into the
deinstitutionalisation model is to provide the
resources necessary to ensure that the cracks in the
system are plugged or covered as quickly as
possible. Parliamentarians and members of the
general community collectively can ensure that that
happens, that we are in touch with our local
communities and support people who are suffering
from mental illness to make sure that the service will
achieve the outcome we want: improving the quality
of life of the people in need.
I have been very pleased to be part of this
government for the past two years, and I look
forward to being part of the ongoing development
and to improving the life and lot of Victorians,
particularly in my passion: the life and lot of those
who suffer from mental illness.
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Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
propose to move an amendment that is being
circulated to the motion being debated. I move:
That the following words be added to the proposed
address 'but is of the view that loyalty should be
expressed to the constitution and people of the State of
Victoria within the commonwealth and calls on the
government to respect and restore the responsibility
and accountability of government to the Parliament
and to introduce policies to meet the needs and desires
of the people of Victoria'.

The amendment is a simple proposition that
properly reflects the real needs and aspirations of
the people of Victoria.
In effect it is an amendment of three parts. Firstly,

we are saying by the amendment that as
parliamentarians in Victoria we should be swearing
our allegiance to the constitution and to the state of
Victoria, rather than to a sovereign power.
Secondly, we are saying that we should be restoring
the responsibility and accountability of government
to the Parliament rather than attacking and
diminishing the role of the Parliament. Thirdly, we
are saying in the amendment that the government
should be introducing policies to meet the real needs
of the people of Victoria rather than simply
implementing policies that look after its mates.
The first part of the amendment is about where
members of Parliament should be expressing their
loyalty. I find it extraordinary that in the motion for
the adoption of an address-in-reply we are asked to
beg, to express our loyalty to our Sovereign, because
in my view that is an outmoded, outdated,
misdirected and misguided expression of loyalty.
The word 'begging' has become more and more
prevalent under this government, but Victorians
should no longer be required to express loyalty to
the sovereign of a faraway, bygone empire.
I find it unbelievable that in 1994 in the most
multicultural state in Australia, in the midst of a
national debate about the republic and in an era in
which we are dramatically increasing our economic
and social contact with Asia, the government in its
resolution wants us to beg, to swear our allegiance
to a foreign power.
The government does seem to have an obsession
with the Crown, doesn't it? We are being asked in
the motion to express our loyalty to the Crown, to
Queen Elizabeth n. But there is more than that, isn't
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there? Today we have a crown on our new On the
Move numberplates, which were launched today by
the Premier in front of Parliament House. It was a
disappointing launch for him because while he was
trying to launch the On the Move numberplates with
the new crown on them, some members of my staff
put alternative numberplates on the car of the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale. Those plates
said 'Kennett joins the exodus, Kennett moves north'.
There was enormous media attention, as there
should have been, on the alternative numberplates. I
understand that although all the television gallery
were present while the Premier was announcing the
new On the Move numberplates, they moved away
and flocked to the alternative numberplates when
they were produced. The Premier was left with his
mouth open talking to no-one at all. He was not a
happy little Vegemite today!
We also have a government that swears its
allegiance to another crown - Crown Casino! We
have the Crown over in Britain, the crown on the
numberplates that the Premier launched today and
Crown Casino. I note it was mentioned in the press
that he wears their tie. Around Parliament House
yesterday the Premier of Victoria was wearing a
Crown Casino tie! How extraordinary.
Mr Baker - One of their members got 22 500
shares!
Mr BRUMBY - James Guest, is it, a member for
Monash Province in another place? But it goes
further! Remember when the Attorney-General
arranged a special deal for the Crown Counsel,
Mr Greg Craven? Remember that? He was an
ordinary barrister who was giving a bit of advice,
but the Attorney-General created a new position of
Crown Counsel. So, we have crown, crown,
crown - there seems to be an obsession with the
crown!
Of course, if some of the people who have migrated
to Queensland ever come back to Victoria for a
holiday, when they get off the plane at Tullamarine
they will see the big billboard, won't they? It has the
big Crown Casino logo on it. It also now has the new
crown - the crown logo of the state of Victoria.
The second reading of the Australian Grand Prix Bill
is on today's notice paper. That is about being
beholden to the crown again, isn't it? Because that is
all about Mr Walker and Crown Casino again. So we
have to ask: does the Premier of this state really
swear allegiance to the Crown 12 000 miles away in
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Great Britain or does he really swear allegiance to
Crown Casino and to Mr Ron Walker? I think the
public of Victoria is best able to answer that question.
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for Health, who was sitting in that spot yesterday,
did not even know that the budget was in surplus.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.

On a serious note, we have a government that hides

behind the symbol of the Crown, which swears
allegiance to Her Majesty the Queen, yet
Simultaneously rips to shreds, cuts up into little bits,
the constitution of the state of Victoria. Day after day
the government attacks the rights and freedoms of
Victorians. Day after day it attacks the constitution
that guarantees free speech in this state.

Mr BRUMBY - Were you hospitalised, minister?
How many days were you in hospital?

In question time yesterday we saw another example
of the way this government abuses the processes of
the house when the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services was asked a question about an
employment contract for the assistant police
commissioner, operations; a contract which includes
a clause binding that person to uphold the
government's policies -not to administer the laws
of land, but to uphold the government's policies!
That is a clear attack on the independence of the
police force and a real confusion of the doctrine of
the separation of powers.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to resume his seat. The Chair
cannot--

For Victorians to feel safe and secure and for a sense
of a Victorian community to be maintained,
Victorians must be able to have complete confidence
in the state's institutions. The constitution, the
judiciary and the independent statutory watchdogs
are all institutions that protect the democratic
process and, indeed, the social fabric of Victorian
society.

The SPEAKER - Order! I am not sure what
words the minister used that caused members to
utter the word 'withdraw'. Will someone instruct
the Chair?

Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Malvern will remain silent.
Mr Seitz - The court jester.
The SPEAKER - Order! So will the honourable
member for Keilor.
Mr BRUMBY - If you tamper with the
independent statutory watchdogs, if you tamper
with the separation of powers, if you undermine the
institutions of the state and undermine people's
rights and freedom, democracy is dead. That is what
happens and is happening in the state of Victoria.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The Minister for Finance hasn't
got a clue; he would not even know. The Minister

The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr BRUMBY - How many days were you in
hospital?

Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order, Minister!
Opposition Members - Withdraw!
Mr I. W. Smith - I give the same withdrawal the
Leader of the Opposition gave yesterday - -

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I am
happy to do that, Mr Speaker. I called the Leader of
the Opposition a liar, and I withdraw that.
The SPEAKER - Order! Thank you. Will the
Leader of the Opposition please continue.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - We
have a government that is totally out of touch with
ordinary Victorians. The reality is that there has
been an unprecedented attack by this government
on our free and independent democratic institutions,
an attack on section 85 of the Constitution Act and
an attack on our independent statutory watchdogs.
Day after day in Parliament we see legislation that
attacks the constitution of Victoria. The government
hides behind the facade of the Crown yet
undermines the very constitution that guarantees
the rights of Victorians. The doctrine of the
separation of powers, under which we have a
separate Parliament, executive and judiciary, is
absolutely fundamental to the maintenance of free
speech and democratic rights in the state. We have
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seen the government in an unprecedented way
attack the doctrine of the separation of powers.
More than 50 acts of Parliament have been passed
that take away the section 85 right of appeal to the
Supreme Court of Victoria. That has all gone! No
government has done that before. Governments in
other states have not done it. But in the space of less
than two years this government has removed from
50 pieces of legislation the right of appeal to the
Supreme Court of Victoria provided under section
85 of the Constitution Act.
In addition, a whole range of other institutions have
been undermined by the government. We have seen
the sacking of the Accident Compensation
Tribunal--

The SPEAKER - Order! I must interrupt the
Leader of the Opposition. The chair will be resumed
at 2.00 p.m. When this matter is next before the
house the Leader of the Opposition will have the call.
Debate interrupted pursuant lo sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.05 p.m.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER - Order! It is my pleasure to
welcome to the gallery today Mr Spiros Giatras, a
member of the Greek Parliament, and his daughter,
who are guests of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.
I also have pleasure in welcoming to the gallery
Mr Abdullah Toukan and his wife. Mr Toukan is
adviser to His Majesty King Hussein of Jordan and
is here at the invitation of the Australian
government to discuss the Jordan-Israel peace
accord.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that
the Minister for Industry and Employment is absent
due to illness and that the Premier will answer any
questions directed to that minister.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Ambulance services: response times
Mr THWAlTES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to a recent case where an
11-year-old Bacchus Marsh boy with serious head
injuries waited 2112 hours for an ambulance, which
never came. I refer her to another recent case, that of
a taxidriver who called an ambulance when a
passenger had suffered a stroke and had to wait
more than half an hour for an ambulance to arrive.
How many more Victorians have to die or have their
health seriously damaged before this minister
accepts responsibility for the disaster in the
ambulance service, which her policy of private
ambulances and insufficient funding have created?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for his question, which, as
always, is hardly original. I repeat what I said in this
house yesterday or the day before: on this particular
day, the day before and seven days of every week,
the Metropolitan Ambulance Service alone saves
more than 185 lives a day; 185 emergencies - and
they are emergendes - are attended to by that
service each day, and hundreds and thousands of
lives are saved. We hear nothing from the
opposition about lives that are saved.

One of the two incidents that the honourable
member raises is a request, as I understand it, from
the Bacchus Marsh hospital for an ambulance. That
matter is being investigated and I have not got the
reply. The child was in hospital and was being
attended, and fortunately he is now safely at home.
We all know how difficult it is for ll-year-olds who
fall off their bikes. The father took the child to that
hospital and eventually to the Royal Children's
Hospital, where the child was very well looked after
before returning home.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The level of
interjections is too high. I advise members of the
opposition that one of their members has asked the
question; I ask them to listen to the answer in silence.
Mrs TEHAN - I have asked for a report on those
circumstances and will make that information
available in due course.
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The second incident, that of a person having a heart
attack in a taxi, I think, has been the subject of media
speculation today. I am told the response time was
12 minutes, not the 30 minutes that the honourable
member referred to. Again, I will seek details of that
and will have the information made public.
Some 17000 ambulance cases are attended to each
month and approximately 185 emergency cases
every day. I am hearing more and more comments
about how excellent the service is and how many
lives it saves. It is unbecoming of the honourable
member for Albert Park and the Leader of the
Opposition to so loosely use terms like 'people
dying while waiting for ambulances'. The
ambulance service saves lives, and the sooner they
recognise that the better.
Mr Baker - A doctor made the call. Two and a
half hours and no ambulance!
The SPEAKER - Order! It is not my intention to
let question time proceed with a barrage of
interjections.

Collection of unpaid fines
Dr DEAN (Berwick) - Will the Attorney-General
inform the house of the government's initiatives to
increase the level of the collection of unpaid fines?
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - When the
coalition came to government it inherited a debt of
more than $100 million in unpaid fines. I have to
report that although great productivity
improvements have been made in the Sheriff's
Office and we have also put in place a new
coordinated structure for fines management, the
level of uncollected fines has continued to rise. We
now have uncollected fines amounting to more than
$130 million.
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is not satisfactory when the money that could be
collected from those people could be put to very
good. use in the community.
As honourable members will recall, the government
introduced legislation to give the Sheriff power to
seize property from those people who failed to pay
their fines. Those people have received numerous
notices, letters and warnings and have had plenty of
time and opportunity, but unlike the rest of the
community have decided they just will not bother to
put in and pay what they owe to the commwtity. It
is proposed to bring that legislation into operation
very shortly.
However, I want to give people who still owe
outstanding fines a last chance to pay up before the
legislation is enacted. Today I am announcing a
one-month amnesty or moratorium during which
time the Sheriff's officers will not be going out
collecting fines.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am loath to take action
against honourable members but if they continue to
interject I will have no option. The level of
interjection is far too high and I ask the house to
cooperate with the Chair.
Mrs WADE - During the one-month amnesty
the Sheriff will be accepting the payment of fines but
he will not be out on the road pursuing people who
have not paid their fines. The amnesty will start on
Monday and will last until 15 October.
Mr Baker interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Sunshine that I will take action against
him if he interjects again.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine suggests that somebody
should be put in chains. I must admit it is a great
temptation to the Chair. I ask him to be silent.

Mrs WADE - During that time the Sheriff's
Office will be employed only in collecting
outstanding civil debts. At the end of the amnesty
the new provisiOns will come into operation and the
Sheriff will have the ability to go out and seize
property, including cars, from those people who
have not paid the money they owe the community.

Mrs WADE - Unlike the previous government,
this government is not prepared to allow some
members of the community to opt out of paying
their fair share. The great majority of people pay
their fines and a small number, around 7 per cent,
have decided that they will not pay their fines. That

Honourable members will recall that when the
legislation was passed provision was made for
hardship cases so that if people were in hardship
situations they could contact the Sheriff's Office and
make other arrangements. For those who may be in
that position the Sheriff's head office at Oakleigh

Mr Baker - Put them in chains. Get the chains
out!
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will be able to take payments of fines over the next
month between 8.00 a.m. and 8.00 p.m. on weekdays
and between 9.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m. on Saturdays.
There is a city office at 601 Bourke Street which will
be open from 9.00 a.m. to 4.00 p.m. on weekdays.

Mr STOCKDALE - Rubbish. How would you
know?

There is also a telephone inquiry line and the Sheriff
has produced a very useful pamphlet for people
who require more information about the way fines
are imposed and collected and the way the new
provisions will operate.

Mr STOCKDALE - Traditionally, when there
were changes in valuation periods that created
significant variations in land values, Victorian land
tax rates were adjusted. The historic exception to
that was on the last occasion, when the Labor Party
did not adjust the tax scales but maintained the same
rates as the basis of assessment for land tax despite
the fact we had been through a period of boom in
land values.

I cannot stress strongly enough that the government

is serious about enforcing fines. This is not about
people who can't pay their fines; it is about people
who won't pay their fines.

Land tax
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
direct my question to the Treasurer.
Mr Kennett - My turn?
Mr BRUMBY - No, the Treasurer. He misses out
again! I refer the Treasurer to his budget decision to
provide land tax relief of some $20 million to
wealthy Victorian landowners, including Hudson
Conway Ltd, and I ask: why has he provided
$20 million in tax relief instead of providing
increased funding for the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service, which is clearly in crisis?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I am pleased
that the Leader of the OppOSition has found a topic
more interesting than the one he has been fruitlessly
pursuing for the past two weeks.

The SPEAKER - Order! Will the Treasurer
please ignore interjections?

The result was that in a few years at the height of the
Labor government's period of determining the land
tax yield it went from about $160 million to
$450 million a year. Not only did the Labor Party rip
off Victorians generally with very savage increases
in land tax by reaping the whirlwind of inflation that
they and their colleagues in Canberra had genera ted
but also - typical of the former Labor
government - they further distorted the revenue
receipts by bringing forward receipts in that part of
the year so that in one year we had, broadly, receipts
of 15 months land tax in the space of 12 months. The
present government has had to grapple with that
difficulty.
We, in common with the past government,
recognised that had the previous Labor government
scheme been maintained in place, on top of a land
tax that was already driving people out of business
and driving them out of jobs, land tax receipts
would actually have increased by $160 million in
that year.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCK DALE - The first part of the answer
is that the Metropolitan Ambulance Service is well
funded and well managed and is doing a
tremendously good job. Although the matter is not
directly within my responsibility, as even the Leader
of the Opposition should appreciate, I am advised
that there have been no funding reductions to the
ambulance service. However, in common with
general private health insurance, as I understand it,
there has been a reduction in the subSCription rates
income as a result of the sorts of disincentives
established by federal Labor government policies.
Land tax is a mess created by the Labor Party quite
deliberately.
Mr Cole interjected.

Consequently in its phoney budget the previous
government included the initiative of not imposing
that increase in land tax. The present government
has implemented that initiative. We have introduced
ceilings to cushion the impact of the adjustment
across to the new land tax valuation base and will
continue to grapple with the enormous mess left
behind by the Labor Party in this area and many
other areas, not for the benefit of people who pay
land tax, but in most cases for the benefit of small
business tenants and the people who have jobs with
small businesses.
Unlike the situation under the Labor government in
this state when jobs in small business were being
lost in part because of the government's land tax
policy, small business is now the job growth area in
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this state; thousands of people are getting new
permanent sustainable jobs.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - Can we get the camera
around here so this clown can have his face on
television?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr STOCK DALE - The Labor Party's land tax
drove people out of jobs and out of business. Now
people are getting back sustainable jobs in the
private sector as a result of the reforms this
government has introduced.

Honourable members interjecting.

National Breast Cancer Day
Mrs PEULICH (Bentleigh) -In anticipation of
Australia's Breast Cancer Day next Monday, will the
Minister for Health advise the house of the steps the
government is taking to fight this insidious disease
that affects so many Victorian women?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for her question. As most
honourable members know, next Monday is national
Breast Cancer Day, a day when the whole of
Australia -especially Australian women -focuses
on what has been achieved and what needs to be
done to address the unacceptably high level of
women dying from breast cancer. The level is so
high that two Victorian women a day die from
breast cancer - apprOximately 700 a year - and
that has been the statistic for many years.
Women have been dying silently and accepting
what is no longer acceptable, so on Monday across
the nation we will look at what can be done to
prevent the death of women from cancer of the
breast. One of the key initiatives has been a
combined commonwealth-state program to
introduce screening by mammograph so women can
pick up very early cell changes indicating cancer of
the breast. There is now a free screening program for
women between the ages of 50 and 69 years; that age
group was isolated because that is the time when
this mammography screening program is most
effective in picking up early cell changes.
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We are currently providing mammography
screening for 100 000 Victorian women within that
age range. However, it is important that all women
carry out self-examination of the breast to pick up
any changes, especially lumps, which are indicative
of the disease, and that they liaise with their general
practitioners, especially if there has been a history of
breast cancer in their families.
The Royal Melbourne Hospital has a combined pilot
program in which remarkable work is being done in
treating women with breast cancer. The program
involves three hospitals, including the Ludwig
Institute for Cancer Research and other outstanding
research organisations. A great deal is being done,
but more needs to be done.
I was pleased that we were able to prevail upon the
Victorian Electoral Commissioner to make
information available so that Breastscreen, which
provides the breast screening program, is able to
write to women individually to remind them of the
necessity to have mammography screening every
two years. Someone who had breast cancer told me
that the treatment, and the focus, was really no
different from when her mother had it 20 or 30 years
ago. The statistics are daunting: two Victorian
women a day die from breast cancer. We need to
take all the expertise we have in this state and this
country and focus on what can be done. That is the
basis for the national Breast Cancer Day next
Monday.

Tabcorp: Chung Corporation Ltd
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing to
his comments in the house on 27 May, which were
reaffirmed on 7 September, when he said there was
no potential liability to taxpayers as a result of the
suspension of the contract between the Totalizator
Agency Board and Chung Corporation. In light of
the letter I received today from the Treasurer, which
states that liability which arises from any action by
Chung Corporation has been retained by the old
TAB and hence the Victorian taxpayer, will the
minister now admit that on both occasions, 27 May
and 7 September, he misled the house?
Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Racing) - The answer is no. I received advice
from the TAB that there were no penalty clauses in
the contract and that is what I have said. I emphasise
what I said, as reported in Hansard of 27 May:
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I am advised that there is therefore no liability to
taxpayers arising from the current suspension of the
contract.
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business sectors of this state. I also put on record my
thanks to my staff at the Department of Small
Business, who have worked to make sure that this
project is successful.

I stand by that.

One-stop business shop
Mr DA VIS (Essendon) - Will the Minister for
Small Business infonn the house of developments
with the establishment of Australia's first one-stop
business shop in Victoria?

I believe those who have not been to 215 Spring
Street should visit that place to see something that is
unique. It is unique because it is providing a service
to people who count in this state, the people who
make the profits to pay all you people your
wages - the private sector.

Grand prix: cost
Mr HEFFERNAN (Minister for Small
Business) - It is all good news! Today is a great day
for small business, espeCially in the Victorian private
sector, because today we launched our first one-stop
business shop. It was quite exciting to be at 215
Spring Street this morning to witness the launch.
This project is unique because it is the first time in
Australia that federal, state and local governments
have combined to present a coordinated service
provision to the private sector. The federal
government has acknowledged that as Victoria is
leading the way, that ought to be the place it goes.
That is what it is all about.
Today we put politics aside to deliver what the
private sector has wanted for a long time. It will
now be possible for someone from the private sector
to walk into a bureaucracy and have someone ask
them, 'How can I help you?'

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HEFFERNAN - How unique that will be for
the private sector!

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - My
question is again to the Treasurer - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Doncaster will remain silent.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - I refer the Treasurer to further
criticism of him at yesterday'S economic society
forum and ask: given that Mr Saul Eslake believes
the staging of the grand prix does not justify
outlaying more than $100 million of taxpayers'
money, and given that the Treasurer's chief-of-staff
told the Administrative Appeals Tribunal in July
that no detailed financial analysis had been done of
the grand prix proposal, will the Treasurer inform
the house whether such an analysis has now been
done or whether he still accepts Mr Ron Walker's
advice on face value?

An Honourable Member - That's all they'll get!
Mr HEFFERNAN - The shop is designed to
assist both established business owners and people
intending to establish their own business. Some of
the services provided are in the legal, accountancy,
financial, marketing, training consultancy, export
and industrial relations areas. As I have said to you
all, it is incredible that today all federal, state and
local government programs and services are under
the one roof. There is a tremendous future for the
whole program as it is now, and I believe it will
move into the other states. I put on the record my
thanks, firstly, to Kim Beazley for his cooperation
before he was shifted, to Simon Crean for his
ongoing interest and support, to Elizabeth Proust
and especially to the Premier, who today once again
showed his commitment to the private and small

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The Leader of
the Opposition may be wrong about our wanting to
replace the honourable member for Doncaster, but
we certainly do not want to replace the Leader of the
Opposition - we think we are doing very well with
him right where he is!
One of the more endearing characteristics of the
Leader of the Opposition is that he cannot recognise
a revolving door and keeps walking into them all
the time. His question gives some support to his
relying on Mr Saul Eslake.
Before I come back to the grand prix I shall quote
Mr Saul Eslake in relation to the former government
and in relation to this government. In the Victorian
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Commission of Audit report this is what Saul Eslake
said about the previous government:
If Victoria had continued on the same path, the state
would have been caught in a debt spiral of

ever-increasing borrowings to meet ever-rising interest
payments. If the policies of the August 1992 budget had
been maintained - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - You don't like being
reminded, do you! They all remember out there.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Question time cannot
proceed with that barrage of interjections. The
Leader of the Opposition has asked a question. I ask
him to remain silent, and ask the Treasurer to come
to the answer.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Eslake said:
If the policies of the August 1992 budget had been
maintained, the state's deficit would have more than

doubled, and the net debt of the public sector would
have risen by $12 billion, or 36 per cent by 1996-97.

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - Is this how you carried on
in Canberra?
... more than doubled, and the net debt of the public
sector would have risen by $12 billion, or 36 per cent by
1996-97. Victoria's credit rating would have been
further downgraded. The task of returning the state's
finances to a sustainable position would have been
immeasurably more daunting.

What did Saul Eslake say about the current
government? He referred back to the previous
government and said:
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Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to standing
order no. 127. The Treasurer was asked whether a
detailed financial analysis has now been done of the
grand prix proposal or whether he is still accepting
Ron Walker's advice on face value. He is not
discussing the grand prix proposal; he is debating
the question in breach of standing order no. 127.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member does not
know how to ask a question: he does not actually
ask a question, he gives us a speech. One of the
things that follows from that is that he has made
relevant Mr Eslake's speech yesterday. He may not
like the fact that Mr Eslake's speech condemned the
previous Labor government and complimented this
one.
The SPEAKER - Order! On the point of order.
Mr STOCKDALE - I am responding to what the
Leader of the Opposition has said, and I am entitled
to respond in a relevant way to the first part of his
question as well as to the second part.
The SPEAKER - Order! In view of the answer
given by the Treasurer, I do not uphold the point of
order.
Mr STOCKDALE - Yesterday Mr Eslake said
that:
... the current account was heading for $2 billion in
1992-93 and would exceed the amount in 1993-94 in the
absence of policy changes. In two years, the state's
underlying current account position has been turned
around by something in excess of $2 billion - a
remarkable achievement.

The Leader of the Opposition likes what he says,
comes in here, quotes him and asks me questions.
He will no doubt keep throwing it up to the public.
What Mr Eslake said was that this government's
achievements are:
... a remarkable achievement.

The estimates produced in conjunction with the last
budget of the previous government projected current
account deficits out into the mid-l990s. Moreover, these
estimates simply failed to provide a number of
commitments into which that government had entered.
A reworking of the estimates by the state Treasury
under Don NichoUs shortly after the election showed
that the current account was heading for $2 billion in
1992-93--

Mr Eslake was asked about the grand prix.

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE -If you shut up you will hear
I am answering the second part of the question.
Mr Eslake was asked on radio this morning about
his comments in relation to the grand prix. He
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acknowledged that, in response to a question about
his observations, I clarified the position that the vast
majority of the $100 million to which he referred
would have been spent irrespective of the grand
prix. Indeed, in relation to the swimming and hard
courts-An honourable member interjected.
Mr STOCKDAlE - You don't like the answer!
What a pity you're not dying, that would be a
benefit for the Victorian people, wouldn't it?
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The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has reminded
the house on a number of occasions when such
points of order have arisen that the Chair does not
have the power to direct a minister how the answer
should be given. I judge the answer to be relevant to
the question. How the minister answers the question
is entirely up to him and is subject to the judgment
of the house.
Mr STOCKDAlE (Treasurer) - In conclusion,
Mr Eslake has made a substantial contribution - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr Brumby - Look after your mates!
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Springvale interjects once more,
especially when the Speaker is on his feet, I shall
name him.
Mr STOCKDAlE - Mr Eslake acknowledged on
radio this morning that his comment was
misdirected; that in fact not only is $52 million of the
money he was referring to being spent building
much needed publiC facilities in a new swimming
pool and new hard courts, but the previous
government actually invited expressions of interest
for the construction of just such a centre.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDAlE - Go on, keep rabbiting away;
you are rabbiting yourself into an early political
grave.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Treasurer to
address the Chair and conclude his answer.
Mr STOCKDAlE - The fact is that Mr Eslake
has made an enormous contribution to public policy
debate in this state through his contribution to the
Victorian Commission of Audit and - Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, the Treasurer has now
been going for close to 10 minutes. The question was
a very straightforward one: will the Treasurer
inform the house whether a financial analysis has
been W1dertaken of the grand prix? If there has not
been, will you do one? Has there been a financial
analysis of the grand prix? Answer the question!

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr STOCKDAlE - The honourable member
raises the issue of mates. Let me deal with that. We
have had two weeks of snide, sneering
innuendo--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Would the honourable
member please take a seat. The behaviour of some
members on the government benches is
unacceptable. I single out particularly the
honourable member for Mordialloc and a few others
close to him. I can assure the honourable member for
Mordialloc that I do not see the humour of it.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, on a point of order, I draw your - Mr Slockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer is out of
order.
Mr BRUMBY - You're the classic. You're the
classic. Useless as a Treasurer.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition has risen on a point of order. He must
address the Chair and tell the Chair in clear terms
what his point of order is.
Mr BRUMBY - The minister has now been
going for 13 minutes and still has not answered in
any way, shape or form the question that was put:
has there been a financial analysis undertaken of the
grand prix? It is a simple question. You can look
after your mates, but people die waiting for
ambulances!
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the Leader of
the Opposition that under the standing orders he is
not allowed to put a point of view. He can put a
point of order, but it is not an opportunity to make a
speech.
I take it that he is indicating to the Chair that he
believes the answer given by the Treasurer is not
relevant. I have already stated that it is not in the
hands of the Chair to direct the Treasurer or any
other minister how the answer should be given. I
ask the Treasurer to conclude his answer, and to
ignore interjections.
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to stay with my ruling. The time for questions
without notice has expired.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Speaker, I put to you
that the ruling you have just given allows the Leader
of the Opposition to abuse the forms of the house
and that you have a duty to uphold. Not only did
this question, in common with virtually every
question addressed to me for two weeks, make the
innuendo that he has now made explicit--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! Would the Treasurer
pause while the house comes to order. I cannot listen
to a point of order with that barrage of noise.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I am sorry,
Mr Speaker, but if we adopt that practice it makes

debate in this house one-sided. The Leader of the
OppoSition has now made explicit the innuendo that
he has been throwing around for the past two
weeks. I claim the right to respond to that in
answering this question. The allegation he has just
made, which is implicit in his question and is
therefore relevant, is that I have taken action
somehow favouring people on the basis that they are
friends of mine. Let me just say: I reject that; I reject
that absolutely. Let me point out - -

Mr STOCKDALE - For the first time today the
Leader of the Opposition has actually made that
allegation explicit. My only opportunity to respond
to that is to answer his question and reject that
innuendo and reject his explicit allegation. By
closing question time, Mr Speaker, you are denying
me the right to defend myself against an allegation
you necessarily allowed the Leader of the
Opposition to make in the house. I put it to you that
it is a denial - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE - You are a disgrace even to
the Labor Party.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have asked the house
to come to order. The time for questions has expired.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Speaker, he is entitled to
make accusations against me on the record but I am
not entitled to respond to them. My answer is
relevant to this question, and I ask you to reconvene
question time, and it - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair cannot
control the house with this barrage of interjections. I
have asked the house on several occasions to come
to order. The time for questions has expired. There
have been angry exchanges across the house and no
progress whatsoever has been made. I have decided

The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Springvale does not sit down, I will
name him.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE - I put it to you that for you
to take the action you have taken is a denial of
natural justice not compatible with the rules of
debate of the house or the tradition of giving
members the opportunity in debate and in other
forums to respond to allegations made against them
personally.
I take the greatest exception to that allegation, and I
ask that it be withdrawn, but in any case I am
entitled to make a response, and the question
provided that opportunity.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Let me deal with the
first matter first. The Treasurer finds that the words
of the Leader of the Opposition are offensive and
has asked for them to be withdrawn. I ask him to
withdraw them.

NAMING AND SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Treasurer what
words he finds offensive.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Speaker, for the past two
weeks of sitting - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! I remind the house that
on other occasions when an impasse has been
reached the Chair has vacated the chair and allowed
tempers to cool. I must admit that I am sorely
tempted to do that. The Treasurer can refer to
present actions of the Leader of the Opposition - he
finds some words of the Leader of the Opposition
offensive - but he cannot refer to a series of
questions he has been asked over the past week.
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Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will resume his seat. I ask him again.
Under standing order 108 I have no option but to
ask him to withdraw those words which the
Treasurer finds unbecoming and offensive.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled. I
have indicated the standing order under which I
have made the ruling, and I ask the Leader of the
OppOSition to withdraw.
Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, I asked a simple
question, which was not answered. What I have said
is that the Treasurer can find $100 million - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STOCKDALE - The Leader of the
Opposition has made the allegation that in the
course of my ministerial duties I have favoured my
mates. I seek the withdrawal of that aspersion.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition does not have the opportunity to make
an explanation. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to
withdraw under standing order 108.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The Treasurer finds the
words offensive. I ask the Leader of the Opposition
to withdraw.

Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, I am not prepared
to withdraw.
Mr Dollis - There is nothing to withdraw. This
is a disgrace!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I understand that the
Treasurer finds the imputations offensive, and I ask
the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, on a point of order - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! When in doubt we refer
to the standing orders. Standing order 108 states:
No member shall use offensive or unbecoming words
in reference to any member of the house and all
imputations of improper motives and all personal
reflections on members shall be deemed disorderly.

In view of standing order 108, I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw.

Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, on a point of order,
if I might, this is an important matter. The question
which I asked - -

NAMING AND SUSPENSION OF
MEMBER
The SPEAKER - Order! It is with great regret
that I have to name the Leader of the Opposition for
not complying with standing order 108. I name the
Leader of the Opposition for disregarding the
authority of the Chair. I ask the Acting Leader of the
House to take the proper course in support of the
Chair.

Honourable members interjecting.
MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - I move:
That the honourable member for Broadmeadows be
suspended from the service of the house.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Under the standing
orders I have to proceed with the motion without
debate. I will accept points of order, but not debate.
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Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, you told the Leader of the
Opposition that you had no option but to uphold the
request to withdraw. I draw your attention to the
conduct of the Deputy Speaker yesterday, who was
asked in exactly the same tenns to order a
withdrawal under standing order 108. He indicated
to the house that he would not uphold that request
because to do so would bring debate into disrepute
and enable members to ask for a withdrawal of
anything and everything to which they took
exception, which would turn the house into a farce.
He refused to uphold that request to withdraw.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is no application
of the point of order to the matter before the Chair.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 58
Ashley,Mr
Blldstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr (Ttller)
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiU,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

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

Noes, 26
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr

Loney. Mr
Marple, Ms
Micallef,Mr

Bracks, Mr (Teller)
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill. Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt. Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
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Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos. Mr
Sand on, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Or
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to leave the chamber.
Mr Brumby withdrew from chamber.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
a point of order, Mr Speaker, during the course of
the division the honourable member for Yan Yean
used an offensive remark in respect of members of
the government and me, and I ask that it be
withdrawn.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will members of the
opposition remain silent. The Minister for Planning
asked the honourable member for Yan Yean to
withdraw an offensive remark.
An Honourable Member - He's left the
chamber.

The SPEAKER - Order! He is not in the
chamber.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MACLELLAN - Mr Speaker, - Mr Micallef interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Springvale that it is very difficult for me
to hear the point of order.
Mr MACLELLAN - Further to my point of
order, Mr Speaker, I mentioned to the honourable
member for Yan Yean across the house that I would
be taking the point of order at the end of the
division. I notice that he is no longer in the house, so
I am perfectly prepared to have you deal with the
matter when he is next in the house.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention once again
to the fact that in upholding standing order 108 on
this occasion you have failed to demonstrate the
impartiality that is necessary to retain the respect of
this house.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Micallef - It is a kangaroo court.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member believes that a ruling of the Chair is
unsatisfactory or that the Chair has erred in any
way, he has recourse to moving a substantive
motion. I am caught in the crossfire inasmuch as I
am prepared to listen to the point of order raised by
the honourable member for Pascoe Vale, but any
reflections on the Chair or any words to the effect
that the Chair was wrong can be put only by way of
substantive motion.
Mr THOMSON -On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker, we have a situation where the Treasurer
was asked a question without notice concerning
detailed financial analysis. He had 13 minutes in
which to answer the question. He failed to answer
the question; and then he complained that the
question should not have been asked in the first
place and asked for it to be withdrawn. He used a
word like 'favoured', which the Leader of the
Opposition did not - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Unless the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale comes to the point of his
point of order I will no longer hear him.
Mr THOMSON - This is a most serious matter
because in order to have the respect and confidence
of this Parliament and both sides of the house we
need to have a situation where standing order 108 is
applied impartially and equally to members
throughout the house. That is not the situation we
have now and the house cannot continue on this
basis.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is no action I can
take to uphold the point of order at this point.
Or cOGHILL (Werribee) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I ask you to clarify the way in which the
standing orders are to be applied. Mr Speaker, quite
within your powers, you ruled that question time
had concluded. The Treasurer then sought to
continue making a reply, and defied the Chair on
more than one occasion when you told him and
reiterated to the house that question time had
concluded. But the Treasurer appeared to have lost
his cool and his self-control and kept on addressing
you, Mr Speaker, in defiance of the decision which
you had made that question time had concluded.
That decision of yours, that advice to the house, was
entirely proper and should have been respected by
everyone in the house, not least by the Treasurer,
who deliberately continued to try to answer the
question in the manner in which he saw fit, not in
the manner that accords with rulings of the Chair but that is another matter.
He continually kept speaking, continually kept
objecting to your decision that question.time had
concluded. The Treasurer was clearly rattled. He
had clearly lost his self-control. One can understand
why he may have been concerned that certain
aspersions against other members of the
government were being attached to him.
Nonetheless, he had clearly lost his self-control and
was determined to keep speaking to make his point,
regardless of the authority of the Chair.

Mr Speaker, what we all need to know on both sides
of the house is whether, when you make a decision
that question time has concluded, that will be
policed or whether it will be an opportunity for
whoever might have the call at the time to continue
speaking until he has concluded his remarks or
concluded whatever it was he wanted to say, rather
than heeding the authority of the Chair.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Werribee please come to his point.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I think the best way out
of the problem is for the honourable member for
Pascoe Vale to see me in chambers.

Dr COG HILL - The point is very clear,

Mr Speaker. The point is whether, when you advise
the house that question time has concluded, that
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means what most of us think it means - in other
words, that the member either asking a question or
answering a question then and there concludes his
comments and resumes his seat - or whether, in
certain cases, or maybe in all cases, members will be
allowed to continue their remarks for as long as they
want to make whatever points they were making at
the time.

Honourable members interjecting.
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point of contention - that standing order 108 was
raised after advice that the Chair received.
Under no circumstance did the Treasurer, as the
Premier has indicated to the house, raise standing
order 108 as an excuse to silence the Leader of the
Opposition. Therefore, if the justification for the
action that was taken is that the Treasurer was
losing his plot - yes, he did lose the plot! - but do
not come into the house after the event and make up
facts that did not take place!

The SPEAKER - Order! Order!
Mr KEN NETT (premier) -On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the record will clearly show that
after question time the Treasurer tried to get up to
address the issue that had been raised by the Leader
of the Opposition during question time. Mr Speaker,
you then said there was no point of order, at which
stage the Treasurer raised an issue under standing
order 108, which the former Speaker, the honourable
member for Werribee, will understand.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT - Mr Speaker, you will find there
have been many instances during the sittings of this
Parliament when honourable members, particularly
on that Side, have taken exception to offending
words. It has been the practice - -

The reality is that the Treasurer defied the Chair; the
reality is that the Leader of the Opposition did not
defy the Chair; and the further reality is that 61 rules
there and 27 cannot get justice! If this is justice in this
house, 61 will always get the protection of the Chair
while 27 never will!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On a further point of
order--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Cole interjected.
Mr BAKER - Why not?
Mr KENNETT - Well, that is a matter of
opinion. That section of the standing orders has been
referred to on many occasions. Whether we agree or
disagree, a member is allowed to stand up and find
a group of words to be offensive, and normally the
honourable member who has said those words
withdraws them. In my opinion what has occurred
here is strictly in order and in line with the standing
orders. For the honourable member for Werribee, of
all people, to suggest otherwise, given the period of
his chairmanship of this house, I find absolutely
hypocritical.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Because I happen to be
on my feet. Sit down!
Honourable Members - Sit down!
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr BAKER - On a point of order, you have
heard everybody else's point of order, I want to
make a point of order. Are you going to do it again?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am on my feet.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, on the same point of order. I ask him
to wait until the house comes to order.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - It was of great
interest to us to hear that the Treasurer did indeed
raise his objection under standing order 108. There is
a clear recollection in this house - and this is the

Mr BAKER - On a point of order - The SPEAKER - Order! It is impossible for the
house to make any progress when it is in this
particular angry and bitter mood.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! As time goes on the
facts get more and more confused and more blurred.
I have listened to the point of order raised by the
honourable member for Werribee and also the
Premier speaking on the same point of order. I shall
examine Hansard tomorrow and I shall rule on the
point of order then, because it is in the house's
interest that we proceed to the next item of business.
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Mr BAKER - For your consideration, it will
assist you in your deliberations!
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled
that I will hear no more on this point of order. We
will proceed to the next order of business.
Mr BAKER - I have a new point of order; I wish
to make a further point of order.

Honourable members interjecting.
An Honourable Member - Shut up!

Mr BAKER -On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the Premier has asked you to examine the record.
You have indicated to the house-The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier did
nothing of the sort.
Mr BAKER - He did, if you check the record,
and you have indicated subsequently that you
propose to check the record before you report back
to the house in a better climate on this matter. When
you do that, could I suggest to you that you also
look at the sequence of events very closely,
especially in relation to the time at which the
Treasurer took offence to the opposition leader's
remarks. He did not immediately take offence when
he had the opportunity, that is the common practice
of the house - The SPEAKER - Order! But a point - -

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I have
a point of order.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Sunshine take his seat. I will hear the
honourable member for Dandenong on a fresh point
of order, not related to the events of this afternoon.
Mr Dollis - You cannot rule upon that!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Batchelor - This is not the AFL!
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - Mr Speaker, I refer
you to your ruling in a previous session of this
house which was an embarrassing situation for this
house, where the honourable member for Caulfield
referred to me as a little Greek prick--

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BAKER - Please let me finish. Please let me
make my point.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - which I took offence
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled
that I will examine the matter tomorrow. I have
given you the courtesy of allowing you to - Mr Baker - You have been extremely
discourteous!
The SPEAKER - to get in against my ruling, and
I shall examine the matter tOnight and report back to
the house. There is no profit in proceeding under the
present climate.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) -On a further point of
order, I wish to continue and I will be brief. I wish to
finish my point of order.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled
that I will not hear any more on this point of order.

to.
The SPEAKER - Order! I am not going to allow
the honourable member to relive some of the events
of the past. If the honourable member will come to
his point of order, clearly and succinctly without a
great deal of narrative, I will hear him.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - I do not want to give
any narrative on the matter because I am asking you
to consider the ruling you made at that time, which
allowed the honourable member for Caulfield to
give a personal explanation when there was only a
partial withdrawal of the comments that I and other
members clearly heard at the time, and out of
respect to the Parliament and so as not to cause
further embarrassment to the member, and
particularly respect to yourself, Mr Speaker, I
decided to cop that like we have to do at times in
this house. But the Leader of the OppOSition was not
given the opportunity to give any personal
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explanation, and it appears that there is one rule for
the government and one rule for the opposition, and
we regret that.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I hear the honourable
member and I hear the point of order. While I have
ruled that I would wish to rule on the matter some
time after consideration, in reply to the point of
order raised by the honourable member for
Dandenong, there was a deliberate refusal by the
member concerned to comply with an instruction of
the Chair--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! And I will hear no more
on this matter.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) -On a further point of
order, Mr Speaker, I am very concerned about the
capacity of this Parliament to function from now on
in until such time - The SPEAKER - Order! Your point of order?
Mr COLE - Mr Speaker, the point of order is:
you define to me what it is that constitutes
'offensive', because the point has not been made
today with the departure of the Leader of the
OppOSition. You stated quite unequivocally that if a
person has an objection and takes offence the person
must withdraw.
You will recall the case of the honourable member
for Portland when he made a comment which I
suggested was racist, when he said our motion was
a racist motion. I took offence to it and you gave
quite an elongated response to that matter and said
that he was allowed to give an explanation and that
he did not have to withdraw. When I made
comments which were construed as anti-Semitic I
was not given an opportunity to withdraw. When
comments were made against the honourable
member for Dandenong by the honourable member
for Caulfield, he was given an opportunity to give
an explanation and to withdraw only half of what he
said.
We therefore have a major problem because the
senior member of the opposition has not been given
an opportunity to explain, and has not had
explained to him what it is that he said that was so
offensive, and we on this side of the house maintain
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that in no circumstances was it offensive; therefore
he should not have had to withdraw!
Unless you, Mc Speaker, can define today what
'offensive' is, we will cause absolute mayhem here
every time somebody speaks, because when the next
person opens their mouth, I will ask them to
withdraw it because I will find it offensive!
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have listened very
carefully to the matter raised by the honourable
member for Melbourne and will take - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Perhaps the honourable
member for Melbourne will do me the courtesy of
listening to my reply to his point of order.
Mr COLE - I was being abused across the table!
The SPEAKER - Order! I will take in the points
raised by the honourable member for Melbourne
during his address to the Chair on the point of order
when I give my ruling tomorrow.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - On a point of
order-The SPEAKER - Order! I do not wish to hear
any more on the same subject. Is it a new point of
order?
Mr BATCHELOR - It is a new point of order. I
refer you, Mc Speaker, to page 54 of Daily Hansard
for 13 September. It relates to your request of a
minister in the adjournment debate. The Minister for
Natural Resources swore at a member of the
opposition and you asked him to withdraw the
remark. Referring to Daily Hansard I see there was no
withdrawal. The point of order I wish to make is:
why is there one rule for the government and a
different rule for the opposition?
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mr BATCHELOR - You can see it here in the
transcript, in black and white. The government was
asked to withdraw and did not, but was allowed to
proceed.
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Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I ask that you clarify the standing
of a ruling made yesterday by the Deputy Speaker.
The ruling is reported at page 28 of Daily Hansard for
14 September. The Deputy Speaker said in the
course of his ruling:
Some honourable members in this place have very thin
skins and have called for the protection of the Chair
against statements that were really just part of the
normal cut and thrust of parliamentary debate.
We need to be very careful when we come to a
situation like this that we draw on our experience. That
experience tells me that we are starting to set
precedents to a point where the vocabulary will
become so limited that parliamentary debate will be
boring beyond belief.

That ruling was made in this house yesterday. It
seems that that ruling is completely inconsistent
with the ruling that you made today, Mr Speaker.
Accordingly, it is very difficult for members of the
house - especially members from this side who
seem to be the recipients of the rulings that have
been made - to work out the true rule and to work
out how they can behave and what they can say. It
does seem to depend on which side of the house you
sit.
Mr Speaker, I simply ask that you clarify whether
the ruling made yesterday by the Deputy Speaker
still applies or whether it has effectively been
overruled by what you have done today?

Or NAPTHINE (portland) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, standing order 108 is quite clear.
It says:
No member shall use offensive or unbecoming words
in reference to any member of the house and all
imputations of improper motives and all personal
reflections on members shall be deemed disorderly.

In his comments to you, Mr Speaker, the Treasurer
referred to the fact that the Leader of the Opposition
made comments across the table to the effect of 'you
favour your mates', those were the words. That is an
attack on the integrity, that is dearly an imputation
of improper motives to the Treasurer, which is
clearly a matter under standing order no. 108.

The SPEAKER - Order! I allowed the
honourable member for Albert Park to address the
Chair. The honourable member for Portland is able
to do the same, but I ask him not to relive the events
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of today. The honourable member should be
assisting the Chair in coming to a conclusion when
he considers the matter overnight. I do not want the
events of today relived.
Or NAPTHlNE - The ruling made yesterday by
the Deputy Speaker - I was in the chamber
yesterday when the ruling was made by him - was
in relation to some very peripheral comments which
were clearly not in the same league as the improper
motives imputed by the comments made by the
Leader of the Opposition.
The discussion at the time involved issues relating to
the Minister for Finance and a meeting at Lismore
concerning health services in that area. The Leader
of the Opposition suggested that the Minister for
Finance had not attended a meeting because he had
feigned illness. He was asked to withdraw those
comments, and he did so. Later he made an indirect
reference to the same point. He was asked to
withdraw, and it was on that basis that the Deputy
Speaker said those sorts of indirect references are not
appropriate under standing order 108.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
on the point of order. I thank the honourable
member for Albert Park for drawing my attention to
the incident in the house yesterday. I shall consult
Daily Hansard and take that matter into
consideration. I also thank the honourable member
for Portland for his point of view on the same point
of order.
Or COG HILL (Werribee) - Further on the point
of order, Mr Speaker - The SPEAKER - Order! If the point of order is
on anything about which I have said I will consider
the matter overnight, then the honourable member
for Werribee is defying what I have said. However, I
will hear him within a very narrow context.
Or cOGHILL - The matter I wish to raise is
separate from any matter that has so far been raised
in points of order arising out of today's proceedings,
but I think it is important that you consider it as a
background and key factor in the matters which you
have advised the house you will consider,
MrSpeaker.
You will recall, Sir, that the particular question
related to a specific matter and that concerns were
expressed from this side of the house that the reply
given by the Treasurer did not relate to the question,
was not relevant to it and that the Treasurer was
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debating the question. It seems to me that it is
important that you clarify to the house the nature of
the responses to questions you find acceptable. As
you have said, Mr Speaker, on many occasions, and
as your predecessors have, ministers may answer
questions as they see fit subject to the answers being
relevant and subject to the ministers not debating
the question.
That brings us to the heart of the events today and
the factors which led us to the situation we now find
ourselves in. I draw your attention to the very
meaning of the word 'answer'. I refer to the full
Oxford dictionary found in the parliamentary
library. There are a number of contexts in which
'answer' is an appropriate word to use. So far as
answers to questions in Parliament are concerned,
the appropriate definition given by the Oxford
dictionary is as follows:
To speak or write in reply to a question, remark, or any
expression of desire or opinion; to reply, respond,
rejoin.

What I put to you is that comments which do not
respond in terms of that definition of the word
'answer' are in fact not answers to questions at all
and are not in conformity with rulings of the'Chair
which you and your predecessors have given. What
I put to you, Mr Speaker, is that it is very important
for you to consider and advise the house particularly ministers -what constitutes an answer
and what does not. Clearly, if a minister is asked
about one matter and makes comments on another
matter, that is not answering the question; it is not
relevant to the matter which has been raised in the
question. It is that matter of relevance which is
causing the enormous frustration on this side of the
house particularly with the nature of responses
being given by the other side.
I will not bore you with one or two precedents
which your predecessor set in rulings as to the
relevance of answers.
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are somehow relevant to some part of their
ministerial responsibility constitute answers to
questions, then we are going to have a problem in
this house.
If you, Sir, can satisfy the house that the nature of
answers which are acceptable to you are in
conformity with the precedents which have been set
by your predecessors - and which I think you may
have from time to time imposed yourself - we will
be able to overcome some of the problems such as
those we have had today. But so long as ministers
are allowed to make comments which do not relate
to the question which has been asked, which are not
relevant and which are not answers in the correct
literal sense of the word, then we are going to have a
serious problem which will make life more difficult
for you, Sir, and will ultimately make this house
unworkable.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - On the same
point of order, Mr Speaker, there is a certain
Alice-in-Wonderland quality about what is going
on. Alice remarked, 'Curiouser and curiouser'; this is
sillier and sillier.
Mr Thomson -On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - Mr RICHARD SON - I am speaking on a point
of order. Sit down, sit down!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Forest Hill is addressing the Chair on
the same point of order raised by the honourable
member for Werribee and as such is in order.
Mr RICHARDSON - Mr Speaker, I put it to you
that there is no point of order. The opposition is
using the point of order as a device to engage in a
debate aimed at destabilising and disrupting the
house and discrediting the Chair. Much of w ha t has
been said is a reflection on the Chair.

Dr Vaughan interjected.
Dr COG HILL - The honourable member for
Clayton says, 'Thank goodness for that!' I put it to
you, Mr Speaker, that it is absolutely essential that
you lay down some clear responsibility on ministers
to provide answers to questions and to make
comments which are relevant to the questions which
are asked. For so ever long as ministers have the
impression from rulings you make that any
comments they make in response to a question that

The Labor Party knows full well what it is dOing.:f
it is allowed to continue in this way the house wit
not be able to function. I put it to you, Sir, that there
is no point of order and that the matter should be
ruled on immediately and in those terms.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - On the same point 0:
order, Mr Speaker. I shall be as brief as possible. h
the consideration of a hypothetical case of this kird
it would be critical to examine the sequence of
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events to see when in a case where a question time
has been dosed by your ruling - The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member is not speaking on the same point of order.
The point of order raised by the honourable member
for Werribee was on the relevance of answers.
Mr BAKER - I am raising a new point of order,
then.
The SPEAKER - Order! I can deal with only one
point of order at a time. Please take your seat.
Mr BAKER -lbis is the third time you have
refused to allow me to speak on this matter. You are
discriminating against me. I make the same point
regarding retrospectivity of the claim.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will resume his seat.
Mr BAKER -lbis is the third time you have
done this.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will resume his seat. I am considering the
point of order raised by the honourable member for
Werribee on the relevance of answers to questions,
and the point of order was spoken to by the
honourable member for Forest Hill.
Mr Baker - What about Portland? He gets the
right to rabbit on about anything he likes.
The SPEAKER - Order! On the point of order,
the honourable member for Werribee is quite correct
when he says that the Chair has difficulty with the
question of relevance of answers to questions. This
Chair and his predecessors have long had trouble
with this question of relevance. The previous
Speaker wrote the words in the guidelines for
Presiding Officers when he said:
In common with previous Speakers I have ruled the
nature of the reply is at the discretion of a minister -
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other than to ensure that the minister's response is
relevant and does not debate the issue or otherwise
contravene the standing orders or rules of practice.

Despite opinions to the contrary, the Chair has
always endeavoured at all times to uphold those
particular points.
I am not prepared to rule on the point of order now.
I believe the minister was relevant, but in dealing
collectively with other points raised during this
afternoon's debacle I am prepared to examine the
matter again. At this moment I rule that there is no
point of order.

The

SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Sunshine, I believe, is next.
Mr BAKER (Sunshine) - Mr Speaker, I raise a
new point of order for your consideration relating to
the case where a member or a minister
retrospectively claims the right under standing
order 108 for the withdrawal of words. What is the
length of time allowable for that retrospective right
to be exercised? This is important, especially when
the Chair has ruled that question time has finished.
I ask you, Sir, when considering this matter to
consider the sequence of events and to take special
note of the fact that the minister in question did not
take the point of order at the time he thought the
offence was delivered but only after he believed he
would not be able to pursue an argument against it.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Franks ton) - On the same
point of order, Mr Speaker, I recognise the point of
order raised by the honourable member for
SWlShine, but I direct your attention to standing
order no. 111, which states:
Every objection to words used shall be taken at the time
when such words are used, and not after any other
member has spoken.

The Treasurer spoke immediately after the Leader of
the OppOSition had spoken. The two were
engaged--

note the words Dr Vaughan interjected.
The Chair has no power to dictate the nature of the
answer-

note the words -

Mr WEIDEMAN - Not item of business. After
the person has spoken; it has nothing to do with
items of business. The whole of the procedures of
this Parliament are part of a total.
Mr Baker interjected.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
ASSEMBLY

408

Mr WEIDEMAN - I listened to your point of
order in silence. I was sitting close to the action and I
observed that the Leader of the Opposition and the
Treasurer were making comments to each other.
No-one else was involved, except the Speaker as the
Presiding Officer. The Treasurer is in order under
standing order no. 111 to object to the words used
and to ask for a withdrawal because no-one else had
spoken during the intervening period.

Dr Vaughan - Not after the matter has
concluded.
Mr WEIDEMAN - Don't add anything else. I
have noticed recently that honourable members
concentrate on standing order no. 108. When you are
considering this matter, Mr Speaker, I ask that you
read standing orders 106 to 114, because when read
in total- because in total they provide a different
approach to this matter.
One of the issues you may consider is the point of
explanation - that is, whether a person is allowed
to explain before they withdraw or whatever. I think
that has caused some concern. Reading standing
orders nos 106 right through to 114, it is not very
clear whether you have an opportunity to explain,
whether you have an opportunity to withdraw and
what time you do that.
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it is appropriate for a member, after having been
asked by you to withdraw words that you found
offensive, to have the right to do that some 48 hours
after your request.
The SPEAKER -Order! I hear what the
honourable member is saying.
Mr BATCHELOR - I submit that there is clearly
one set of rules for the government and another set
for the opposition.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should choose his words very carefully.
Mr BATCHELOR - I am choosing them
extremely carefully, as I did when I first raised this
with you. We had a clear example before you of a
member of the government having been asked to
withdraw words that you, Sir, found offensive, and
he did not. I am asking you why a government
member was treated differently on that occasion to
what occurred today. The circumstances clearly
indicate that members of the government have a
different level of tolerance and latitude with respect
to obeying your requests and orders.
The SPEAKER - Order! Just be careful; just be
careful.

Mr Cole -It depends on which side of the house
you sit on.

Mr BATCHELOR - That is something that
clearly does not apply to members of the opposition.

Mr WEIDEMAN - I am just putting a point of
order. I am saying it is not just 108; I believe it is a
total collection of the standing orders.

The SPEAKER - Order! I hear what the
honourable member is saying.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - On the point of order, Mc Speaker, in
a flush of recollections, the honourable member for
Thomastown has established that in Daily Hansard
this set of words appears:
An honourable member interjected.

Mr COLEMAN - We won't thank you, that's for
bloody sure!

Address-in-reply
Debate resumed.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr McNAMARA
(Minister for Police and Emergency Services).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

PAPER
The SPEAKER - Order! That was an unparliamentary

expression. I ask the minister to withdraw it.

The withdrawal is not recorded, Mr Speaker. I
withdraw it now.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomas town) - On the same
point of order, Mc Speaker, I raise with you whether
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INTELLECTUALLY DISABLED
PERSONS' SERVICES (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second .reading
Mr JOHN (Minister for Community Services) - I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act
1986 has provided an innovative, responsive and
effective legislative base for the provision of services
to Victorians with an intellectual disability. The
purpose of this bill is to make a small number of
amendments to improve the overall effectiveness of
the act and to clarify certain provisions. I wish to
direct the attention of the house to some of those
amendments.
In order for a person to be declared eligible to
receive services provided or funded under the act, it
must be established that he or she possesses an
intellectual disability. Since the act became
operational it has become apparent that there are a
number of problems with the provisions relating to
eligibility for services and the bill makes a number
of amendments to rectify those difficulties.
Section 7 of the act is to be amended to include a
power to defer an assessment of eligibility for
services for a period of up to three months.
Currently, if a person requests the secretary for an
assessment of his or her eligibility for services, the
assessment must be undertaken within 30 days of
the request. The lack of a power to defer the
assessment has been problematic because there are
situations where an assessment within 30 days does
not indicate with any certainty whether or not the
person is intellectually disabled. Such situations
arise when, for example, an individual is
temporarily affected by injury, alcohol or drug abuse
or during a psychotic episode.
If an assessment is deferred, the section allows for
emergency services to be provided prior to

assessment to those individuals where there is a
reasonable likelihood that they are intellectually
disabled.
Section 8 of the act governs the actual assessment of
intellectual disability. A number of amendments are
being made to clarify how assessment is undertaken.
The changes reflect the original intention of the act
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and will not in any way change the existing
assessment procedures followed by the secretary.
The section is being amended to make it clear that
the secretary must be satisfied that a person is
intellectually disabled before he or she is eligible for
services. The section does not limit the way in which
the secretary must satisfy himself regarding the
intellectual disability of a person. However, it does
prescribe limits on the secretary's discretion if a
standardised assessment is used to assess general
intellectual functioning or adaptive behaviour.
Because standardised measurements of intelligence
are not 100 per cent reliable, the result of the test will
always be specified as a range within which the
person's intelligence will fall.
The section specifies the statistical level or cut-off
point below which a person must be taken to have
significant subaverage general intellectual
functioning and, alternatively, above which a person
must not be taken to have Significant subaverage
general intellectual functioning. The full range
within which the person's intelligence falls must be
above or below the cut-off point for the above
provisions to apply.
The fact that results of standardised assessments are
given as a range obviously means that some people
will have a score that falls both sides of that cut-off
point. Proposed new section 8(2)(a)(iii) covers this
range where the result of a test straddles the single
cut-off point and is therefore inconclusive. If a
person's intelligence is within a range that falls both
sides of the cut-off pOint, the secretary is entitled to
take into account other factors to help determine
whether the person has Significant subaverage
general intellectual functioning.
A restriction is also placed on the secretary's
discretion if using a standardised test to assess
deficits in adaptive behaviour. If a person is below
the specified statistical score he or she must be taken
to have Significant deficits in adaptive behaviour.
A child under the age of six is entitled to services if it
is established that he or she has a developmental
delay. In rewriting section 8, it was considered
preferable to move the assessment of developmental
delay to a separate section. The restructuring of the
provisions has in no way affected a young child's
eligibility for services under the act.
A further Significant amendment is the inclusion of
provisions to enable the reassessment, in specified
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circumstances, of a person's ongoing eligibility for
services. Although it is obvious that the existence of
an intellectual disability as defined under the act
will not change for most people, there are occasions
when it is necessary to be able to conduct a further
assessment of a person; for example, when the lack
of power to defer assessment previously referred to
has resulted in a person who is not intellectually
disabled being assessed as intellectually disabled
and issued with a declaration of eligibility for
services.
Section 10 of the act has been amended to give an
eligible person who does not receive services or his
or her legal guardian the right to formally instruct
that the mandatory five-year review of a general
service plan be suspended. The existing general
service plan will then cease to be in force although a
new one can be requested at any time. This gives
those people who do not use services provided
under the act the opportunity to make a decision
about whether they desire the review rather than
being required to undergo one.
Section 16 of the act is a confidentiality provision.
There are a number of technical difficulties with the
existing section and it has been rewritten to ensure
that people who receive services under this act are
provided with the highest level of confidentiality.
The act establishes the Intellectual Disability Review
Panel, which reviews certain decisions made by the
secretary about people with an intellectual
disability. The panel plays an important role in
ensuring that the rights of intellectually disabled
people are safeguarded. Some minor amendments
are proposed to enhance the operations of the panel.
Among other things, the bill amends section 33
which provides for panel hearings to be closed to the
public. The panel is one of the few review bodies
whose procedures are not open to public scrutiny
and accountability. Community scrutiny of the
deliberations of tribunals and review bodies is
rightly recognised as an important principle of our
legal system. The proposed amendment provides
that the panel may close a proceeding upon
application by a party to the proceeding or a person
with a direct interest in the proceeding. This is
consistent with provisions relating to other review
bodies.
Section 52 is to be amended to make it clear that a
person may seek review of a decision by the
secretary without jeopardising his or her right to
review by the panel if the matter remains
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unresolved. In a significant number of instances,
such a review could readily produce resolution of
the issue, saving time, resources and unnecessary
stress for the client and his or her family or
advocates.
Finally, I wish to note that the government
recognises that families often play a major role in the
nurturing and support of a family member with an
intellectual disability. Accordingly, while not
detracting from the act's focus on the individual
with an intellectual disability, it is proposed to add a
new principle to the act which recognises the role of
the family. The amendment is consistent with the
act's other principles, aims and objectives.
A number of other amendments are also contained
in the bill. In preparing these amendments to the
Intellectually Disabled Persons' Act, the government
has taken great care to ensure that they are fully
consistent with and reinforce the objectives and
principles of the act. The proposals are essentially
concerned with clarification, streamlining and
updating to ensure the act's continued relevance and
effective operation.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Ms GARBUTf
(Bundoora).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 September.

AUSTRALIAN GRAND PRIX BILL
Second reading
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Tourism) - I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this bill is to establish the Australian
Grand Prix Corporation and to facilitate the holding
of an annual formula one grand prix at Albert Park.
The staging of the formula one grand prix at Albert
Park will be accompanied by a major program of
improvement and restoration of that park.
It is important to ensure that sufficient powers exist
to stage the grand prix itself; to carry out the
necessary construction works for the new park road,
which will also constitute the temporary track; and
to carry out the associated infrastructure and
permanent works in the park. To achieve this,
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legislation will be required. This is the purpose of
the bill I present to the house today.
The Australian Grand Prix Bill establishes the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation as a statutory
authority empowered to acquire the assets of
Melbourne Grand Prix Promotions Pty Ltd, the
company organising the grand prix in Melbourne.
The bill also invests the corporation with all powers
necessary to carry out construction and other works
and to actually stage the race, but it does so in a way
which clearly recognises the significance of Albert
Park as a public asset of continuing and increasing
importance to the people of Victoria.
While the government currently has Significant
control over the activities of Melbourne Grand Prix
Promotions Pty Ltd, the establishment of the
statutory authority will ensure the government is
able to exercise a high degree of control over the
works and activities associated with the grand prix,
consistent with the government's financial
responsibility and accountability. The bill
specifically provides that the corporation is subject
to the control and direction of the minister in the
performance of its functions and the exercise of its
powers.
The establishment of a statutory authority charged
with the task of staging the race and responsible to
government is in line with the model adopted by the
then ALP government of South Australia in
establishing the Australian Formula One Grand Prix
Board under the Australian Formula One Grand
Prix Act 1984. Under that act the board was vested
with a range of powers necessary for the
construction of the track and staging of the grand
prix and necessary modifications were made to
other laws.
The Australian Grand Prix Bill makes provision for
the corporation to consist of not fewer than five or
more than nine members appointed by the Governor
in Council, one of whom is to be appointed as
chairperson. Members are to be appointed for a term
not exceeding three years but are eligible for
reappoinbnent. The terms and conditions of
appointment are to be specified by the Governor in
Council. Provision is also made for the removal of
members and acting appoinbnents.
The powers of the corporation include carrying out
works at Albert Park; promotional activities; the
charging of fees for admission to the race;
production and sale of race-related merchandise;
granting of advertising, broadcasting and
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sponsorship rights; control of sound and moving
picture recording of the race; and control of use of
grand prix insignia. The details of the bill closely
reflect those of the South Australian legislation but
with a clear focus on the status of Albert Park as a
public asset.
Let me remind the house that on its election this
government inherited a state that had become
disheartened and run down through the financial
mismanagement and neglect of the former
government. The government has moved to reform
the public service and the financial position of this
state, and it continues to do so. But this government
is committed to doing more than just addressing the
structural and management deficiencies left by the
former government. It is committed to the
revitalisation of the state, its economy and its
outlook so that Victoria can once again take her
rightful place at the forefront of this country.
In December last year the Premier announced that
Melbourne had won the right to host the Australian
formula one grand prix at Albert Park. The extensive
work required to achieve this was undertaken
largely by the Melbourne Major Events Company.
The organisation of the race, now that it has been
obtained, is being undertaken by its subSidiary
company, Melbourne Grand Prix Promotions Pty
Ltd. I wish to congratulate each of those companies
and those associated with them for their efforts on
behalf of this state.
The importance of the grand prix to the economy of
this state and to the profile of Melbourne as an
international city should not be underestimated. The
Melbourne grand prix will showcase our capital city
to a worldwide audience of hundreds of millions of
people, attract an audience of hundreds of
thousands to the event, and result in tens of millions
of dollars being pumped into the economy. Some of
the immediate benefits will be in the creation of jobs,
particularly in key service industries.
When the announcement of the grand prix for
Melbourne was first made it was on the
understanding that the race would be held in
Melbourne from 1997. But in March this year the
Premier was able to announce that Victoria will
stage the race from 1996, following agreement with
the government of South Australia. The grand prix
will reaffirm Melbourne's status as Australia's
sporting and cultural capital and will add renewed
impetus to the city's traditional festivities.
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The event complements the government's plans to
revitalise Melbourne through the Agenda 21
program and will strengthen Melbourne's status as
an international star tourist attraction. Combined
with the spring racing carnival, the Australian tennis
open, the Australian Football League grand final
and a range of cultural festivals, the Australian
fonnula one grand prix will significantly boost
Melbourne's growing international standing as a
Significant tourist destination. The event will be an
enonnous economic and tourism generator for the
whole of this state, not only Melbourne.
The staging of the fonnula one grand prix in
Melbourne will do more than simply generate
Significant economic and tourism benefits. It will see
not only the rebirth of one of the world's most
spectacular grand prix tracks but also the
revitalisation of Albert Park, a Significant feature of
this city which has been allowed to deteriorate.
It is a sad fact that the roads, buildings and facilities
at Albert Park are in a poor state. Significant sums
have been expended over the past three years in
dredging the lake, and, whilst this is a good start to
the restoration, the works that will be carried out in
conjunction with the grand prix will see a long
overdue and positive transformation of the park.
The works to be carried out will ensure the viability
of the park for the future.
As part of the rejuvenation of the park, a new
Melbourne sports and aquatic centre will be built to
provide Melbourne with world standard sporting
facilities. The existing Second World War buildings
in Albert Park will be demolished and replaced with
recreational and public open space. The park road
system, which will also constitute the temporary
grand prix track, will be redesigned and rebuilt to
reduce the speed and impact of through traffic. The
road will also provide for on-street parking to
change the culture of random parking in the park.

The road that will be used for the annual racing
event will be only four lanes wide, one lane each
way for traffic and one lane on each side for parallel
parking. Aughtie Drive will have roadside parking,
which will remove car parking from the parkland
and open space, and Lakeside Drive will be
narrower than it is currently. The road will be
designed to ensure that the speed of traffic through
the park is reduced, which is of major concern to
local people and others.
New picnic areas will be established around the lake
edge to enhance the enjoyment of park users. Sports
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grounds will be relocated and upgraded to provide
for a better overall use of the park area. Over the
next two years 5000 new trees will be planted in the
park. The Albert Park golf course will be
substantially upgraded and a new driving range
added to the services already offered in the park.
There will be no net loss of open space, none of the
sporting clubs with long-standing rights will be
displaced from the park, and sporting facilities will
be dramatically improved. Facilities for the grand
prix will generally be temporary. Any permanent
facilities in the park will have multiple uses to
benefit sporting clubs specifically.
All of this amounts to an exciting revitalisation and
re-equipping of Albert Park. As the Treasurer
announced recently in the budget papers, in
addition to the $25 million that will go to grand prix
infrastructure, we are able to allocate up to
$52 million for the construction of the new
Melbourne sports and aquatic centre at Albert Park
and $20 million for permanent works in Albert Park,
producing a lasting and enduring benefit for
residents and users of this marvellous asset.
There has been debate as to the appropriateness of
the Albert Park site for the staging of the grand prix
and claims that the organisers have failed to consult
the local community.
Albert Park is an ideal location. Albert Park has a
special place in Australia's motor racing history as a
fonner home of the Australian Grand Prix. For the
world, Albert Park will be a spectacular setting for
the grand prix and will rank alongside Monaco and
Adelaide for its scenic beauty.
Albert Park's unique access to major public
transport routes, its proximity to the central business
district, the backdrop of Albert Park Lake and Port
Phillip Bay and its closeness to existing visitor and
tourism infrastructure make it ideal for such an
event to highlight Melbourne's features to the world.
Albert Park will be the venue for the grand prix
because it is the best street circuit in Australia.
Adelaide has demonstrated its ability to create a
successful inner-city street circuit that goes through
the city and public open space. It has drawn
Significant public attention to Australia and
particularly to Adelaide. The grand prix at Albert
Park will do the same and more for Melbourne and
Victoria.
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It is important to recall that the opposition's

response when the winning of the grand prix for
Melbourne was announced was clear and
unequivocal: it supported.the grand prix at Albert
Park.

On ABC radio news at 1.00 p.m. on 17 December
1993 the then Leader of the Opposition, Mr John
Brumby, made his position clear on behalf of the
Australian Labor Party. He said:
I am a bit of a petrolhead from way back, so this is a

great decision: great decision for Melbourne, great
decision for Victoria. I look forward as Premier in 1996
to welcoming the grand prix here to Melbourne.

Despite this support there was a time when the
opposition seemed to be suggesting that the
Docklands should be the site for the grand prix.
However, that was never a viable or sensible
alternative; rather it was a fanciful and expensive
scheme that could not have been delivered by early
1996.
Even if it could have been delivered, the proposal
for the Docklands would have resulted in a
single-purpose area designed only for motor racing.
What this government is committed to achieving is
the revitalisation of Albert Park for use by all
Melbumians.
The government is also committed to the proper
commercial development of the Docklands through
the Docklands AuthOrity, which has recently
appointed consultants to advise on commercial
development options for the area.
There have also been claims that the local
community has not been consulted in relation to the
staging of the formula one grand prix at Albert Park.
However, Melbourne Parks and Waterways
commenced work on a draft Albert Park strategy
plan in February 1993 and released a detailed draft
for public comment in December of that year.
Since the release of the draft document Melbourne
Parks and Waterways have been working on a final
plan to reflect the numerous public submissions and
the need to accommodate a grand prix event once a
year. As the General Manager of Melbourne Parks
and Waterways, Mr Jeft FIoyd, said in his public
statement on 13 May this year:
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Plans for Albert Park and the temporary street
circuit will be made available publicly.
The former Labor government often announced
major plans for Melbourne without prior
community consultation on the policy issue
involved. Melbourne's bid for the 1996 Olympic
games featured a plan by the former government to
develop a $250 million sporting centre at Albert Park
in place of the historic South Melbourne Cricket
Ground and surrounding parkland. The former
government proposed a $250 million development
that involved the demolition of the cricket ground
and the construction of new buildings on that land
and the surrounding parkland.
The opposition's suggestion that community
consultation should have occurred before the
announcement of the grand prix is therefore not
only unrealistic but smacks of absolute hypocrisy.
MrTHOMSON (Pascoe Vale) -Ona point of
order, Mr Speaker, the minister said that the
opposition's position was one of absolute hypocrisy.
Under standing order no. 108 I take exception to the
words used and ask the minister to withdraw those
words.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has some
difficulty with the point of order. May quite clearly
rules that when a word is used to address an
individual member it has a different meaning from
when it is used collectively. I do not uphold the
point of order.

Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Tourism) Community interests have also been served and
continue to be served through a number of
initiatives of the grand prix organisers. Those
initiatives are the appointment of a full-time
community relations officer and the establishment of
the Melbourne Grand Prix Forum chaired by the
Chief Executive of the City of Melbourne with
representatives from public service, community
interest and motor sport groups.
To facilitate direct contact with the community the
forum has its own post office box, telephone,
facsimile and answering service. TItis is in addition
to the grand prix community relations officer, who
can be contacted in person or by telephone or
facsimile through the grand prix office any day
during office hours.

These requirements are not incompatible.

Separate from the work of the forum, the grand prix
organisers are seeking specialist advice on the issues
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of noise, air pollution and local health issues, tree
removal, relocation and planting and traffic
management.
An environmental management plan for the grand
prix event will be prepared utilising information and
advice obtained from specialist consultants on these
issues. This plan will complement the environment
management plan being prepared for the park itself
by Melbourne Parks and Waterways to ensure the
protection of the park's natural values. Five
thousand new trees will be planted. In order to
ensure the best possible advice on the replacement,
care and maintenance of trees in the construction
phase, the Australian Grand Prix Corporation will
utilise the services of a recognised tree specialist.
In addition to all of the above, the organisers of the
grand prix have been conducting a doorknock
campaign in the local area seeking views, comments
and concerns of local residents. A comprehensive
register is being maintained of issues identified as
being of concern within the community. All
legitimate concerns will be addressed as part of the
detailed planning and organisation of the grand prix
over the next 18 months in conjunction with the
overall upgrading of the park.

Further, clause 29 makes provision for there to be
consultation with those having a right of occupation
of Albert Park. Also, clause 34 requires the
corporation to take all reasonable steps to restore the
area after the conclusion of the formula one event.
Any dispute between the corporation and the
committee of management as to the standard of
restoration will be resolved jointly by the minister
administering the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978
and the minister administering the act.
Concerns have also been expressed that once the
necessary works have been done at Albert Park to
facilitate the staging of the grand prix, more than
one motor sport event will be staged there in any
one year.
The government and the grand prix organisers have
repeatedly stated that this will not be the case and,
to give clear effect to this, clause 43 of the bill makes
it an offence for any person to enter into any
agreement to hold a motor race at Albert Park at any
time outside the race period in any year. The effect
of this is that it will be illegal for motor racing to
take place at Albert Park for more than one week in
any year.
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The bill provides for the commercial and financial
management of the grand prix and contains a
number of provisions designed to ensure that the
corporation is accountable for the management and
conduct of the race.
Clause 13 requires any member having a direct or
indirect pecuniary interest in any matter being
considered by the corporation to disclose that
interest and to take no part in the deliberations or
decisions of the corporation in relation to that
matter. This clause is modelled on section 35 of the
State Owned Enterprises Act 1992.
Clause 23 provides that, except as authorised by the
Treasurer and the minister, no money is to be
expended by the corporation except in accordance
with a budget approved by the Treasurer and the
minister. The corporation is also required to prepare
an annual business plan for the approval of the
Treasurer and the minister and, within the terms of
the bill, is subject to the Financial Management Act
1994.
The corporation may not become member of a body
corporate or participate in the formation of a
partnership, trust or jOint venture without the
approval of the minister, after consultation with the
Treasurer. The corporation is also prevented from
providing a guarantee or indemnity without the
approval of the Treasurer.
Aside from issues of financial accountability, as I
have said, the bill recognises that Albert Park is and
will remain a public park and recreation area. In
recognition of this the bill deals with the relationship
of the corporation with the committee of
management of the park, currently Melbourne
Water, through Melbourne Parks and Waterways.
The bill ensures that the interests of the committee of
management in relation to the ongoing management
of the park and those of the corporation in the
staging of the annual grand prix are both taken into
account in a balanced and responsible manner.
The scheme adopted in the bill is to require the
corporation to seek a licence from the committee of
management for any works to be undertaken in the
park at any time of the year. If the committee does
not grant the licence within seven days, or such
shorter period as the ministers approve, or the
corporation considers the proposed terms and
conditions to be WU'easonable, the corporation may
apply to the minister who, acting jointly with the
minister administering the Crown Land (Reserves)
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Act 1978, may grant a licence on such terms and
conditions as the ministers detennine.
That provision is designed to provide a
decision-making process in the event of any dispute
between the committee of management and the
corporation, although in practice the two
organisations will continue to work together closely
to realise the vision for Albert Park.
By giving both the minister responsible for the
grand prix and the minister administering the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 a role in the
declara tion of race period and the declared area
relevant to the conduct of the race, the bill ensures
that all relevant interests are taken into
consideration.
During the race period, which will not exceed seven
days in anyone year as declared by the minister
acting jointly with the minister administering the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978, the corporation
will be responsible for the management and control
of the declared area, in line with the position under
the South Australian legislation. Also in line with
the South Australian legislation, the rights and
interests of any other person are suspended in
relation to the declared area during the race period.
However, unlike the South Australian legislation,
clause 30 of the bill makes specific provisions for
businesses in the declared area to continue to
operate during the race period subject to reaching
agreement with the corporation in consultation with
the committee of management. Any dispute will be
resolved by the minister. The government envisages
that there will be mutual benefits for business in the
declared area reaching agreement with the
corpora tion.
The bill includes specific protections against
unauthorised use of the grand prix insignia.
However, it is only unscrupulous traders seeking to
use grand prix insignia in connection with a formula
one event who need be concerned. It is not the
government's intention to affect those currently
using terms such as 'grand prix' in connection with
their businesses where the use of that term could not
reasonably be taken to refer to the Melbourne grand
prix itself. Clause 44 allows the minister to grant an
exemption from the requirement to obtain the
consent of the corporation in cases of doubt.
I have stressed the importance of the grand prix to
this state and to this city in particular. The
opposition has sought access to a number of
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documents relating to the grand prix under the
Freedom of Information Act 1982. It is the
government's view that the documents sought are
commercial-in-confidence documents which are
exempt under the terms of part 4 of the Freedom of
Information Act 1982. It was for this reason that the
government opposed the release of the documents
when the member for Footscray sought access to
them in the Administrative Appeals Tribunal earlier
this year.
Although the government is firmly of the view that
the contractual documentation relating to the grand
prix constitutes an exempt document under the
Freedom of Information Act 1982, the importance of
the confidentiality of that documentation and the
risk its release would represent to the grand prix are
such that the government believes it must act to
ensure their protection.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MildenhaIl interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Footscray will have an opportunity at
the appropriate time to refute what the minister is
putting forward. I ask him to at least listen to the
second-reading speech in silence.
Mr McNAMARA - It is for this reason that
clause 49 confirms that a document which is or
which discloses information about a contract with
the bodies granting the rights pertaining to the
staging of the grand prix is an exempt document
under the Freedom of Information Act 1982.
However, it should be noted that this clause is
specifically expressed so as not to affect the
proceedings brought by the member for Footscray,
in respect of which a decision is awaited.
The bill suspends the operation of the provisions of
certain acts in relation to works done in preparation
for the grand prix and the conduct of formula one
events. This has been done only to the extent
necessary to ensure that the required works are
completed expeditiously, that the race and
associated events are staged effectively and that the
contractual obligations associated with the staging
of the race are honoured. Again, in keeping with the
model adopted in South Australia, the operation of
the bill in this respect is the same as that of the South
A ustralian legislation.
I wish to make a statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons for altering or
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varying that section by this bill. Clause 50 provides
that it is the intention of the proposed act to vary the
Constitution Act 1975 to the extent necessary to
prevent the Supreme Court awarding compensation
in respect of or anything done under clauses 28, 29,
30,32 or 33 or entertaining actions in relation to a
matter referred to in clauses 34(3) or 46 or of a kind
referred to in clauses 29 or 30.
The reasons for limiting the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court are these: the bill empowers the
corporation to carry out works in Albert Park
pursuant to a licence issued under clause 28 and to
manage the declared area during the race period.
The bill also allows the fencing or cordoning off of
areas and the temporary or permanent closure of
roads. All that is necessary in realising the overall
plan for Albert Park, the establishment of a
temporary grand prix circuit and associated
infrastructure and the staging of the formula one
event. As part of the revitalisation of Albert Park
some current features of the park will be relocated.
Although all of the permanent or temporary works
will be carried out expeditiously to minimise
disruption, the extent of the transformation of the
park will be such that it is not appropriate that
individuals with interests in the park should be able
to seek compensation in respect of the work done in
a particular area of the park.
Clause 34 requires the corporation to restore the
declared area to a condition reasonably comparable
to that which it was in before the staging of the
formula one event in anyone year. However, as the
park is a public asset it is not appropriate that
individuals should be able to bring actions in respect
of the operation of that clause. The clause requires
the minister administering the act and the minister
administering the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978
to resolve any dispute between the corporation and
the committee of management as to the standard of
restoration. Both those ministers are responsible to
the Parliament for the administration of the clause.
Clause 29 requires the corporation before the race
period in any year to take reasonable steps to
consult with the committee of management and any
person having a right of occupation of any part of
Albert Park in respect of a year. The clause also
requires the corporation to consider any reasonable
representations made by any such person.
In fulfilling this requirement the corporation will
receive many submissions, many of which will be
contradictory. It is a matter of judgment for the

Thursday, 15 September 1994

corporation to assess these submissions consistent
with the performance of its functions under the bill.
The corporation is subject to the direction and
control of the minister in the performance of its
functions and the exercise of its powers.
It is not appropriate that an individual should be
able to bring an action in relation to a particular
representation made to the corporation or generally
in relation to the process of consultation.

Clause 30 requires the corporation to manage and
control the declared area during the race period in
any year. That clause also provides that the rights of
any person other than the corporation are
suspended during the race period. However, specific
provision is made for businesses in the declared area
to continue to operate during the race period, subject
to reaching agreement with the corporation.
The provisions of this clause are required to ensure
that the race and associated events are staged
effectively and that the contractual obligations
associated with the staging of the race are honoured.
The position of any individual businesses affected
by those provisions is protected by the requirement
to consult the committee of management and the
power given to the minister to resolve any disputes.
The minister also has a general power to direct the
corporation in the performance of its functions and
the exercise of its powers by reason of clause 9 of the
bill.
Clause 46 exempts the committee of management
from any liability for any loss or damage arising
principally because of works or any other thing
done, or omitted to be done, by the corporation in
accordance with, or purporting to be in accordance
with, a licence or other authority conferred or
purporting to be conferred on the corporation by or
under this or any other act or law. Because the bill
modifies the powers of the committee of
management and because of the modifications to
section 85 of the Constitution Act effected in relation
to clauses 28,29,30,32, and 33, it is appropriate that
a corresponding limitation exist in respect of the
liability of the committee of management.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr THOMSON
(Pascoe Vale).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 September.
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FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The main purpose of this bill is to provide for
improved enforcement for the abalone fishery by an
extension of the existing docketing system for
abalone to the processing sector of the industry, the
introduction of a separate abalone processors
licence, and increased powers for fisheries officers to
detect illegal fishing operations.
Additional amendments provide for more efficient
management of the state's aquarulture industry and
make general amendments to improve the
administration of the Fisheries Act 1968, particularly
in the area of commonwealth-state fisheries
arrangements.
In 1988, to protect the state's valuable abalone
resource from over-harvesting, a system of quota
management was introduced. Dockets must now
accompany all commercial abalone catches from the
point of landing to wherever it is processed. This
amendment will extend the control over the
movement of abalone to the processing sector of the
industry.
The illegal harvesting of abalone continues to be a
major problem. Poachers are able to gain access to
the lucra tive Asian markets via unscrupulous
processors, operating in Victoria and elsewhere,
who are laundering illegally taken product. Fish
transfer certificates issued by the Australian
Quarantine Inspection Service (AQIS) control the
movement of abalone being processed for export.
More needs to be done to monitor the movement of
abalone when it is still in the shell and for that
portion of the catch that purports to be for the
domestic market.
National annual estimates of illegally taken abalone
are about 700 tonnes which is equivalent to half of
the legal catch from Victoria. Enforcement at sea and
on shore continues to receive high priority, making
up about 60 per cent of all fisheries enforcement
effort. This legislation builds on that effort and will
complement existing controls.
A special abalone processors licence will be
established which must be held by all persons or
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companies involved in processing abalone. A
separate category of licence will be available to cater
for premises that are used only to store processed
abalone.
An annual impost of $20 000 will be charged for the
licence, with provision being made in the bill for the
annual fee to rise and fall with the price of abalone.

Industry representatives attending the recent
abalone management workshop acknowledge the
need for this impost as part of improving the
management of the abalone resource and there was
broad agreement over the impost levels.
I have since had discussions with other members
and processors and believe the method of raising the
necessary income to monitor the licence scheme and
improving enforcement can be further refined.
Options such as a scaled impost linked to the
processing capacity of the licence holder, a fee for
each transaction in the abalone production process
and a royalty levied on the abalone itself are being
further examined and discussed with the industry.
With the new licensing system scheduled to be
introduced in April 1995, to coincide with the issue
of other fisheries licences, the opportunity exists for
the government to further consult with the abalone
industry about how best to raise the revenue for the
system. All acknowledge the benefits of the
regulatory and enforcement mechanisms this bill
seeks to introduce.
The new fisheries bill, currently being developed by
the government, will also provide new alternatives
for how the abalone industry will fund the systems
needed to manage and protect the valuable natural
resource their activities rely upon.
The government intends to use the new revenue
gained from the licence to offset the cost of
employing additional fisheries officers to monitor
the scheme and improve enforcement effort in the
abalone industry.
The bill enables regulations to be put in place that
will provide for the issue of abalone transfer
certificates to cover the movement of abalone
between processors, wholesalers and exporters. The
certificates will control the movement of all abalone,
enabling the better detection of illegal abalone.
The abalone transfer certificate will complement the
AQIS-issued certificate currently used for
export-targeted abalone. Small quantities intended
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for local sale will be exempted by regulation.
Abalone processors licences will be subject to
suspension or cancellation upon conviction for an
offence or offences.
The bill also proposes a series of amendments that
will increase the ability of fisheries officers to detect
and prosecute illegal operators. Included is an
ability to obtain search warrants to inspect
dwellings, where it is suspected illegal product is
being stored and improved seizure provisions which
are extended to cover all the equipment used by
poachers, including boats, trailers, motor vehicles
and aircraft.
Further amendments proposed by the bill will
greatly assist the state's aquaculture industry by
providing for what is a complete overhaul of the
existing legislation. The development of aquaculture
in Victoria has been frustrated by the state of the
current legislation,. and these amendments will put
aquaculture on a proper commercial basis.
Permit fees will be set at a realistic level by moving
away from the present flat-fee system, which takes
no account of the size or productivity of the water
concerned. Permit fees will be set after consultation
with the holders and they will be adjustable to
recognise productivity fluctuations.
Significantly, the duration of permits will be
extended from 10 years to 21 years, giving improved
security of tenure to permit holders and enabling
them to better plan for future investment
The other important feature of this legislation is to
amend the provision of the Fisheries Act which
enables the state to enter into agreements with the
commonwealth government for the better
management of fisheries that extend across both
state and commonwealth jurisdiction. The 1952
commonwealth Fisheries Act has now been replaced
by the 1991 act, and this needs to be reflected in
Victorian legislation.
The bill makes other minor amendments to the
legislation which are required to generally improve
the operation of the legislation, including
amendment of outdated £ee-setting provisions,
amendment of trawl licence entitlements, the
extension of fisheries notice powers, and provision
to prevent the marketing of fish that may be affected
by algal blooms.
I commend the bill to the house.
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Debate adjourned on motion of Ms MARPLE
(Altona).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 29 September.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Remaining business
Postponed on motion of Mr W. D. McGRATII
(Minister for Agriculture).

ADJOURNMENT
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - 1 move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Waverley Park Primary School
Mrs.WlLSON (Dandenong North) -1 raise for
the attention of the Minister for Education the
Waverley Park Primary School in my electorate of
Dandenong North. In view of the fact that many of
the windows and doors of the school are absolutely
rotten and falling to pieces and the carpet has large
holes and is extremely threadbare in many areas, the
school desperately needs a major upgrade.
Over the 19 years that the school has been in
operation it has received only small amounts of
money for minor maintenance projects. Obviously
after 19 years, and given the fact that this school is
one of the Holmesglen-type buildings found in
many parts of the state that have required major
maintenance for a long time, a lot of work would be

required.
The cooperation that exists between the parents of
the students about the needs at this school is one of
the best examples of its type that I have seen. They
have included other members of their local
community and have raised money to replace the
doors and windows in worst repair, which are
dangerous to the students.
Over the past couple of years the committee has
spent $16 487 of its own money for this purpose, and
many of the other school maintenance requirements
are carried out by the parents of the students. I was
interested to learn that two wings of the school have
been painted by the mothers of the students. This is
an excellent model for any other school council. The
school grounds are kept in the most immaculate
condition, so it is not a matter of the school
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community or council not wishing the school to look
absolutely superb, because they do an excellent job.
The school needs some assistance from the
government in the form of a major upgrade
program. The region recognised the needs of the
school; it comes back to the matter of funding.
I ask the minister to monitor the needs of the school
closely, and in conjunction with the region to give
those needs careful consideration and try to assist in
any way possible.

Eltham and Greensborough bus services
Mr PHILLlPS (Eltham) - I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Public Transport, and in his
absence the Minister for Natural Resources, who is
at the table, the need for additional bus services
within the Eltham and Greensborough areas, of
which he would be aware, as I have raised the
matter with him before.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PHILLlPS - We don't make promises on our
side! I have raised the matter with the minister on
another occasion. Where possible could he extend
bus services within the Eltham and Greensborough
areas? Unfortunately over the past decade of Labor
mismanagement some of its heartland, the
Greensborough and Eltham areas, was sadly
neglected.
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job done. They have had 10 years to get it done in
Greensborough and nothing has been done. Will the
minister at any opportunity extend the services for
the residents around the Greensborough and Eltham
areas?

Housing Guarantee Fund
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - The matter I
raise with the Minister for Fair Trading regards the
comprehensive slating of the Housing Guarantee
Fund by the recently released report of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, which pointed
to major problems with the supervision of the
operation of the guaranteed process and the
unbalanced composition of the fund board; the
inactivity and the inappropriate procedures of the
appeals committee, which has been
comprehensively criticised by the victims of builders
and shonky operators; the unsatisfactory nature of
the standard contracts in use; and the poor scrutiny
of builders.

There is also comprehensive criticism in the report
of the failure of the Office of Fair Trading to not only
monitor the fund's compliance with rules and
procedures that relate to the operation of the
Housing Guarantee Fund but also prosecute serious
breaches of the legislation, including the allegations
listed in the report that up to 731 contracts relating
to Customtone Kitchens were not registered with the
fund and that this was a serious breach of the act.

It also details major reforms initiated by the
As a councillor there I had numerous opportunities
to talk to people about their biggest concern: bus
services and the possibility of getting to
Greensborough from Eltham and other areas.
A major development is currently taking place at
Greensborough, which is probably one of the fastest
growing district centres in the Melbourne
metropolitan area. A new Myer store is going in, the
first in the area for some 20 years. Regularly people
who are not only from the Eltham electorate but
unfortunately from the electorate of the honourable
member for Bundoora come into my office wanting
to get to Greensborough. They are sick of asking her
to do things because nothing seems to get done. I
also service the electorate of the honourable member
forYan Yean

Government members interjecting.
Mr PHILLlPS - They know that when they want
something done they go to people who will get the

previous government, which were either knocked
back by the former opposition in another place or
not able to be handled.
I call on the minister to immediately review the
matter.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - On a point
of order, Mr Speaker, I believe it is customary
during the adjournment debate for the member
asking the question to direct his or her concern to a
minister and say what action he or she wishes the
minister to take.

The SPEAKER. - Order! There is no point of
order. I understand the member is directing his
question to the Minister for Fair Trading.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - Talk about a
waste of time; that is the closest thing to coming to a
spurious point of order! I was asking the Minister
for Fair Trading if she would review the operations

ADJOURNMENT

420

ASSEMBLY

of the fund with a view to suspending it as soon as
appropriate alternative structures are in place and to
intervene in the Office of Fair Trading to ensure that
enforcement actions are taken to end the rorts and
the total disability of the operations of the fund.

Frankston railway line
Mr WEIDEMAN (Franks ton) - I raise a matter
with the Minister for Transport, who will recall that
I raised the issue of security at the Kananook and
Seaford railway stations. Recently I had the
opportunity to launch the first yellow, green and
gold taxi service in Frankston, the first in Victoria.
On that occasion I took the opportunity of speaking
with station officials who indicated that there were
serious problems associated with the Frankston
station, which is the last station on the line.
Those who know the area well know that the level
crossing on Beach Street, Frankston, was eliminated
recently when the overpass connected Beach Street
and Quality Street, which goes past the technical
and further education college. The elimination of
that level crossing is of great advantage to trains
travelling from Melbourne to Frankston. Boom gates
were removed, but the pedestrian crossing became
an unlimited access crossing; in other words,
pedestrians can walk across at any time.
It is my understanding that last week an elderly

gentleman was killed in front of his wife while
crossing without due care. What care was taken is to
be decided. He was knocked down by a train. Such a
crossing is a serious problem for elderly people.
It was also reported to me by station officials that a

young mother with a pram had a similar difficulty,
being trapped between the two train lines while
crossing Beach Street, Frankston. More recently, a
couple of older people have reported to the press
and others their problem with the pedestrian
crossing. It seems that because the boom gates have
been removed and there is now free access, a serious
problem has evolved.
The first station away from Frankston is Kananook.
The train leaves Kananook on its way to Frankston
at almost the same time as another train leaves
Frankston on its way to Kananook, so these two
trains pass near the Frankston station. People
crossing may see one train but not be aware that
another train is beside or passing next to it. I imagine
that this is causing some problems for those people.
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I ask the minister to look at this situation with some
urgency, as there should not be the risk of loss of life
at a busy station. Some 4000 people come to that
station every morning and return at night, so
between 8000 and 10000 passengers pass through
the station every day. It is probably one of the
busiest and one of the best metropolitan stations, as
it has recently been upgraded and is a first-class taxi,
bus and transport station. I congratulate the
government on that wonderful facility.

Privatisation: public housing
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I wish to address
a matter to the attention of the Minister for Housing
in another place. The minister recently returned
from an overseas trip during which he looked at
public housing. I understand that as a result of that
trip the minister has offered the view that the
privatisation of public housing in the places he
visited is an abject failure.
In light of this, I am interested in a pilot program

that is about to commence in Colac and another
possible one in Wodonga under the housing division
of the Department of Planning and Development.
The housing division is about to appoint a real estate
agent in Colac to run the full function of the housing
division office, including such things as selection
and allocation of tenants to housing, rentals and
collections, evictions, priority, maintenance
directions, appeals to the rental bond board,
information and assistance and deciding which
public housing stock should be sold.
There is extreme concern within sections of the
housing division that this is a clear undermining of
its regional functions and a precursor to the
privatisation of public housing in this state.
The approach being taken removes confidentiality
and lack of impartiality in decision making - very
important factors in a small local community like
Colac. I therefore ask the minister whether he can
advise the house on the following: what guarantees
of confidentiality will be built into this pilot
program; what right of appeal will people have
against those locally based decisions; what
guarantees of non-discrimination by this locally
based real estate agent against local groups or
individuals will be given; is there a report within the
housing division on which this decision is based
and, if so, will the minister table that report; further,
is it true that the housing division has produced
figures that show it can carry out this function more
cheaply but has been given a direction that
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privatisation is to be a priority; and finally, is this yet
another case of the government looking after its
mates at the public's expense?

Gladstone Park Primary School
Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - In the absence of the
Minister for Education I direct to the Minister for
Natural Resources the appalling state of the
Gladstone Park Primary School, which is in urgent
need of cyclical maintenance. No urgent
maintenance has been undertaken at the school since
it opened 24 years ago. Parents and I are concerned
about the safety of the children at the school. Some
children have already broken limbs as a result of the
state of the playground area, which is a direct result
of the fire-service pipe running under the
playground. The pipe frequently bursts, which has
led to the playground surface collapsing, causing
holes. Concern has been expressed that a child will
fall into one of the holes. The school council is so
concerned that on Monday night it presented me
with a videotape it had made of the problems the
school faces. The videotape is damning evidence of
long-term neglect, presumably by consecutive
governments, and certainly over the 10 years of
Laborgovernment.
The parents have worked hard to keep their school
facilities to a reasonable standard. They believe they
have been overlooked because of their hard work,
but they now believe enough is enough! There are
some things that parents cannot do. They gave me a
list of maintenance work, which includes painting,
and upgrading the heating system to gas - at the
moment oil is used, which is more expensive than
gas. When it rains children sitting in school get wet
because the roof leaks; downpipes and spouting
need to be replaced, as does the roof; the linoleum is
frayed, which has led to children and teachers
tripping up - and when the roof leaks the linoleum
gets wet, which also makes it dangerous; the asphalt
and concrete paths need to be replaced; and the state
of some of the toilets is disgraceful.
The former government did nothing to help the
parents and children at the primary school. I believe
they have an excellent and strong case for support,
and I ask that the minister give favourable
consideration to the school on the basis that after
24 years support is surely needed.

HACC program
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I ask the Minister for
Natural Resources to direct to the attention of the
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Minister for Aged Care in another place a problem
with the home and community care program in the
City of Greater Geelong. The problem concerns
support programs for the senior members of the
community under the HACC program, which is
funded by the federal and state governments and
coordinated by local government - in this case, the
commissioners. Under the guise of improvements
being made to the service, elderly people are being
hassled about the time spent and the distance
travelled by those persons who provide them with
support services such as house cleaning.
The program allows senior people to live
independently in their own homes. Questionnaires
and letters have caused a great deal of anguish and
stress for these older people, one of whom is my
mother. She is concerned about what will happen to
her support person. She has built up a relationship
with this person, and the same is true of other senior
people and their support persons. That has mutual
benefits, particularly for the older persons. The
question of workers' travel has been raised, and the
senior people believe it implies that their support
staff live too far away. The staff receive
compensation for travel.
This is not a high-powered industry but a human
service, of which contact is the most important part.
I ask the minister to investigate the issue. There is no
doubt that what is happening in Geelong is the
forerunner of what will happen across the state as
commissioners are put in place and attempt to save
money by money-pinching programs such as this. I
ask the minister to ensure that no receivers of care
from or workers in this service are disadvantaged by
the proposals being suggested by the commissioners
of the City of Greater Geelong.

Albury-Wodonga bypass
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - I ask the
Minister for Natural Resources to direct to the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports in
another place the preferred options of an external
bypass or an internal traffic relief route between
Albury and Wodonga. The external option would
bypass the cities of Albury and Wodonga; and the
internal traffic relief option would be an alternative
route, a second crossing between the two cities.
The current situation is being reviewed; and given a
funding proposition from both state governments,
an environmental impact statement for both
alternatives is being looked at.
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In asking the Minister for Roads and Ports to look at
this situation I suggest that the environmental
impact statement will not come down with a
preference for one or other of the two propositions
but rather come up with any reason why one or
other project should not proceed. But in the event
that the environmental impact statement does not
come up with a reason for one or other of the
proposals not proceeding, I ask the minister to
support the proposal for the internal traffic relief
route and to put significant pressure on the federal
Minister for Transport, the Honourable Laurie
Brereton, to fund that internal route between Albury
and Wodonga.

I will give the house a few details about the
proposed routes. The internal traffic relief route is
15.5 kilometres and the external route is
48 kilometres. The estimated cost of the internal
route is $150 million to $300 million, and the cost of
the external route is $200 million to $300 million for
a tw~lane highway. The cost of a four-lane
duplicated highway would be approximately
$400 million - in other words, at least double the
cost of the internal route.
The congestion on the current internal route is such
that it is estimated that within three years the
current single crossing between Albury and
Wodonga will be at maximum capacity. I ask the
minister to wait until the environmental impact
statement is referred to him and then apply to the
federal minister for support.

Goldy's Tuckerbag stores
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (Mill Park) - I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Small
Business. In an adjournment debate earlier this week
I directed to the attention of the minister a situation
that exists in my electorate of Mill Park, where the
Goldy's Tuckerbag stores are operating contrary to
the Shop Trading Act. Since raising that matter I
have been told that the Tuckerbag stores throughout
Victoria are breaching the act.
The Minister for Small Business has sent numerous
pieces of correspondence to complainants
throughout Victoria, including the eight
complainants from my electorate. In a letter to them
dated 11 August 1994, he says he would like to
assure them that the office of small business
approaches allegations of illegal trading very
seriously and that, at present, all required action is
being taken to ensure the enforcement of the Shop
Trading Act 1987.
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He goes on to say:
With regard to the Tuckerbag stores in question, the
necessary investigations have been undertaken.
Currently, all relevant evidence, including breach
reports, are being assessed by the Office of Small
Business and its legal representatives with a view to
determining appropriate further action.

I put to the minister: how does he reconcile those
statements under his own Signature with the
statements made to this house by the Leader of the
House on Tuesday night when the house was
advised that responsibility for such matters has been
given to the Minister for Industry Services? I wonder
if that is the case, and if it is the case, did anyone
advise the Minister for Small Business that the
responsibility had been taken away from him? I
would like to think that the answer provided by the
Leader of the House on that particular night was not
altogether 100 per cent correct as it is my belief that
the Mi,nister for Small Business still has the
responsibility for this matter. I call upon him to stop
dithering, to pick up the files that are sitting on his
desk, open them, make a decision and allow the
prosecutions to proceed so they can be tested in the
courts once again.
Ms Marple - Hear, hear!

Calder Freeway: St Albans exit
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports in
another place, through the Minister for Transport in
this house, which concerns the Calder Freeway and
the off-ramp turning into St Albans which is now
labelled 'Green Gully Road and Keilor'.
The truck drivers and motorists who use that ramp
off the freeway know that it is a de facto bypass
connecting a section of the ring-road from Geelong
Road with the Ford plant. It is used by the Ford
trucks that travel to Broadmeadows.
That section of the off-ramp is very poorly lit;
secondly, the signs are wrongly placed because they
say Keilor and Green Gully Road. Green Gully Road
used to be known as St Albans Road; however
because of the confusion caused by another section
of a road being named St Albans Road as well that is, the section from Ballarat Road to St
Albans - the council renamed it Green Gully Road.
Now motorists are becoming lost - the sign has no
meaning to them because nowhere in sight is there a
sign that says St Albans. Invariably motorists bypass
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it and by the time they realise they have missed the
turn off they have driven up to the Keilor-Melton
Road.
I point out that it happens to professional drivers
who have to use the truck route, local commuters
and particularly visitors to the area. On several
occasions people who have visited my office for
appointments - even government officials - have
complained that they are late because they could not
find the turn-off.
I urge the minister in another place take steps to
have a sign erected saying 'St Albans' so that
motorists coming off the Calder Freeway know the
direction they are travelling and where to go. I also
ask that the road be lit up because it is very
dangerous at night-time, particularly when you
have to change carriageways at the last moment.
Ughting should be improved on that section of the
freeway. Electricity is close by in the Keilor village
so it can be done. The ramps off freeways should be
well lit up. The Sharps Road intersection is one
example of a well-lit exit, but as soon as you travel
through Keilor towards the St Albans turn-off - as
it is commonly known by everybody after having
been changed to the Green Gully Road and Keilor
turn-off - the sign and poor lighting causes
confusion to drivers and the general community.

Responses
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) My colleague the honourable member for Eltham
raised with me, as he has done over a continuing
period, the need to upgrade a bus service that will
markedly assist residents in his electorate and, I
might say to his credit, residents in a neighbouring
electorate. Like many of us in this house, he does not
restrict his preparedness to assist people to the
boundaries of his own electorate. If he gets
representations from a neighbouring seat, he will do
what he can. It is somewhat of a reflection on the
local member when he does not make
representations on the problems in his electorate and
when the honourable member for Eltham comes to
me not just for himself but for his neighbouring
electorate.
In this case much of the bus service runs through a
neighbouring electorate. To his great credit the
honourable member for Eltham is prepared to do the
work of neighbouring members of Parliament, and
that reflects very well on my colleague.
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I am prepared to announce that as a result of the
representations made by the honourable member for
Eltham, from Monday, 19 September this year bus
route 568 will be extended, as he has requested, from
north Watsonia to the Greensborough shopping
centre.
Mr Andrianopoulos - You're on a winner!
Wayne kicks another goal!
Mr BROWN - Yes, Wayne kicks yet another
goal.

I am sure residents in his and the neighbouring
electorate will be particularly pleased to see a
member of the government getting some action in
an area that was served by a Labor government for a
decade but did not get this much-needed extension.
This new service involves an extension of some
2 kilometres and will operate via Sellars and
Grimshaw streets on a 25-minute frequency between
the hours of 9.50 a.m. through to 2.40 p.m. on
weekdays.
The improved service will now prOvide residents in
north Watsonia with direct travel to existing
facilities at Greensborough and the extensive new
shopping centre development currently under
construction located between Main Street and Civic
Circuit.
I know the honourable member for Eltham was
aware of local issues long before he came into this
Parliament because he was an outstanding
counsellor for 14 years, which is a great length of
time. In fact, there are not many people who serve
that length of time in this house let alone as a local
councillor in their area, but the honourable member
for Eltham is one of them. It is good to see that he
continues to service the entire region.

This service initiative will be carried out by the
currently contracted local bus operator, Dyson's.
This improved customer transport will give access
to more community facilities and service very many
new residents in addition.
Mr Andrianopoulos - Pork-barrelling!
Mr BROWN - I reject that comment The fact
that I am prepared to put a new bus circuit in a
Labor electorate is not pork-barrelling. The
suggestion that putting a new bus service in a Labor
electorate is pork-barrelling is something the
honourable member should withdraw.
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The SPEAKER - Order! In my view the
allegation is not serious enough to have it
withdrawn.
Mr BROWN - But any decent person would.
The fact that this service is in the electorate of the
honourable member for Bundoora is something that
the honourable member for Mill Park is acutely
embarrassed about because for 10 years the
government that he was part of - the fonner Labor
government - did nothing for this very needy
community by way of giving the people this better
service.
My colleague the honourable member for Frankston
raised the very serious issue of an 8O-year old
pedestrian who was killed - an extremely serious
incident. This follows on just over a year ago when
two young children from the same family - a
brother and sister - were killed after being mown
down by a train at Williamstown.
Having visited the site where the tragic event
occurred that day, I am aware that those young
children went around boom gates that were down
while warning bells were sounding. A train had
passed and the children assumed, wrongly, that that
was the end of the danger. As they moved through
the intersection they were hit by another train
coming from the opposite direction.
Children do things that are understandable; but it is
more difficult to understand when adults enter those
dangerous areas. I am advised that the intersection
at Frankston station has warning bells and boom
barriers for pedestrians. I will order a further
investigation of the incident. Whenever there is an
accident resulting in loss of life the Public Transport
Corporation and the coroner investigate it.
I understand warning facilities are in place at that
location, so I wonder why pedestrians would move
into an unsafe area when boom barriers are down
and bells are ringing. I do not understand how
people could get trapped beyond the barriers. I
understand the man's wife was with him when the
tragedy occurred. Possibly the ages of those people
affected their judgement or made it difficult for
them to move quickly. Young people can whip
across very quickly. It is a tragic situation. Naturally
my colleagues and I - and anyone else who has
been told of this terrible accident - extend our
sympathies to the family.
The Public Transport Corporation is undertaking a
major development adjacent to the Frankston station
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on what is currently an undeveloped car park. The
project was put out to tender, which was won by the
Mackie group of Frankston. Approximately
$15 million will be spent developing the area. That
will mean more activity at the station, particularly at
night. For some time the government has been
trying to get the private sector to assist in the
development of such projects, and obviously it is
now succeeding. The government wants more hustle
and bustle at busy stations, day and night.
Because Frankston station will be one of 51 premier
stations on the system, staff will be on the job every
hour of the day and night during which trains run.
Such will be the intensity of the lighting that the
station will be lit as though it were daytime, as will
the other SO stations, so it will be a very safe station
to use. I shall have a further investigation carried
out, and I shall infonn the honourable member of
the outcome.
The honourable member for Benambra asked me to
take up with the Minister for Roads and Ports the
desirability of a separate crossing between Albury
and Wodonga with a view to his approaching the
federal government through the federal Minister for
Transport, the Honourable Laurie Brereton.
Naturally, one should wait until the outcome of the
environmental impact statement process, but I will
refer the matter to my colleague in another place.
The honourable member for Keilor directed to my
attention the signage and lighting on the Calder
Freeway. The government believes in creating
freeways in a proper manner. Usually when I leave
Melbourne I take the South Eastern Freeway, which
is still called the south-eastern car park. 1bat
two-lane road is called a freeway but it has never
been one. It seems that there are traffic lights every
few hundred metres. I think there are seven traffic
lights in as many kilometres. This government plans
to upgrade a section of Warrigal Road and will soon
let contracts in respect of that work.
The same applies to the Tullamarine Freeway which
Labor did nothing to in 10 long years. It did nothing
to the freeways for which it could claim credit today.
What Labor did to the Tullamarine Freeway, which
is the gateway to this city for international visitors, is
an absolute disgrace. I agree with the honourable
member for Keilor that it was left for dead by the
Labor government. He will be delighted to know
that we will soon announce a massive upgrade of
the freeway to make it one of the finest in Australia.
In the near future the Minister for Roads and Ports
will tackle one more of the problems the Labor Party
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left for us and will make major statements about
upgrades that are to take place. The freeway
upgrading will be significant. In respect of the sign
to which the honourable member referred, I should
like to know how long ago it was removed.
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The honourable member for Tullamarine raised for
the attention of the Minister for Education the
Gladstone Park Primary School, which opened some
24 years ago. Only in this term of Parliament has it
come within his electorate; before the boundaries
were changed it was in the electorate of Keilor.

Mr Seitz - About 18 months ago.
Mr BROWN - I hope it was not 22 months ago
because that would have been your government,
and that would be terrible! I shall ask the Minister
for Roads and Ports to consider the issue to see
whether it can be addressed in upgrading the
freeway to world standards.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - The honourable member for
Dandenong North raised the Waverley Park
Primary School for the attention of the Minister for
Education. I will ensure that the matter is raised
with the minister for his response.
The honourable member for Footscray raised for the
Minister for Fair Trading a report by an all-party
committee of Parliament into the Housing
Guarantee Fund. The legislation governing the
Public Bodies Review Committee requires the
minister to respond within six months. I understand
that a review is currently being undertaken by the
Office of Fair Trading and that the response will
probably come in the form of legislation. In due
course the honourable member will have the
opportunity to debate the issues he seeks to raise in
the forum of debate. The process for dealing with
the report is set out in the act governing the
committee. Notwithstanding the honourable
member's interest in the issue, I am sure progress
has been made and that in due course there will be a
response that will enable him to contribute more
fully to the debate.
The honourable member for Geelong North raised
for the attention of the Minister for Housing the fact
that estate agents are undertaking work that is
presently done by the department. I will ensure that
the matter is raised with the minister.

It is important that the honourable member's
contribution to this matter be raised, given that he
has recognised the difficulty that exists which has
previously been disregarded by the honourable
member for Keilor, notwithstanding the fact that he
was a member of the government that was there
looking after education funds for 10 years. I will
have the Minister for Education investigate the
matter and respond directly to the honourable
member for Tullamarine.
The honourable member for Altona raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Aged Care in the
other place in respect of services for a mother. I will
have the matter addressed by the Minister for Aged
Care.
The honourable member for Mill Park raised a
matter which he raised on the adjournment debate
on Tuesday night in respect of Goldy's Tuckerbag
supermarkets. The response provided by my
colleague the Leader of the House at that time
suggested that the matter was one for the Minister
for Industry Services. It is my understanding that it
is still a matter for the Minister for Industry Services.
Mr Andrianopoulos - Let the Minister for Small
Business come in here and say that!
Mr COLEMAN -In any case it has been raised
with the Minister for Small Business. I will have the
matter directed to his attention again and in due
course he will have a response to the honourable
member for Mill Park.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.16 p.m. until Tuesday, 4
October.
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Tuesday, 13 September 1994

QUESTION ON NOTICE

Agriculture: consultancies
(Question No. 17)
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS asked the Minister for Agriculture:
In respect of each department, agency and authority within his administration, for the period 1 November 1993 to 31
May 1994, what the details are of each consultancy commissioned, indicating - (a) date; (b) cost; (c) purpose; (d) name
and address of consultant; (e) recommendations made; and (f) action taken in response to any recommendations?

Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for Agriculture) - The answer is:
Details of consultancies commissioned during the reporting period by the Department of Agriculture and all other
agencies responsible to me, are provided below.
Note 1.

Note 2.

Answering this question has involved the deployment of considerable resources. As the time and
resources available to provide and collate the details are limited, the information is provided in
summary form.
In relation to the Department of Agriculture, a total of 23 separate consultancies were active during
the period 1 November 1993 to 31 May 1994. The response to "consultancies", which are by their
nature short term and job specific, does not include the hiring of casual, contract or temporary staff.
Consultancies which were commissioned prior to the reporting period, but which were on-going
throughout the specified period, have been included. The date shown for Department of Agriculture
consultancies indicates the date the agreement/contract was signed (where there was no signed
agreement, the date indicates the date a letter of agreement was forwarded to the consultant). The
cost column shows payments to date (where the consultancy has yet to be completed), approved
amount (where no payments have been made) and final payment (where the consultancy has been
completed).

(Attachments referred to in answer have been supplied to honourable member and a copy tabled in the Parliamentary
Library.)
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The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 2.06 p.m. and read the prayer.

PHOTOGRAPHING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that I
have given pennission for still photographs to be
taken during question time today. No additional
lighting or flashlights will be used.

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

ABSENCE OF DEPUTY SPEAKER
The SPEAKER - Order! I also advise the house
that the Deputy Speaker is absent in Darwin
representing the house at the opening of the
Northern Territory Parliament.

SPEAKER'S RULING

Question time and conduct of members
The SPEAKER - Order! A number of issues
were raised during question time on the last day of
sitting. It is not my intention to deal with each
individual point of order raised, but I make a
general statement on the operations of question time
and the general conduct of members.
A similar situation arose during the last sittings of
Parliament, and it was necessary on that occasion for
me to appeal to the commonsense of members. It is
obvious from recent perfonnances that that appeal
has been quickly forgotten.
U question time is to operate properly, there is a
responsibility on both sides of the house - firstly, in
the framing and asking of questions and, secondly,
in confining the answers to the matters raised in the
questions. MDy states quite clearly:
Questions which seek an expression of an opinion, or
which contain arguments, expressions of opinion,

inferences or imputations, unnecessary epithets, or
rhetorical, controversial, ironical or offensive
expressions are not in order.

If questions contain unnecessary preambles it makes
it extremely difficult for the Chair to control the
content of the answer. A broad question evokes a
broad answer.
May also states:
An answer [to a question] should be confined to the

points contained in the question, with such explanation
only as renders the answer intelligible ...

Question time can operate only with the cooperation
of both sides of the house.
It is becoming increasingly obvious that the use of
unparliamentary language is increasing. My
attention has been drawn to the fact that there have
been interjections which not only are offensive but
have been couched in language that is totally
unacceptable for this Parliament.
As May states:
Good temper and moderation are the characteristics of

parliamentary language. Parliamentary language is
never more desirable than when a member is
canvassing the opinions and conduct of his opponents
in debate.

The Chair is in a difficult position in ruling on points
of order raised under standing order 108, but it must
be recognised that an individual member has the
right to take exception to something which he or she
believes to be offensive.
I would, however, support the ruling on
24 November 1993 of the Deputy Speaker, who
drew to the attention of the house his concern about
continual requests for the withdrawal of words that
have in the past been used regularly in the cut and
thrust of debate. He pOinted out that when members
decide to take exception to words used in the house,
they should be mindful that they do not paint
themselves into a corner and so reduce the
vocabulary that can be used that future debates will
be inhibited and that commonsense is needed.
......

Finally, I remind the house that while members'
perfonnances on the last Sitting day provided the
media with sensational news, the 90 visitors to the
public gallery would have been far from impressed
with the general behaviour of their parliamentarians.

SPEAKER'S RULING
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Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) Mr Speaker, I raise with you a point of order in
relation to a point of order 1 raised on the last day of
sitting. I asked the honourable member for Yan Yean
to withdraw an offensive remark made about me
and members of the government. I drew that to the
attention of the honourable member, but he was not
in the house for the remainder of that day's sitting.
Therefore it was not possible for you to ask him to
withdraw the remark. I now ask that you ask him to
withdraw the offensive remark he made on the last
day of Sitting. If the honourable member requires it,
or if you require it, Sir, I will repeat the remark, but I
hope to be spared it.
Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN - Since the honourable
member for Yan Yean has not had the grace to
withdraw the remark, I advise the house that he
identified me as a Nazi storm-trooper, which I think
is a bit rich coming from him, and I ask that it be
withdrawn.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - Mr Speaker, on
numerous occasions you have ruled that generalised
comments directed at a party in general were not to
be taken in this vein. Your ruling on 24 March 1994
was:
I believe the words used ... were not addressed to an
individual. At page 382 May states:

... expressions which are unparliamentary when
applied to individuals are not always so
considered when applied to a whole party.
Therefore I rule that there is no point of order. That was
your ruling, Mc Speaker.

The SPEAKER - Order! May also makes clear
the words used and the context that they are used in
at the particular time. The Minister for Planning
finds those words offensive. I ask the honourable
member to withdraw.
Mr HAERMEYER - I refuse, Mr Speaker.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Yan Yean to withdraw.
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - Mr Speaker, the
remarks I made on the day were to the effect that the
government benches were behaving like a pack of
nea-Nazis, and I refer to your ruling on 24 March

The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has sought
cooperation from the honourable member for Yan
Yean. He has been asked twice now to withdraw. I
have ruled that the words are offensive. I ask for the
final time: would the honourable member for Yan
Yean please withdraw.

1994.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for
Planning has asked you to withdraw, and I ask you
to withdraw.
MrHAERMEYER-No.

Mr HAERMEYER - Mr Speaker, the
government members appear to be extremely
sensitive petals; they can dish it out but can't take it.
I refuse.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! It is with great
reluctance that I have - -

Honourable members interjecting.
An honourable melD.ber interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! It is difficult enough for
the Chair. I ask again quite sincerely for the
honourable member for Yan Yean to assist the Chair
by withdrawing those remarks. The honourable
member for Yan Yean.

Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - Can I respond
to this issue sincerely, Mr Speaker?
The SPEAKER -Order! I have addressed my
remarks. The honourable member for Yan Yean.

The SPEAKER -Order! Did you withdraw
then? Did the honourable member withdraw?
Honourable Members - No.
Debate interrupted.

NAMING AND SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
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NAMING AND SUSPENSION OF
MEMBER
The SPEAKER - Order! It is with great
reluctance that I name the honourable member for
Yan Yean. I ask the Leader of the House to take the
appropriate action.

Coghill, Or
Cote, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
Leighton, Mr

Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Dr
Wilson,Mrs

Honourable members interjecting.
Motion agreed to.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
lbat the honourable member for Van Yean,
Mr Haermeyer, be suspended from the service of the
house.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Yan Yean to retire.

Mr Haermeyer withdrew from chamber.

SPEAKER'S RULING
House divided on motion:

Question time and conduct of members
Ayes, 58
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clarl~, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Hendenon, Mrs (TtU~)
Honeywood,Mr
Hrams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett,Mr
1G1gour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, 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
Ryan,Mr
Smith. Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr (Ttlln')
Steggall,Mr
Stocltdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Teban,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Bracks, Mr (TtlJLr)
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Ttlln')

Loney,Mr
Marpte,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr

Debate resumed.
Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I ask for your ruling on the status
of remarks directed at government members
collectively compared with remarks directed at
opposition members collectively. I draw your
attention to the fact that when this house last sat on
Thursday, 15 September, I took exception to remarks
directed at opposition members collectively. Your
response was, and I quote from page 413 of Hansard:
MJry quite clearly rules that when a word is used to
address an individual member it has a different
meaning from when it is used collectively. I do not
uphold the point of order.

That is exactly the opposite from what you have
done. You cannot expect us to come in here to find
the standing orders being interpreted differently for
government members and opposition members.
What is the difference between the ruling you made
on that Thursday and the ruling you have just made
in the case of the honourable member for Yan Yean?
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
the point of order raised by the honourable member
for Pascoe Vale, who is in charge of business for the
opposition, the remark made by the honourable
member for Yan Yean was made of me, singular.
Whether he now - Mr Brumby interjected.

SPEAKER'S RULING
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Mr MACLELLAN - I was not aware that the
Leader of the Opposition was a party to the
conversation.
Mr Brumby interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! It is impossible for me
to hear the point of order with interjections flying
across the table.
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Those comments were aimed at me. I personally
find them offensive. Secondly, I suggest to you that
they are unparliamentary and that you as the
Speaker should have requested their withdrawal if
you were properly in charge of the house.
The SPEAKER - Order! Does the honourable
member for Springvale want the words withdrawn?
Mr MICALLEF - Yes.

Mr MACLELLAN - Therefore the distinction
that the honourable member wishes to draw in his
point of order about its being a remark addressed to
the whole of one side of the house is not applicable
in the case I raised. I raised it - -

The SPEAKER -Order! I call on the Treasurer
to withdraw.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I am happy to
withdraw; I elaborate, however - -

Dr Vaughan - You talked your way into this.
Mr Micallef - Unequivocally!
Mr MACLELLAN - I can imagine the
honourable member for Clayton getting upset about
the matter, but the matter was raised without more
than identifying the member and asking for a
withdrawal. The subject of the disorderly conduct
and matter was not identified before I was required,
by his refusal, to withdraw. lhat is the distinction
drawn between the incident the house has just dealt
with and the matter raised by the honourable
member. In his point of order he refers to matters
addressed to the whole of one side of the house or
the other, and that is the distinction between it and
the matter the house has just dealt with.

The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient
on the point of order. Let me say two things. Firstly,
it is correct that Miry quite clearly states that words
used collectively do not have the same impact as
words used against an individual. I took it from the
point of order raised by the Minister for Planning
that it was in regard to words used against him.
That is the first thing. Secondly, there is a certain
judgment given to the Glair on how offensive the
words may be. The Chair has made a judgment
accordingly. The matter has been dealt with. There is
no point of order.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - On a point of
order, in line with your unequivocal clarification of
points of order, Mr Speaker, I raise a point in regard
to the question time of Thursday, 15 September,
when the Treasurer seemed to have lost his cool and
made some comments along the lines of:
What a pity you're not dying, that would be a benefit
for the Victorian people, wouldn't it?

The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer has
withdrawn. I warn the honourable member for
Springvale that if he does that again I will have no
compunction at all. I call questions without notice.
Are there any questions?
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) -On a
point of order, in relation to standing order 108,
previous rulings you have made in this place, the
fact that the interjection made by the Treasurer on
that day was clearly audible - that statement was
clearly audible - and that the Treasurer of this state
said that someone would be better off dead, why did
you not ask on the day for the Treasurer to
withdraw that remark?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is not
required to give an explanation; however it will.
There are some expressions that the Chair catches
quickly and asks for a withdrawal. However,
notwithstanding that, any member can, at the
time - I emphasise the words 'at the time' - ask
for a withdrawal. When the words attributed to the
Treasurer were made, the honourable member in
question did not ask for a withdrawal. It has now
been attended to and the matter is closed.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
members for Mordialloc and Momington that if they
continue to interject I will deal with them as well.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
further point of order in relation to standing order
108, I refer you, Mr Speaker, to Hansard of Thursday,
21 October 1993 during which the following

SPEAKER'S RULING
Tuesday, 4 October 1994

ASSEMBLY

exchange took place. The honourable member for
Niddrie, then the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
started to ask a question. The Premier said:
Where is the rest of the slime?

That comment went unchallenged. The honourable
member for Niddrie then said:

You are the biggest slime in the place!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is not allowed to use an unparliamentary
expression. I ask him to withdraw.

The honourable member for Niddrie was asked to
withdraw, not because the Premier requested him to
withdraw but because you, Mr Speaker, heard the
expression. You deemed it to be unparliamentary
and you requested the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw. In relation to the comment
made by the Treasurer you said that it is acceptable
and that you believe it to be okay in parliamentary
terms for the Treasurer to use that sort of expression,
but you do not require him to withdraw. That is
totally inconsistent with what you said in October
1993 when you asked the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw without any requests being
made by government members.
The SPEAKER -Order! To occupy this chair is a
real experience; it requires a certain amount of
judgment to be made. The Chair has never claimed
that it is infallible. The Chair will make mistakes the
same as any other individual. However, the point I
do make is that if there is some expression that
escapes the hearing of the Chair or the Chair is not
diligent enough to pick up the expression that is
offensive, any member has the right to ask for a
withdrawal. In the case of the honourable member
for Springvale, he did not draw it to my attention at
the time. I reiterate and refer to my original point: it
is within the discretion of the Chair. However, the
Chair is not infallible.

Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - On a further point of
order, Mr Speaker, in line with your ruling that the
honourable member for Springvale did not bring the
matter to your attention, I ask you to rule further.
On what basis did you rule that the remarks made
by the Leader of the Opposition were
unparliamentary when the Treasurer had not
brought to your attention the words that were used
in the debate?
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This is a very important point, because you cannot
rule that the honourable member did not bring a
matter to your attention and therefore you did not
act and yet in the case of the Treasurer, you and you
alone decided while the debate was taking place to
determine that the words used by the Leader of the
Opposition were unparliamentary.

If we do not have a consistent system operating in
this house so that the words used by members are
judged accordingly, without favour, it will mean the
house cannot operate properly. Therefore, in line
with your ruling earlier in relation to the honourable
member for Springvale, I ask you to inform the
house on what basis you decided - despite the fact
that the Treasurer did not use standing order 108 as
an excuse to get himself out of trouble - that the
Leader of the Opposition was out of order and that
his words were unparliamentary?
The SPEAKER - Order! This is becoming
somewhat of a farce. The Chair will endeavour at all
times to uphold the standing orders of Parliament
without fear or favour. However, there are occasions
when the Chair may not act because either the
expression has not been clearly heard or the Chair
has failed to pick it up. The fall-back position that
every member may enjoy is that if the Chair fails in
its attention to pick up such incidents, every
member has the right to draw to the Chair's
attention words that are offensive and ask that they
be withdrawn. I reiterate that the Chair is not
infallible but it attempts at all times to conduct the
debates in this house - Mr Micallef interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Springvale wishes to get himself further
into trouble he should continue on that tack. I
remind the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that if
he is not satisfied with the rulings made by the Chair
he has the right to move a motion of dissent and to
take the appropriate steps.

Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - On a further
point of order, Mr Speaker, what is your position
when there is a dispute regarding the use of words
by particular members? Today when the honourable
member for Yan Yean said he made comments
relating to government members collectively, the
Minister for Planning said 'No, he made them in
relation to me personally'. When there is a dispute
over what he said, who do you believe?
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The SPEAKER - Order! I have already ruled on
the point of order. Firstly, it depends on the words
used themselves and, secondly, the Minister for
Planning believed they were directed towards him
personally. And for that reason I asked for a
withdrawal.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Police shootings
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Premier and Acting Minister for Police and
Emergency Services to the tragic shooting of Colleen
Richman and the fact that there have been eight fatal
police shootings this year. How many more police
shootings will it take before the Premier agrees to
conduct a full judicial inquiry into all issues
associated with the high number of police shootings
in Victoria?
Mr KENNElT (premier) - There has been a
number of shootings in this state over recent years,
none of which has resulted in a judicial inquiry or
royal commission. It is true to say that every
instance causes the community great concern and,
obviously, it inflicts the final penalty on victims of
such incidents. We on this side of the house regret
those incidents, and we extend our sympathies to
the families.

The reality of the situation is that royal commissions
and judicial inquiries tend to take a great deal of
time and ultimately cost a great deal of money. We
have tried to ensure that after these events a number
of inquiries have been held, using people from both
overseas and internally, to look at some of the
procedures that are currently being used in the
Victoria Police Force. As a result, the chief
commissioner - because it is not becoming for any
member of Parliament to interfere in the operations
of the police force - Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr KENNETf - The Leader of the Opposition
may laugh but I remind him that it is the height of
stupidity for any politician to interfere in the
operations of the police force. The police
commissioner - Mr Brumby interjected.

Mr KENNETT - Goodness gracious! The police
commissioner has not only undertaken a further
review but also introduced a new program to retrain
all police officers with the intention of trying to
bring about a greater respect for the weapons they
carry. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, the government and I have a great deal of
confidence in the Chief Commissioner of Police,
Mr Comrie. Although we are disturbed by these
latest incidents, we have to remember that we do not
want to put our police force in the position where
that section of the public who are law-breakers
knows that the police force does not have the
capacity to defend itself or to defend others when an
incident occurs.
We have listened to the comments that have come
from the opposition in recent weeks. They are
irresponsible and they are ill-founded. I trust and
hope, as, I think, would most members of this place
and most members of the community, that the new
procedures being put in place by the police
commissioner will work. At the same time I trust
thatthe-Mr Brumby interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition has already asked his question. I ask the
Premier to ignore interjections.
Mr KENNETI' - I trust that the new procedures
now being put in place for the retraining of police
officers will ensure that when weapons are used if at all- they are used only after all the procedures
have been followed and only when police have to
protect themselves or other members of the
community when incidents occur.

National competition policy
MIS HENDERSON (Geelong) - Will the
Premier inform the house of the potential damage to
Victoria caused by the resolution moved at the ALP
national conference last week by the Leader of the
Opposition concerning the states being able to share
the benefits of national competition policy?
Mr KENNETI' (premier) - This house and the
public are now well aware that those who sit
opposite believe the role of the opposition is simply
to oppose, regardless of the cost to the welfare and
betterment of this community. There has been no
greater illustration of that than the opposition's
intervention in the Tabcorp float through the special
relationship that the Leader of the Opposition had
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with the opposition leader in another place, which
lead to Victorians being denied up to $135 million
extra from the float price.
TIlat continued last week in Hobart when the Leader
of the Opposition, as a delegate to the ALP
conference, incorrectly and improperly moved a
motion calling on the federal government not to
reimburse the states or allow them to share in any
tax compensation whenever the states get involved
in the national competition policy that has been
agreed to by governments right around the country.
The first point is that the opposition leader again got
it wrong. The Victorian government and most
governments around the country are not interested
in tax compensation - although that is all the
Leader of the Opposition can manage to
comprehend. Whenever the states involve
themselves in opening up their various trading
enterprises to competition, we believe they should
be able to share in the benefits that dramatically flow
to the federal government as a result of those
decisions.
As a result of the reforms we are now undertaking
and have undertaken in the past, substantial
taxation revenue and benefits will flow to the federal
government In Hobart the Leader of the Opposition
attempted to undermine the work being undertaken
by Premiers and Treasurers around the country to
enter into a new Federation - a new period of
sharing - so that this community can get the
benefits of competition, better quality services and
lower prices as well as some of the financial benefits
that flow from that
The interesting point about that, even if you use his
terminology, is that the Leader of the Opposition
was heard on the Ranald Macdonald show on
4 August this year criticising the government about
its privatisation of Tabcorp because:
... the Treasurer did not seek tax compensation from the

federal government which is going to cost Victorians
about $160 million of capitalised company tax .•.

Mr Speaker, here you can see the inconsistency of
the Leader of the Opposition, who publicly said to
the people of Victoria, 'We do not agree with what
the current government is doing about Tabcorp
because it should be seeking tax compensation up to
$160 million'.

You might argue that that was an expression of the
opposition's belief that what we were doing was
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inappropriate. Yet it was a constructive contribution
from the honourable member: he was saying we
should have argued for tax compensation. But when
it came to the opportunity to assist Victorians and
the government to get tax compensation or benefits
from privatisation he had a totally different position.
He went down to Hobart and argued very strongly
against every Victorian sharing in the benefits of
privatisation.
I can only suggest that the amount of damage his
motion and his actions will cause the people of
Victoria will have to be judged and accounted for in
the light of every corporatisation and privatisation
along the way. There is no doubt, and I have spoken
to a number of senior - and I mean very senior Labor parliamentarians who were at that
conference - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETf - You would be surprised.
Mr Dollis - I would be surprised. I would
definitely be surprised!
Mr KENNETf - They have now described the
Leader of the Opposition - they were down on
Friday - as the sensitive, new age Bill Hartley. I did
not always agree with Bill Hartley and what he was
on about; but there is no doubt that we now have a
Leader of the Opposition and a party that are
committed to the destruction of the betterment of
this society. It is negative! Most members of the
Victorian community now understand what it
means to have a member of Parliament who sells his
soul to a faction without being able to illustrate any
leadership, ultimately denying this community a
good opposition and a good opposition leader.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETf - The people of Victoria will be
able to continually assess the damage done by the
current Leader of the Opposition, building on his
costing Tabcorp $135 million. He will stop at
nothing to destroy and to deny ordinary Victorians
the opportunity to rebuild this state, which the
government and the community are working closely
together to achieve.

Tabcorp: chief executive
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - Can
the Treasurer confirm that Mr Ross Wilson was not
on the short list of candidates for appointment as the
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chief executive of Tabcorp as recommended by the
executive placement firm Egon Zehnder
International SA?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - Mr Ross Wilson
was recommended to me for appointment; he was
the only person recommended to me for
appointment. As the Leader of the Opposition is
well aware he has now been appointed to that
position.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, in light of the ruling you
gave earlier about questions, in particular the
requirement to provide answers to questions
consistent with those questions, I ask the Treasurer
specifically: was Mr Ross Wilson on the short list
prepared by the international executive placement
firm Egon Zehnder International? Was he or was he
not on the short list?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair views and
rules that the answer given by the Treasurer thus far
is in order.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - In case the slow
learner on the other side is hard of hearing - The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer will
concentrate on the answer to the question.
Mr STOCKDALE - Mr Wilson was the only
person ever recommended to me for appointment to
the commission.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the Treasurer
please resume his seat. I warn the Leader of the
Opposition and the Premier that their behaviour is
unacceptable. The house will pause until it comes to
order so that the Treasurer can complete his answer.

Victorian Soccer Federation: appointment
of Premier
Mr TRAYNOR (Ballarat East) - Will the Premier
advise the house of the details of his appointment as
Honorary Executive President of the Victorian
Soccer Federation? Does his acceptance of the
appointment indicate his confidence in the future of
soccer in Victoria?

The SPEAKER - Order! I call the Premier and
ask that he relate his answer to government
administration.
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Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I hope that is a
supportive interjection. I am honoured that the
Victorian Soccer Federation has seen fit to offer me
the position of honorary executive preSident. I am a
little disappointed that members of the Labor Party
are so incredulous; obviously they do not support
soccer in this state.
Soccer is a major game played in this community
and throughout the country. Victoria has five teams
in the National Soccer League, and its season is
about to kick off shortly. More importantly, soccer is
one of the few games that has the opportunity to
pOSition Australia on the international scene and
ultimately to have among its team a number of
Victorian players. With the changes in the
international FIFA rules, the next World Cup soccer
final will be played in France in 1998, and it is more
than likely that an Australian team will be
competing in that final. That will be welcomed by
soccer players of all ages and all supporters. Soccer
is one of those games that, because of its recognition,
is growing quite dramatically.
I look forward to working closely with both the
senior and junior clubs of the Victorian Soccer
Federation to try to lift the profile of the game and
also to assist the preparation of our players to
partidpate in a national team at the World Cup in
1998.
I should also say that I am not the first politician to
be appointed to such a position. Regardless of the
inane comments that greeted this question from the
other side, Mr Neville Wran is President of the
Australian Soccer Federation and Mr Mick Young is
President of the South Australian Soccer Federation.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr KENNETI - The honourable member asked
whether I was going to retire. I suppose he means
from Parliament?
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr KENNETI - I may have been forced into
retirement earlier if we had an opposition or if there
had been any pressure in the job, but I have to say to
you: this has been one of the easiest periods in my
life! Even though I now work from 5 a.m. to
midnight I thought I would be able to devote a little
bit of time to my new interests.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Tuesday, 4 October 1994

437

ASSEMBLY

Mr Cole interjected.
Mr KENNETI - How many have you got there:
1,2,3-The SPEAKER - Order! The level of interjection
is far too high. I ask the Premier to conclude his
answer.
Mr KENNETI - I look forward to my time with
the Victorian Soccer Federation. Soccer is a great
game and has an international reputation. I can only
say to the honourable member for Melbourne that I
have heard he is one of those who will have to give
up his seat to meet the 3S per cent quota!
Mr Maclellan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! Earlier under standing
orders the Minister for Planning drew a matter to
my attention. I ask him to also obey those standing
orders by not interjecting.

Psychiatric services: funding
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Treasurer to his refusal to make more
funding available to the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service while at the same time approving an
$8 million salary package for Mr Ross Wilson. Given
that in 1994 the government will spend $10 million
less on psychiatric services than it did two years ago
and that this is having an appalling impact on
Victorians who suffer from psychiatric illnesses, will
he immediately increase funding for psychiatric
services?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - It is traumatic
that the Leader of the OppOSition, who holds himself
out as shadow Treasurer, immediately prior to
delivering his budget reply, has not bothered to read
the budget papers. Substantial funds are allocated in
this year's budget for psychiatric services, for
disability - -

The SPEAKER -Order! I understand that the
Leader of the Opposition will have the call in the
budget debate later this day. He may not ask
supplementary questions to his question.
Mr STOCK DALE - When the Leader of the
Opposition gets around to reading the budget
papers perhaps he will apologise to the house for
endeavouring to mislead it.

Bus services
Mr ASHLEY (Bayswater) - Will the Minister for
Public Transport inform the house whether any
additional improvements are likely to the 80 per cent
of former Met bus services which have been won in
open tender by the National Bus Company?
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
thank my colleague for what is an excellent
question. I was delighted recently to announce the
National Bus Company's package of service
enhancements which will take effect on 10 October.
The house will be aware that some 80 per cent of the
former Met bus fleet is now in the operation of
private enterprise with the National Bus Company
having won the tender in an open tender process,
which is saving the taxpayers of Victoria more than
$10 million a year.
Honourable members will also be aware that by
purchasing an NBC bus~nly ticket patrons can save
up to 20 per cent of the cost of the fare compared
with the former Met ticket. Following the successful
tender NBC has undertaken extensive market
research and analysis of its customers' needs. As a
result, in six days time, NBC will be entering a new
phase when it puts into service 30 new 26-seat
Mercedes Benz minibuses. This is only a start. These
are the first buses received as part of the company's
$20 million fleet upgrade - the biggest expenditure
on new buses by a private company in the history of
this nation. The new buses will dramatically increase
the level and frequency of services in the area the
company will service.

Mc Brumby interjected.

Mr STOCK DALE - When the Leader of the
Opposition gets around to reading the budget
papers I will invite him to apologise for the
allegation that I am not telling the truth. In this
year's budget additional funds are allocated for
psychia tric services. If you can't - Mr Brumby interjected.

Honourable members will be very interested to learn
that come next week 90 per cent of residences within
NBC's area will be within 400 metres of a bus route,
whilst saving the taxpayer more than $10 million a
year.
In addition - and my colleagues in some areas are
going to be delighted with this information - next

week weekday frequency of services in the Box Hill
area will be increased by 53 per cent and by some
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40 per cent in Doncaster. But the good news rolls
on--
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I am now getting to the highlights of some of the

improvements the company is putting into place.
There are more good news announcements.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the minister please
take a seat. The level of interjection is too high. The
honourable members for Melbourne and Keilor are
causing the Chair some irritation. I ask them to
remain silent.
Mr BROWN - Under this government the good
news juggernaut continues on. In addition, there are

The SPEAKER - Order! The minister has been
speaking for 5 minutes. I ask him to wind up his
answer.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN - I will cut it back and just
announce some of the new services, then,
MrSpeaker.

77-An honourable member interjected.

Mr BROWN - He says nothing ever happens.
Go out to Doncaster next week and you will see for
yourself! You will see 77 additional streets in the
eastern suburbs receiving brand-new bus services
they have never had in the past!
In addition, eight major residential estates will also
receive a direct public transport service for the first
time ever - and you mob were there for 10 years
and did nothing!

The SPEAKER - Order! The minister will
address the Chair.
Mr BROWN - Certainly, Mr Speaker. The
company will also offer new direct services to major
destinations such as the University of Melbourne,
La Trobe University, Myer and Melbourne Central.
Services will be provided direct to the Nunawading
mWlicipallibrary - again for the first time.

Services to the north of the city which previously
terminated in Bourke Street have been extended
along Exhibition, Russell and Flinders streets, and of
course that greatly improves accessibility to the city.
The good news doesn't stop there.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN - There's more. NBC will also be
providing for the first time public transport along
Lonsdale Street, here in the heart of the city another major improvement.
The terminus at Fishermen's Bend will be extended
to the new technical college campus of Aerospace

Technologies of Australia at Lorimer Streetanother great service enhancement.

In terms of bus movements from nine major
transport hubs in the network, there will be an
additionalSOO trips on weekdays, and that is a 42
per cent increase. There will be an additional 317
trips on Saturdays, which is a 51 per cent increase
over what the Labor Party had in place in the
10 years it was there. There will be 189 extra trips on
Sundays, which is an 85 per cent increase over what
the Labor Party offered those areas.

Overall, NBC will operate an additional 40 000
kilometres of service a week. I will repeat this: the
company will operate an additional 40 000
kilometres of service, not in a year but in a week,
and that is a 15 per cent increase. In every way this
company is delivering vastly improved services to a
large section of Melbourne.
The SPEAKER - Order! The minister has half a
minute.
Mr BROWN - That is something the Labor
Party couldn't achieve in 10 years. The company is
saving Victoria's long-suffering taxpayers more than
$10 million a year - the best win/win situation in
transport that the state has seen for decades.

Tabcorp: chief executive
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - My
question again is to the Treasurer. I refer the
Treasurer to the fact that Mr Ross WUson was not on
the short list of candidates for the position of chief
executive officer of Tabcorp prepared by the
international firm Egon Zehnder and I ask: is it not a
fact that Peter Scanlon approached Mr Ross Wilson
for the job and recommended Mr Ross Wilson for
the job and finally negotiated Mr Wilson's obscene
$8 million package, which was presented to the
Treasurer as a fait accompli?
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Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - Mr Wilson was
the only person recommended to me for
appointment.
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Show Day holiday. Might I remind him that country
people have never had a Show Day holiday. It has
always been very much a holiday designed for city
people!

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - You don't need me to tell
you; you are telling everybody, aren't you?
Mr Wilson was the only person recommended. The

What has happened now is that, with school
holidays occurring at the same time as the show is
staged, there is the opportunity for school children
right across a whole lO-day period to go out and
experience the show.

details of his salary package have been revealed by
Mr Wilson on radio. They are not in accord with

what the Leader of the Opposition has suggested.
Mr Wilson has taken up the position. He was never
a government employee; he was never intended to
be a government employee. It was a matter for the
company.

I am very pleased to announce that I have had a
letter from Mr Keith Buchanan written in recent
times advising me that indeed this year's attendance
was the best for four years, despite the weather and
some pretty rough days. In fact 660 OOO-plus people
attended the agricultural show. As I said, it was the
best attendance in four years.

Royal Melbourne Show
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr TREASURE (Gippsland East) - Will the
Minister for Agriculture infonn the house of
attendances at this year's Royal Melbourne Show
and in particular whether the abolition of the Show
Day holiday had any effect?
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - I thank the honourable member for
Gippsland East for his question in relation to the
most successful Royal Agricultural Show that has
just been completed. It is very pleasing to see, with
the appointment of the chief executive Peter Payne
and a smaller executive of the council making
day-to-day decisions under the chainnanship of
Keith Buchanan, that indeed there were many new
positive aspects to the Royal Agricultural Show this
year. One was the key focus on the pig industry this
year and the way it was presented to the public,
particularly children. As the honourable member for
Portland said, with his background as a vet he
thought it was an excellent display.
I commend the initiative of the Royal Agricultural
Society and those who are coming up with new
ideas and initiatives to bring about a greater degree
of excitement for people who participate in and
attend the Royal Agricultural Show.
There seemed to be an attempt to put a dampener on
the show attendance. Both the honourable member
for Springvale and the Leader of the Opposition said
the abolition of the Show Day holiday would have
an effect on the attendance.
The honourable member for Springvale even went
as far as to say that country people were denied a

Mr W. D. McGRATH - That is 6 per cent up on
the attendance of 1993 when there was a Show Day
holiday, and even though it was staged during the
school holidays, so we have done well. The
agricultural society has done very well - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The level of interjection
is too high. I ask the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to please remain silent. If the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition would give me his
attention.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - The RAS is moving
towards developing an overall master plan that will
bring about further improvements in the staging of
the Royal Agricultural Show and the facilities at the
show grounds. Wherever possible the government
will work with the society to support its
development of those overall plans.
The show highlights the fact that if people are
prepared to work hard, intelligently and positively
and to encourage others to participate, we can
expect to receive beneficial results - different from
the results of the attitude the opposition and the
Leader of the Opposition adopt when they abuse the
business community of this state.
It is important that we recognise the work of
Mr Keith Buchanan and his committee in staging a

positive show that encouraged so many people from
within Victoria and from interstate and overseas to
attend this year's Royal Agricultural Show.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
ASSEMBLY

440

Schools: sale of sites
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - I refer the Minister for
Education to the schedule prepared by the
Department of Education, which lists 10 school sites
that Hudson Conway Ltd tendered to purchase.
How many of these sites were sold to Hudson
Conway, what were the valuations made by the
Valuer-General and for what price were they sold to
Hudson Conway?
Mr HA YW ARD (Minister for Education) - That
is a detailed question, which I suggest the
honourable member put on notice. I will be very
happy to provide him with the information.

Community service obligations
Mr DA VIS (Essen don) - Will the Treasurer
inform the house of the government's approach to
the performance of community service obligations
by government instrumentalities?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - This is also a
matter dealt with in this year's budget. I thank the
honourable member for his question because, unlike
the Leader of the Opposition, he has obviously taken
the time and shown the interest to examine the
budget papers and to note the initiatives taken in
relation to community service obligations.

So that the Leader of the Opposition does not have
to bumble his way through the whole of the budget
papers, I refer him to the indication at page 4 of the
budget speech. That shows his attention span - The SPEAKER - Order! The Treasurer should
concentrate on the question.
Mr STOCKDALE - Even if he devoted himself
to the budget papers, he did not reach page 4!
As recently as 21 September the government
released a comprehensive policy statement about
community service obligations. As the house is
aware, the government has been engaged in a
wide-ranging reform of government bUSinesses,
including major utilities. That program has been
designed to sharpen their commercial focus, to
increase accountability to customers, to increase
accountability to taxpayers for things such as capital
investment decisions and to act in the long-term
interests of the Victorian community. However, of
itself a full operation sometimes does not address
the obligation the government has to protect the
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interests of the disadvantaged and the poor
members of our community.
Accordingly, the government has sought to make
sure that entrenched in the budget is the obligation
to service those community service obligations.
There is a lot of misunderstanding, not least on the
other side of the house, about the nature of those
community service obligations, because CSOS such
as, for example, pensioner rebates on energy
charges, have been budget funded for a long time.
The costs are not, as many people believe - and as
many members of the opposition apparently
believe - borne by the utilities themselves. They are
borne by the budget, by the taxpayer through the
budget. They are budget funded.
The government has therefore announced a
procedure which is designed to identify those
community service obligations and to ensure that
they are honoured and properly met and that the
people delivering those CSOS are accountable for the
accurate identification of the recipients, for their efficient delivery and for the meeting of the interests
of the community as a whole.
That important policy statement will ensure, on the
one hand, that the community is protected through
the full commercial operation of government
businesses, and on the other hand, that the receipt of
those many important community service obligation
programs is fully honoured. It is an important
initiative, one that has the bipartisan support of
governments across Australia. It is a reform similar
to that being introduced in many other jurisdictions.
It serves the interests of general consumers on the
one hand and taxpayers on the other - as well as
the interests of recipients - extremely well.

Education: funding
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - 1 refer the Minister for
Education to the more than $370 million in cuts to
the education budget over the past two years. Will
the minister confirm that the Director of School
Education was stating Kennett government policy
when he said, '1 am not particularly interested in
assessing the impact of the cuts.'?
Mr HA YWARD (Minister for Education) - The
budget savings that were required in education were
required for one simple reason - that is, because the
Labor Party bankrupted the state and left a black
hole in the education budget.
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I well recall bureaucrats sitting opposite me on the
first day I came into this job and telling me the
dreadful story about the commitments the Labor
Party had made without making proper provision
for them. It left a black hole. The reason budget
savings were needed was that the Labor Party - -

The worst prospect is about 700 000 tOlUles, which
would place Victoria in a difficult position. The
overall national forecast by the Australian Wheat
Board is about 9.5 million tonnes, most of which
would be from Western Australia and, to a lesser
degree, from South Australia.

Mr SANDON (Carrum) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the minister has been answering the
question for 1 minute.

Total consumption in Victoria nowadays is about
11 million tonnes, of which 3 million tOlUles is for
domestic purposes and about 8 million tonnes is for
the intensive poultry, pig and cattle industries.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SANDON - That is somewhat unusual
given that he does not usually answer questions!
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member may not proffer an opinion during a point
of order.
Mr SANDON - He has not addressed himself to
the question, which related to the director's
comments about his not being particularly interested
in assessing the impact of cuts. This is not a history
lesson; this is about what was said last week. I ask
you to bring the minister to the actual question.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. Has the minister concluded his
answer?
Mr HAYWARD (Minister for Education) - Yes.

Drought: effect on grain crop
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - Will the
Minister for Agriculture inform the house of the
impact the dry conditions in Victoria are having on
the state's grain crop?
MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) -It is important to recognise that in
the past few days there has been reasonable rain
across the main wheat-growing belt of Victoria. That
has helped considerably, because we were heading
towards a disastrous situation.
Fortwlately, seasonal conditions south of the Great
Dividing Range are quite good for the grazing and
dairying industries. Further north, the figures
released last week - before the weekend's rain projected a potential wheat harvest of about 1.4
million tOlUles at the very best, which is less than
half the normal average of the past two years, about
2.9 million tOlUles.

Therefore it could well have been assessed that this
year we would not be self-sufficient in wheat
production, which I think would be the first time
ever. That is a major concern, particularly to
intensive animal farmers, who look for grain
reserves to ensure that they can bring stock in those
industries into good condition for the various
domestic and export markets.
I also indicate that, according to information
received by my office, from a global point of view
we are now recording the lowest wheat stocks for 40
years. In recent days we have seen a significant
increase in the price of wheat in the international
marketplace. In fact, in America the price is rising by
something like 15 cents per bushel per day, which is
the maximum by which it can rise under the
international trading agreement.
Here in Australia it is of major concern to us that
many farmers in north-western Victoria will have
very low yields from their cropping program this
year. When that factor is put on top of the
destruction by mice of the previous harvest and the
downgrading of wheat quality because of weather
conditions, we can see that Significant financial
difficulties face many grain producers.
But adding a note of confidence, I believe that with
further good rains over the period of October it can
be salvaged quite well - Mr Sandon interjected.
MrW. D. McGRATH -Rather than listening to
the baying of the honourable member for Carrum,
who has no interest at all in the prosperity of
agriculture in this state-Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - As the Leader of the
Opposition says, his baying interjections indicate
that he is against the farmers. I believe this harvest
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can be turned around, particularly in the Wimrnera,
and to a lesser degree in the Mallee. If we can get
reasonable rain over the next three or four weeks
there can be some harvest prospects for Victoria.

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

Valdora Minerals Mining Company

By Mr Traynor (494 signatures)

Maternity care
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
We, the undersigned citizens of Victoria, petition for
the essential changes to the maternity care given in
Victorian public hospitals.
1.

Maternity care be extended to a minimum of five
days to allow lactation to be established, or ensure
mothers are afforded the time and assistance
required to make an informed decision on their
feeding method.

2.

Maternity care after a caesarean section birth be
extended to a minimum of seven days.

3.

The mother may apply for an early discharge,
providing home support and domiciliary care are
available locally.

4.

Legislation be implemented immediately that
provides the above changes be maternity care
policy for all Victorian public hospitals.

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of
Ballarat East sheweth that the Valdora Minerals Mining
Company proposes to operate an open<tlt mining
venture in the Tinworth A venue, Mount Clear area, a
distance of 5.5 kilometres long by 400 metres wide.
Your petitioners therefore pray that:
The Minister for Energy and Minerals grant our urgent

request of cessation of mining operations of Valdora
Minerals N /L due to the detrimental and dangerous
effects of such a mining venture (open<tlt mine) in a
residential area.
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And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms Garbutt (28 signatures)

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

By Mr Traynor (309 signatures)

Playhouse, Ballarat
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 yictoria sheweth that children with long-term
disabilities in the Central Highlands region will suffer
severe hardship due to the closure of Playhouse.
Playhouse in Ballarat has provided early intervention
services to children with permanent disabilities since its
inception in 1986. The closure will subject these
children to long waiting lists for the essential services
they so desperately require.

Your petitioners therefore pray that the Department of
Health and Commwlity Services continues its
commitment to Playhouse to ensure the viability of
early intervention programs for families of children
with long-term disabilities in the Central Highlands
region.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

Sodomy
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
State of Victoria sheweth:
The act of anal intercourse or sodomy is:
a serious health hazard, almost always involving
anal and rectal damage;
the means of transmission of disease in about
90 per cent of HIV / AIDS cases in Australia;
associated with a number of other serious diseases,
including hepatitis A, B and C, gonorrhoea and

syphilis;
described in the Bible as an 'abomination' to God.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative
Assembly will:
pass a law to make the commission of sodomy
(anal intercourse) a criminal offence, to prevent
this serious health hazard from being promoted in
the media and educational institutions as a valid
form of sexual intercourse.
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And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr McArthur (40 signatures) and Mr Maughan
(34 signatures)

Rural petrol pricing

Ballarat University - Report for the year 1993, together
with an explanation from the Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training for the delay in tabling
Financial Management Act 1994 - Budget Paper No. 3
1994-95

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:

Land Conservation Council - Report for the year
1993-94

The petition of the undersigned respectfully showeth

Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978 - Summary of Returns - June 1994 and
Summary of Variations notified between 26 May and
30 September 1994 -Ordered to be printed

that:

The citizens of rural Victoria are being discriminated
against through petrol pricing.
Oil companies support discounting of petrol in the
metropolitan area but do not provide for discounting in
rural areas.
Your petitioners therefore request that the state restore
equity in petrol pricing to allow for rural communities
to benefit from petrol price discounting as metropolitan
communities do.

National Parks Act 1975 - Notice of Consent to the
Renewal of Extractive Industry Lease for the quarrying
of hornfels - Chiltern Park, under Section 40(5)
Planning and Environment Act 1987 - Notices of
approval of amendments to the following Planning
Schemes:
Bacchus Marsh Planning Scheme - No. L38
Bairnsda1e (Shire) Planning Scheme - No. L42

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

By Mr Maughan (161 signatures)

Ballarat (City) Planning Scheme - Nos L47, 1..52
Bannockbum Planning Scheme - Nos R18, R20
Benalla City Planning Scheme - Nos L23 Part 2,

Laid on table.

L31

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND
REGULATIONS COMMITI'EE

Alert Digest No. 9
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) presented Alert Digest
No.9 of 1994 on Fisheries Amendment Bill,
Domestic (Feral and Nuisance) Animals Bill,
Emerald Tourist Railway (Amendment) Bill,
Financial Management (Amendment) Bill, Liquor
Control (Amendment) Bill, Intellectually Disabled
Persons' Services (Amendment> Bill, Agricultural
and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) Bill and
Australian Grand Prix Bill, together with an
appendix, extracts from proceedings, minutes of
evidence and submissions.

Bulla Planning Scheme - No. L82
Buln Buln Planning Scheme -Nos L3I, L33
Buninyong Planning Scheme - Nos L29, L48
Chiltern Planning Scheme -No. L2I
Colac Shire Planning Scheme - No. L9
Cranboume Planning Scheme - Nos L87, L99
Flinders Planning Scheme - Nos L114, L116
Frankston Planning Scheme - No. L57
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme - Nos LS, Lll
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme - No. RL56
Hastings Planning Scheme -Nos L19, L88 Part 1
Kerang (Borough) Planning Scheme - No. L3

Laid on table.

Korumburra Planning Scheme - Nos L58, L61

Ordered that report, appendix and extracts from
proceedings be printed.

Moorabbin Planning Scheme - No. L51
Nathalia Planning Scheme - No. L7

PAPERS
Laid on table by Oerk:

Newham and Woodend Planning Scheme - No.
L29
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Northcote Planning Scheme - No. UO

Health Act 1958 -S.R. No. 142

Pakenham Planning Scheme - No. L90

Juries Act 1967 -S.R. Nos 138, 139

Phillip Island Planning Scheme - No. L49

Local Government Act 1989 - S.R. No. 143

Prahran Planning Scheme - No. LS5

Magistrates' Court Act 1989 - S.R. No. 136

Rodney Planning Scheme - Nos L68, L76

Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works Act
1958 - S.R. No. 141

Shepparton Shire Planning Scheme - No. 164
South Gippsland Planning Scheme - No. U7
(part 2)
Springvale Planning Scheme - No. 149
Swan Hill City Planning Scheme - No. L16
Swan Hill (Shire) Planning Scheme - No. L9

Supreme Court Act 1986 - S.R. Nos 137, 138
Tobacco Act 1987 -S.R. No. 140
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Act 1992 - S.R.
No. 147
Treasury Corporation of Victoria - Report for the year
1993-94

Warragul Planning Scheme - No. U9
Werribee Planning Scheme - No. L69
Whittlesea Planning Scheme - No. L85
Wodonga Planning Scheme - No. L67
Wonthaggi Planning Scheme - No. UO
Police Review Commission - Report for the period 26
August 1993 to 30 June 1994
Public Authorities (Equal Employment Opportunity)
Act 1990 - Report describing the implementation and
evaluation of Equal Employment Opportunity
Programs in Public Authorities for the year 1992-93
State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 - Memorandum
(including amendment to clause 7) and articles of
association of State Trustees Limited
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Building Control (Plumbers Gasfitters and
Drainers) Act 1981-S.R. No. 131
County Court Act 1958 -S.R. Nos 134, 135, 145,

146
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act
1981 -S.R. No. 130, together with copies of the
following documents as required by Section 32 of
the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 to
accompany the Statutory Rule:
Poisons Code;
National Health and Medical Research
Council Standard for the Uniform Scheduling
of Drugs and Poisons No. 8, Appendix C,
Appendix M and Schedule 9, together with
Amendment No. I, pages 4, 7 and 8
Firearms Act 1958 -S.R. No. 144

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were laid upon the Table by the Clerk pursuant to
an Order of the House dated 6 September 1994:
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 - Part 2,
Schedule 1 and the remaining provisions of Part 1 on 30
September 1994 (Gazette No. G39, 29 September 1994)
Electricity Industry (Amendment) Act 1994 -Sections
4(1), other than paragraphs (c) and (d), 4(3), 4(4), 4(5),
5,6,7, ID, 11,13,14(2), 15,16,17, 18, 19,20,21(2),25,
26(1) (all remaining parts), 28 (all remaining parts), 29
(all remaining parts), 30, 31, 32, 33 and 34 on 3 October
1994 (Gazette No. 564, 27 September 1994)
Tobacco Leaf Industry (Deregulation) Act 1994Sections 3 to 10 inclusive on 30 September 1994 (Gazette
No. G39, 29 September 1994)
Vocational Education and Training (Amendment) Act
1994 -Sections 13 and 14 on 15 September 1994
(Gazette No. G37, 15 September 1994)

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
Message read recommending appropriation for
Australian Grand Prix Bill.

LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION:
ALLEGATIONS
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - By leave, I move:
That this house demands that the Leader of the state
opposition publicly withdraw his totally
unsubstantiated claims of crony ism and personal
benefit of particular individuals, including his assertion
of clear cases where processes have not been followed
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or have been rorted for the benefit of particular
individuals and his statement that he will not work
with Victorian businessmen because he truly believes
some will be in gaol by the end of 1996 and calls upon
him to either apologise to the government, Victorian
businessmen and public servants he has slandered or
else provide full substantiation of his claims to the
house.

I rise today on a matter of great public importance.
This motion in many ways highlights the dangers of
allowing a person like the Leader of the
Opposition - a person with naked ambition - a
voice in politics, because he is in this poSition only
because of deals he has done with the left. The
accuser, the Leader of the Opposition, is today
exposed as an unstable man, an insipid man and a
man of no consequence. Put simply in the Australian
vernacular, he is a gutless wonder.
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claimed that business figures will be in gaol by 1996.
In the Herald Sun of 29 September, an article states:
Mr Brumby also lashed out at some of the state's
business leaders claiming that some would be 'in gaol'
by late 1996. 1f there are clear cases where processes
have not been followed or have been rorted for the
benefit of particular individuals, it (royal commission)
would be one option'.

Not only is the Leader of the Opposition saying
there will be people in gaol but also that individuals
have rorted processes and, by implication, at the
very least, he is saying that senior public servants,
and perhaps some not so senior, have been party to
rorting processes. He has indicated that there have
been benefits to individuals. We want him to name
those individuals.
Mr Cole interjected.

In the past week the Victorian business community

has been subjected to innuendo and slur. The
business community is the engine room of this
economy, yet the Leader of the Opposition attacks it.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, so that we are clear on what will be
an important and long debate, the Leader of the
House used the expression' gutless wonder'. As I
did earlier today, I refer you, Mr Speaker, to your
ruling at about this time last year. You ruled that the
expression 'You are the biggest slime in this place'
was unparliamentary and you required it to be
withdrawn without any member having taken
offence. We all want a full debate on this important
matter; we are prepared to have a full debate, but
if-The SPEAKER - Order! I take it that the Leader
of the Opposition finds some words offensive. The
house well knows that it is against the standing
orders to make reflections on people during
question time or during any other debate except by
way of substantive motion. I take it that this is a
substantive motion. During the debate on this
substantive motion if words are used that any
member of the house finds offensive, that member
should draw it to my attention.

Mr GUDE - We want him to name the processes.
Mr Cole interjected.
Mr KENNElT (Premier) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the honourable member for Melbourne
interjected twice saying, 'Yes, George Brouwer'. I
want it on the record that the honourable member
for Melbourne has identified Mr George Brouwer in
relation to comments made by the Leader of the
House.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - On the point of order,
in response to the Premier, I did say
'George Brouwer' but I said, 'It wasn't George
Brouwer'. I was using ironic terms, which I know
the Premier does not understand. The fact is that
they sacked George Brouwer. He did nothing wrong
but other people did, didn't they?
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr Cole - You sacked him! Chuck him out!
The SPEAKER - Order! With respect to the last
words you said, there is a great temptation.
Mr Cole - I am sure there is. I am sorry.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The Victorian business community
is leading the state out of recession, a recession that
was thrust upon the people of this state and upon
the business community by the party opposite when
in government. The Leader of the Opposition has

The SPEAKER - Order! There is no point of
order.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - Let us deal with the matter that has
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been raised by the honourable member for
Melbourne.
Mr Cole - It is outrageous! You raised it!
Mr GUDE - I did not raise it; you raised it.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has been
tolerant with the honourable member for
Melbourne. In other circumstances he would have
been named. I ask him to comply with the requests
made by the Chair and remain silent. He will have
an opportunity of refuting what the Leader of the
House has said at the appropriate time.
Mr GUDE - The honourable member for
Melbourne seeks to cast a slur on a senior public
servant of this state.

Mr Cole - You sacked him!
Mr GUDE - In the honourable member's
performance a few moments ago, which is the only
way to describe it, he indicated that Mr Brouwer had
been sacked. Mr Brouwer has not been sacked. He is
on leave. Do you understand that? If that is the
quality of the advice that the Leader of the
Opposition is getting and he is seeking to impugn
public servants and senior business people - Mr 8rumby interjected.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Perrin) - Order!
The house will come to order.
Mr GUDE - It is no wonder that the Leader of
the Opposition is such a wimp. He asserts clear
cases where processes have not been followed or
have been rorted for the benefit of a particular
individual'. He claims, he slurs, he slimes but he
never backs up the claims. Today he will have his
chance. But he will not because he cannot back up
the claims.
Mr Thomson interjected.

The ACIlNG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Pascoe Vale will cease
interjecting.
Mr GUDE - In a court of law, the trial would be
dismissed or a plaintiff would be found guilty of
perjury if he continued to make those claims. If you
want to pick up those sorts of issues, that would be
the result.
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The Leader of the Opposition has been called many
things. I understand, as the Premier said earlier, that
he is known as the New Age Bill Hartley! What an
insult that is to Bill Hartley! These comments are
nothing to what the business community and
Victorians at large are calling the Leader of the
Opposition.
The Victorian business community may be a lot of
things: it is influential, powerful and aggressive on
the one hand but, on the other hand, it is also
responsible, honest and supportive of Victorians, of
its shareholders and of its employees. The last thing
it deserves is the smear and innuendo that the
Leader of the OppOSition has used to denigrate it. It
is becoming a more and more competitive world for
business. There is no place for the faint-hearted at
the top, but they do not deserve the backhanders,
the smears, the innuendos and the continuous
diatribe that comes from the Leader of the
Opposition. When you lead thousands of
employees, when you are dealing with tens of
millions of dollars, and when you are representing
shareholders who have placed their trust in you,
your business decisions are not made on a wing or a
prayer or for personal gain, as has been asserted by
the Leader of the OppOSition. That is the vision the
Leader of the Opposition has of the business world.
We have seen his naivety reach a new low. Where is
he? He is not here. Perhaps he has gone out to get
more riding instructions. Last week the Leader of
the Opposition suggested that business made
decisions to benefit individuals. Perhaps it might if it
had his attitude, but thank the lord business does
not have the attitude of the Leader of the Opposition.
I shall examine some of the deals the Leader of the
Opposition has stitched together to appease the left
and sew up his own position. On 3 May this year
after intervention by Senator Robert Ray, the
honourable member for Richmond delivered the
vote of Labor's left to salvage the great pretender's
leadership.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr GUDE - This was followed by the
appointment of the wife of the honourable member
for Richmond, Nicki, and a Labor Party candidate,
Lynne Kosky, to the Commonwealth Immigration
Review Tribunal and to the reappointment of one
other Labor candidate, Joe ltaliano. They can
probably do with him in this place! Is that cronyism?

Mr DolIis - You are doing well, Phil.
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Mr GUDE - Is that looking after your mates?
These jobs pay up to $90 000 a year. In addition they
will receive travel and accommodation allowances.
The Immigration Review Tribunal was established
in 1989 by Senator Robert Ray, the key figure who
saved the now absent empty suit opposite.
Mr DoIIis interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will call the
honourable member for Richmond at the
appropriate time. Until then I ask him to remain
silent.
Dr COG HILL (Werribee) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the interjections that you have noted
have been in response to comments made by the
Leader of the House, which I for one find impossible
to relate to the motion. I ask you to draw him back
to the motion before the chair.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has examined
the motion in detail. It is a wide-ranging motion,
and under the motion opinions can be expressed
that could not be expressed during normal debate.
There is no point of order.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I was making a point about
cronyism and the hypocrisy of the Leader of the
Opposition. If the honourable member for Werribee
cannot understand that, it comes as no surprise to
honourable members on this side of the house.
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The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr DOLLIS - I have another point, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will hear the
honourable member for Richmond further, but he
may not use the raising of a point of order as an
excuse to make a speech. If he wishes to refute what
is being said by the Leader of the Opposition, he will
have the opportunity.
Mr DOLLlS - We don't particularly mind these
gutter tactics; but secondly, he should go around the
Liberal Party and find out who in his party
supported - The SPEAKER - Order! Once again I inform the
honourable member for Richmond that he may not
use a point of order to refute what the Leader of the
House is saying. He will have the opportunity later
on in the debate.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) -Mr Speaker, it was not even a good
try. Further evidence of the hypocrisy of the Leader
of the Opposition can be seen in his performance
only yesterday, when he was interviewed on the
Doug Aiton program. In response to the question:
Has not the ALP been guilty of it -

that is, cronyism when in government in the past?

To complete the circle, it seems Senator Bolkus has a
special relationship with the Oollis household.

The Leader of the OppOSition said this, which is very
instructive:

Mr Sandon interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will call the
honourable member for Carrum at the appropriate
time.
Mr GUDE - Mr Dollis was the best man at
Senator Bolkus's wedding this year.

U you look at the record of the Cain and lG.mer
governments in this state, I don't think anybody could
ever say that on matters of probity, it was not a
government which was above repute.

TIlat is what he said -'above repute'. He continued:
I mean, it was a government which was above repute.

Honourable members interjecting.
He repeated it!
Mr GUDE - You can see fairly clearly what a
hypocrite the Leader of the Opposition is.

It was a government which had the highest possible

standards in terms of probity.

Mr DOLLlS (Richmond) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, no-one really minds a bucket job so
long as the minister has the decency to admit he is
going into the gutter. TIlat is the first pOint, because
at the moment he is talking about matters - -

To illustrate just how hollow the man in the empty
suit is, I refer the house to a few instances of the
former government's so-called probity. Let us start
with Mr Garth Head, who left the Victorian public
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service in receipt of one of those big packages. He
had a position with the former Department of
Labour and was then seconded to the tourism
ministry. He was employed at SES level 2 but was
eventually separated from the public service. He is
an ALP member, and he is also a member of the
Bolkus Commonwealth Immigration Review
Tribunal- another on $90 000 a year. He is also an
ALP candidate for Waverley Province.
Let us look at Mr Peter Redlich, who I would have to
say is one of my favourite people. From 1988 he was
appointed by the Cain government as Chairman of
the TAB and Chairperson of the Victorian Arts
Centre Trust. He was also made a member of the
board of the Melbourne Major Events Committee
and a trustee of the Victorian Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Trust. He is also described as a Labor
lawyer with strong connections - that would be
right! He has acted as a solicitor for the ALP
Victorian branch since the 19605 and was Victorian
ALP chainnan in 1974 and 1976. So he was looked
after. As the Herald Sun reported back in November
1991, he was a frontrunner for appointment to the
Telecom-OTC board and was ultimately appointed
by Kim Beazley. He could see the wheels skidding in
Victoria; he knew the Labor Party was about to sink.
He knew the Labor government was on the way out.
The rats jumped ship and their mates in Canberra
looked after them.
Another interesting feature of this particular person
is that he is currently acting for the Honourable
Mr White in another place in the Jeff Kennett
defamation action resulting from comments made
by Mr White prior to the election. Is that cronyism?
Is he another one of the people?

Opposition members interjecting.
Mr GUDE - You don't support that?
Let us have a look at Russell Badham, who was the
Chairman of the former Local Government
Commission on a salary of $118 000 a year. We
would not mind $118 000 a year; would we?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order. I ask the honourable member for Mordialloc
to restrain his enthusiasm. I will call him later on in
the debate.
Mr GUDE - Who was Russell Badham? Who
was this $118 000 a year man? He was the
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ministerial adviser to Frank Wilkes, a former
Minister for Local Government and Minister for
Housing. The part I like best is that he describes
himself as Tony Sheehan's closest friend. He's a real
good guy! Does that make him a member of the
Guilty Party, or is he just guilty by association?
What about Jim Betson, a former Deputy Chief
General Manager of the Department of Education.
He was employed at SES level 7 and was later
promoted to SES level 6. It gets better and better! He
was the ministerial adviser to Bob Fordham, a
former Minister for Education. What else did he do?
Betson was also Bob Fordham's best man. They like
keeping things in the family; they love family
arrangements! He is regarded as having progressed
very well on the strength of his contacts rather than
on his ability. That comes as a riveting surprise!
What about James Brumby? He was seconded as
director of evaluation and expenditure planning for
the Minister for Finance in an acting SES level 3
position. He got lots of promotions. At one stage he
was a grade 2 ministerial adviser - he could not
make the top grade - to the then Treasurer, Rob
Jolly. His is another example of lateral recruitment
for appointment to office without merit. Goodness
me, what a hypocrite the Leader of the Opposition is!
What about Lynne Kosky, who was a part-time
member of the Coode Island review panel.
Speculation was that she was appointed to an SES
position with the Point Wilson committee because of
the special friends she had. I will not go into all of
that; but it is important to note that the family
arrangements continue to apply in her case. She was
also recently appointed to the Bolkus Immigration
Review Tribunal; and she is also the ALP candidate
for Altona. It's fantastic, isn't it?
Because there are too many to go through I will
finish by mentioning this last one. What about
Or Robert Smith, a former Director-General of the
Department of the Treasury? He had a package you
would really like -$147 822 and, just for good
change, 30 cents. None of us would mind that! He
was a career forester. He was appointed to meet the
Socialist Left needs of the former government. His
principal attraction for appointment to that post was
his special relationship with Mr Sheehan - they
went on a hiking trip to New Zealand together. I do
not know what happened on the hiking trip; the
mind boggles at the thought. How would you be on
a hiking trip anywhere with Tony Sheehan
anywhere, let alone in New Zealand?
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The business community, unlike the empty suit
opposite or his party when it was in government, is
responsible and accountable. Yet the Leader of the
Opposition implies clear cases where processes have
not been followed or have been rorted for the benefit
of a particular individual. You are going to have
your chance today to put up or shut up. You are
going to have your chance today to tell us what
those processes are, to tell us what the cases are and
to tell us what the information is.
Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr GUDE - You can have as long as you like.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will address the chair.
Mr GUDE - The Leader of the Opposition said,
'How many days have we got?' I can tell you that if
he wants until the end of this week he can have it.
There will be no guillotine on this debate.
Mr Kennett - All night!
Mr GUDE -If he wants to go all night on it, he
can be our guest - but just provide the information.
Tell the truth. Stop the smear and innuendo. Come
clean. He has taken for granted a number of very
important things. Firstly, he assumes he will be in
office at the next election. He says he is not prepared
to deal with any of these people in business who he
claims will all be in gaol. I do not know who in this
community would vote for this person opposite, but
that is a false and big assumption to start off with.
How could anyone vote for someone who is a
former adviser to someone who could not even run
a sandwich shop? The Leader of the Opposition was
an adviser to Alan Griffiths, a person who could not
run his sandwich shop after he lost his seat.
Secondly, the Leader of the Opposition makes
damning remarks about the propriety of the
Victorian business community. His only desire is to
throw enough mud in the hope that some of it will
stick. That is what he is about. Let us be quite clear
what he is about. It is not about doing any hard
work. It is not about coming up with any policies. It
is not even about trying to get members of the rabble
opposite to conduct themselves in a responsible way
during question time. No, it is about smear and
innuendo and throwing mud, hoping some of it will
stick. Yet the more you throw it, the more you will
get on your own hands. This man is right up to the
elbows in it!
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Innuendo and slander are the trademarks of
cowards. Last week in Hobart the Labor Party was
presented with a performance by the Victorian
coward. The Leader of the Opposition said cronyism
was rife, yet he would not say who he meant. How
the Victorian Labor Party must have longed for
someone else to be its leader. Certainly those
comments were going around the traps. I must say,
as much as it galls me to say it, I could not and
would not say the same things about John Cain or
Joan Kimer. They would never have stooped so low.
They would never have felt the need to get that low.
They would not have felt the need to attack the
business community or attempt to sully business
reputations for the sake of a cheap headline.
This man does not have any problems doing that.
He is straight into the gutter; get the mud out and
throw it, and maybe some of it will stick.
Unsubstantiated allegations have become this man's
hallmark.
The claims are always absurd. They are frequently
preposterous and in this case they are offensive to
every Victorian. They are not offensive to only one
or two Victorians but to every Victorian, because
this state is about getting itself back off its knees. We
want to get the state open for business. This state is
doing the hard things to make sure it will lead the
nation out of the recession with pride and with
character. Victorians were the butt of jokes all
around Australia and overseas. One joke was: what
is the collective word for Victoria? Two and six! That
was the legacy of the Cain-Kimer Labor years.
Today any Victorian, lead by a vibrant business
community, can stand up and say, 'I am Bloggs and
I am proud to be a Victorian'. When you go
interstate and overseas people want to talk to you
about the things that are happening in Victoria. The
engine room is the very business community that
this man opposite seeks to sully and slur by his
innuendo and smear approach. Although their crime
in government was to bankrupt the state, at least
Mr Cain and Mrs Kimer were not cowards as well.
Unsubstantiated allegations are this man's hallmark.
I wonder whether he will repeat his comments
today. I wonder whether he will come clean with all
the so-called details that he has. He will have his
chance and we will wait and see, but I doubt it. He
does not have the courage; he does not have the
evidence; and, more importantly, he does not have
the support of his colleagues. He slanders and then
he runs. He accuses and then he forgets.
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Business figures in Melbourne are as good as, if not
better than, any in the world. The names of BHP,
Telecom, Coles Myer, Foster's Brewing, Shell
Australia, Pacific Dunlop, BTR Nylex, CRA, Amcor
and BP are among the most renowned companies in
the western world and, most importantly, in the
context of the remarks of the Leader of the
Opposition, their chief executives are absolutely
outstanding. They include people of the calibre of
John Prescott, Doug Campbell, Peter Bartels,
Ted KW1kle and John Gough, all members of the
Premier's Business Round Table or my own
Business Advisory Group. Other outstanding
businessmen are also putting Melbourne and
Victoria first. The Leader of the OppOSition would
not know what that meant. He would not know
what it is about. He has been on a process of
sabotage and he has even named in this house other
outstanding Victorian businessmen such as
Ron Walker, Laurie Kerr and Hugh Morgan.
The 10 companies to which I have referred have
Melbourne headquarters. They all have faith in
Victoria. They believe in the people who are
working for them. They are on about making this
state and nation great and they do not deserve the
slur, innuendo and remarks that have been made by
the Leader of the Opposition. Those 10 companies
have a collective revenue worth more than
$89 billion. They are making things happen in
Victoria. They are creating new and expanded job
opportunities for Victoria. They have net assets
worth more than $100 billion as well. These
companies have shown their respect for Victoria and
for Victorians. We respect those companies. All
VictOrians, except apparently the Leader of the
Opposition, respect those companies. He does not
respect them. He has said so on a number of
occasions.
These 10 companies are in the top 17 companies in
Australia. Although Sydney, Brisbane, Adelaide and
Perth offer many things, they are not the business
capitals of Australia. It is happening here. It is our
heartland; it is our heritage. It is the thing that makes
this state separate and different from every other
state in Australia. Yet that is what the Leader of the
Opposition is attacking. He is trying to tear out the
heart of the state. That is what he is trying to do in
the most slimy, negative, carping, miserable way
one could possibly believe.
Mr Micallef - You're losing your punch!
Mr GUDE - I am not losing any punch at all. I
am concerned about the way the Leader of the
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Opposition has addressed this issue. What is meant
by his remarks is something that he, and he alone,
will ultimately take to his grave. I do not think he
really has what it takes to deliver in this house
today. What is he seeking to achieve? Is he meaning
to be serious? Is he meaning to be humorous? Is he
meaning to hurt the government?
When the honourable member for Sunshine was
asked the other day on 3AW what he thought the
Leader of the Opposition was saying, he said, 'I
don't know'. He has no idea - and neither do other
honourable members opposite. I have to tell the
Leader of the Opposition that he has lost on every
count. He has lost with the business community and
he has lost with the members behind him - that is,
those who are left to support him.
I have seen at first hand the efforts of business
people, who are looking to create jobs, to create
investment and to create a better Victoria. What they
do not deserve, and what the government will not
allow, is the Leader of the Opposition continuing his
negative process of whining and carping.
I conclude where I started: the Leader of the
Opposition should put up or shut up!
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
opposition is very happy to bring on this very
important debate. I am pleased to note the
commitment of the Premier to allow the house to go
through tonight and to continue tomorrow if we
need more time for debate. There are members on
both sides of the house who want to contribute to
the debate. I desire to move the following
amendment:
Delete all the words after 'This house' and replace them
with!
notes the government's commitment to open, honest
and accountable government as articulated in the
Governor's speech on 27 October 1992 and re-affirmed
in the Governor's speech on 6 September 1994, with the
commitment that 'the government will continue its
practice of communicating directly with Victorians to
provide them with a full account of its stewardship'
and further notes the conclusions of the Fitzgerald
commission of inquiry into corruption in Queensland
that there is an essential need to reinforce the doctrine
of the separation of powers under the Westminster
system whereby the Parliament's powers to make laws
are separated from the executive's power to administer
laws and from the judiciary's powers to determine
disputes according to law, and condemns the
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government for its secrecy, lack of consultation and its
deliberate attempts to undermine the checks and
balances necessary in a fair and democratic society
including:
sacking the Accident Compensation Tribunal
judges;
sacking the equal opportunity commissioner;
sacking the law reform commissioners;
sacking members of the Industrial Relations
Commission;
sacking members of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal;
sacking elected local governments;
attacks on the Director of Public Prosecutions;
the removal of appeal rights to the Supreme Court
under the Victorian Constitution by the inclusion
of ouster clauses in more than 50 Acts; and
the virtual dismantling of the Freedom of
Information Act;
and further calls on the government to honour its
commitment to the Victorian people in relation to
openness and accountability by releasing - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We gave you time to move your
motion; give me time to respond.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We hear only government
members. Is that your idea of a good and free
society?
The SPEAKER -Order! The Leader of the
Opposition must not address the government across
the table. Will he complete his amendment?
Mr BRUMBY - The amendment continues:
... and further calls on the government to honour its
commitment to the Victorian people in relation to
openness and accountability by releasing all files,
briefing notes, board minutes and other documents in
relation to the following appointments:
the appointment of Mr Nick Papas as Chief
Magistrate;
the appointment of Peter Seanlon as deputy
chairman of the TAB;
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the appointment of Ross Wilson as Tabcorp chief
executive and the negotiations on his $8 million
salary package;
the appointment of Mr Michael Tilley and
Centaurus Finance and negotiations on the
payment to be made to Mr Tilley;
the selection of Mr Roger Graham to advise the
government on the privatisation of Met bus
services and the contractual arrangements between
Mr Graham and the government;
the appointment of the Chung Corporation as the
TAB's Vanuatu agent and the suspension and
termination of the Chung Corporation's contract
with the TAB;
the appointment of Leonie Burke as head of the
Local Government Board;
the appointment of Greg Craven as Crown
Counsel and the Attomey-General's ministerial
adviser;
all details of the appointment of district liaison
principals;
the appoinbnent of Pat Stone to undertake a
review of the management of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following contracts:
the tender process for the Melbourne casino,
including the cabinet guidelines which were issued
to the Casino Control Authority;
all contracts entered into by KNF Advertising with
the Urban Land Authority or any other
government department or statutory authority;
contractual arrangements between Melbourne
Grand Prix Promotions and Mr Bernie Ecclestone
in relation to the staging of the grand prix at Albert
Park, and all details of the construction of the
grand prix track and the arrangements for the
running of that race;
the contract awarded to Leeds Media to act as the
government master media buyer;
the contract given to DDB Needham, without
tender board approval, for the government's
industrial relations advertising campaign;
the contracts awarded by the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service for private ambulance services;
the multimillion dollar contract awarded to
Intergraph to operate the MAS communications
centre;
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contracts entered into between MAS and
Henderson Consulting;
the awarding of contracts to the National Bus
Company to operate Met bus services;
the contract for the provision of fixed air-wing
services awarded to Victorian Airlines;

all consultancies and contracts awarded by the
government to the Stratcom company;
details of the value of work undertaken by
DDB Needham for the Victorian Liberal Party
prior to the October 1992 election, details of any
payments from the Liberal Party to DOB Needham
that were outstanding after the October 1992
election and details of any payments that were
waived by DOB Needham;
details of the value of work undertaken by David
Nettlefold for the Liberal Party prior to the October
1992 election, and details of any arrangements
entered into with David Nettlefold by the Premier,
Vicroads or any other government agency in
connection with advertising along the Tullamarine
Freeway;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following sales by the
government:
the sale of the State Supply Office;
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and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following miscellaneous
matters:
negotiations by the government on the proposed
redevelopment and leasing out of Mount Stirling;
details of personal guarantees given to banks by
Mr Ran Walker on behalf of the Liberal Party;
any assessment undertaken by Treasury or any
other government department on the impact of the
staging of the grand prix on the revenue of the
Crown Casino;
the Premier's attacks on the National Crime
Authority and any links between those attacks and
pending or current court proceedings;
the government's proposals to restructure the
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions;
all grants and tax concessions made by the
Department of Business and Employment;
the intervention by the Deputy Premier to achieve
the granting of a pennit to business associates of
the Deputy Premier's brother to operate a service
station at Euroa.

The SPEAKER - Order! Is the amendment
seconded?
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - On a point of order,

the sale of the Shamrock Hotel in Bendigo;

Mr Speaker, the list that the Leader of the

the sale of former school sites, including those sold
to Hudson Conway;

Opposition has put together as an amendment
totally negates the purpose of the motion before the
house.

the sale of government laboratories to Centaur;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following purchase:
the government's purchase of the SEC building in
Flinders Street;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to Crown Casino, including:

the withdrawal of the TAB from the Crown Casino
consortium;
the approval for the size of the Crown Casino
Hotel to be changed from 360 to 1000 rooms, and
any proposals the government has received to
further change this to 500 rooms;
the approval for the number of gaming machines
and gaming tables at the temporary casino;

the approval for the proposed extension of the
temporary casino;

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETI - What you have continued to
do-Mr Cole interjected.
Mr KENNETI - You haven't served anything
up. Because he believes Victorian businessmen
could be in gaol by the end of 1996, the motion calls
on the Leader of the Opposition to either apologise
or put up.
My point of order is quite Simple: this amendment is
not admissible because it negates the original motion
before the house. From a reading of this list we do
not know whether the Leader of the Opposition is
saying those people will be in gaol by 1996. Are
there any more who are going to gaol?

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! It is impossible for the
Chair to rule on contentious and complicated points
of order while there is a barrage of interjections. Has
the Premier dealt with his point of order?
Mr Brumby - Repetition.
Mr KENNElT - Are these the only people who
will end up in gaol? Will they go to gaol? It is quite
clear that the Leader of the Opposition has no
information whatsoever.
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motion in any way they so desire. But I find the
amendment is a direct negative of the motion
already moved. 1 am prepared to hear argument.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, are we still allowed to take points of
order? On a point of order - An Honourable Member - Do we have to ask
permisSion now to take points of order?

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier may not
canvass argument except in support of his point of
order.
Mr KENNE1T - In the event that this
amendment is acceptable to the Chair, the onus is on
the Leader of the Opposition succinctly to elaborate
on each of the individuals he has mentioned here
today. If this is all he meant by those comments the
other day, the Leader of the Opposition will have the
rest of the night to go through them point by point
to justify his criticism.
The SPEAKER - Order! There is no point of
order. The Chair has some difficulty in deciding
whether the amendment is admissible. The Leader
of the Opposition has not furnished the Chair with a
copy of his rather lengthy amendment.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Does the Leader of the
Opposition have any additional copies?

The SPEAKER -Order! Would the honourable
member for Carrum please remain silent and allow
me to hear the point of order raised by the Leader of
the OppOSition.
Mr BRUMBY - On the point of order,
Mr Speaker, the motion before the house refers to an
alleged particular assertion that I have made of clear
cases where proper process has not been followed.
That is the essence of the motion before the house. In
my amendment I have detailed - I would have
thought in extraordinary detail - cases where
proper process has not been followed. Therefore my
amendment is quite consistent with the motion and
adds to the motion by outlining all the cases where
particular and proper process has not been followed
by this government.
I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that the amendment is in
order, it is consistent with the motion, it does
address the matter of processes not having been
followed in cases and fundamentally it provides, I
would have thought, all of the evidence that people
are looking for about the concerns about processes
in this place.

Mr Brumby - One.

The SPEAKER - Order! The house will pause
while copies are made and circulated.
I shall respond to the point of order raised by the
Premier as to whether the amendment moved by the
Leader of the Opposition is admissible. I must say,
frankly, that it is very difficult for the Chair to rule
on an amendment that runs to four pages. The
question about the amendment depends on
relevancy - that is, whether it is relevant and
whether it directly negates the motion already
moved and before the house.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - On the
same point of order, Mr Speaker, I think you made it
very clear to the house that your ruling was not to
accept the amendment of the Leader of the
Opposition to the motion. I felt you were quite
justified in making that ruling because a separate
motion which has been set out by the Leader of the
Opposition has just been circulated to us. The
Leader of the Opposition's document starts off to
say:
I desire to move, by leave:
That this house noting--

At this stage I rule that the amendment is not
admissible. The Leader of the Opposition and those
behind him have an opportunity to refute the

and goes on with the verbiage that he is now trying
to tack on to a different motion which requires him
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to give the house information to support wild
allegations that he has made in the public arena. He
is trying to go on a fishing trip to give himself
information that he now does not have. Mr Speaker,
your ruling is perfectly correct and should be
reinforced again by knocking out the point of order
raised by the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the original motion from the
Leader of the House refers to claims of cronyism,
personal benefit of particular individuals and
assertions of clear cases where processes have not
been followed or have been rorted for the benefit of
particular individuals.

The amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition directly addresses those matters. Having
asked the Leader of the Opposition to put up or shut
up, the Premier now goes running to the Chair for
protection so that this amendment cannot be
debated before the house the way it should be.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Pascoe Vale knows full well that he may
not engage in debate when raising a point of order.
Has he completed his point of order?
Mr THOMSON - Mr Speaker, I put it to you
that the amendment is in order because it quite
clearly addresses the matters set out by the Leader of
the House in his original motion. The points made
by the Minister for Finance in reference to the
circulated document are not correct. The Leader of
the Opposition moved to delete the words after
'That' and replace them with the words
commencing from 'noting'. That was set out by the
Leader of the Opposition when he originally moved
the amendment I believe it is consistent with the
original motion and should be allowed and should
be debated.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, now that the house has had the
opportunity to read this purported amendment, it is
very dear that in substance it is a completely
separate motion and it has been prepared in advance
for a different occasion. The allegations canvassed
by the Leader of the Opposition in his amendment
are certain wild claims about the relationship
between the government and the business
community. Quite clearly, the relationship between
the government and the business community is the
essence and the full extent of the motion moved by
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the Leader of the House. The amendment moved by
the Leader of the Opposition refers to entirely
different matters. In not one instance does it deal
with the relationship between the government and
the business community. The first-Mr Brumby interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr STOCKDALE - With respect, Mr Speaker, I
take up the interjection. It does not even refer, as the
Leader of the Opposition has suggested, to failures
of process. The first part of page 1 refers to a number
of alleged failures in public administration. The
whole of the rest of the document is a request for the
production of documents. It has nothing in it at all
about substantive complaints; page after page after
page it seeks the production of documents. Clearly it
has nothing whatsoever to do with this motion, and
it was produced for an alternative occasion to be
moved as a substantive motion.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, on a further point of order - The SPEAKER - Order! I will deal firstly with
the point of order before the Chair. The question has
been raised as to whether the amendment is
admissible. May states at page 337:
Where it is sought to supersede a question, by leaving
out the words after 'That' and adding other words, the
proposed amendment should not be confined to a mere
negation of the terms of the motion, as the proper
method of expressing a contrary opinion is by voting
against a motion without seeking to amend it.

I am guided by those words from May, and I rule
that the amendment is out of order.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition has unlimited time to refute and include
in his speech those items that he has included in the
amendment.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I said
the words, 'Surprise, surprise!', when you gave your
ruling. You heard the whole of the amendment that I
moved and it was circulated. The act of circulating it
indicated that it was accepted as an amendment.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr BRUMBY - Of course it does. You know that
to be a fact.

The SPEAKER - Order! Let me clear up a point
before the house proceeds down that track. The
reason I allowed the amendment to be circulated is
very simple. It was a lengthy amendment, and it is
the practice of the house for such words to be
circulated. It afforded members on both sides of the
house the opportunity to look at those words and to
come to their own opinions, raising points of order
or giving opinions on the amendment to the Chair. I
suggest that the Leader of the Opposition is wrong
in making that assertion.
Mr BRUMBY - So far what we have heard
today from the Leader of the House is about
20 minutes of WlSubstantiated rubbish.
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same basis: namely, that any proposal put to a
minister or to a government must be dealt with
without fear or favour based on the merits of the
proposal.
In the case of the Kennett government there are
numerous examples that I will detail over the next
hour or more of where proper process has not been
followed, where mateship has been the order of the
day, where cronyism has become endemic in this
government and where consideration of merit
without fear or favour no longer applies. In this
government mateship and cronyism have become
the determining elements.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We have repeated it all outside,
you fool.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - You can all go - go on! We
have consistently heard from the Premier and the
government the words, 'If you have nothing to hide,
release the documents'. If you have nothing to hide,
release the documents! That is what we have
detailed in this amendment. lhis is a
government - The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
House had the protection of the Chair during his
address to the house. I intend to afford the same
protection to the Leader of the Opposition. I indicate
to government members that I will have no
hesitation in taking action against them.

The SPEAKER - Order! Would the Leader of
the Opposition please address the Chair. He would
assist the Chair greatly by so doing.
Mr BRUMBY - Cronyism is rife in this
government. Every Victorian knows that. Every
commentator on the Premier's two years in
government - and I will refer to them in a
moment - refers to the kind of state you have built
in Victoria where mateship and cronyism are
endemic and all-pervasive. That is the climate you
have created, Premier. People are saying that
cronyism is rife in the Kennett government. Business
people are saying that.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We attempted to move an
amendment, but that has been disallowed. We
allowed the government to bring on debate, but it
will not give us leave to put an amendment that puts
our point of view. You are prepared to put your
point of view, but when it comes to the opposition
putting a point of view or amendment, that is a bit
hard for government members. That is not the way
you run the place. You do everything and you want
the Speaker - -

The SPEAKER - Order! lance again warn the
government benches. It would be a lot easier to
conduct this debate if the Leader of the OppoSition
would address the Chair. He does not have the leave
of the house nor do the standing orders allow him to
make accusations across the table. That must be
done through the Chair.

The SPEAKER - Order! You must address the
Chair.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Springvale is trying the patience of the
Chair again.

Mr BRUMBY - A fundamental principle of
government has to apply, whether we are talking
about the Victorian government, any other state
government or the national government a
government minister must deal with every
constituent and with every business person on the

Mr Micallef interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - The point is that cronyism is rife
and people in the business community right around
the state are saying that they will not donate to the
Liberal Party while Ron Walker remains as federal
treasurer of the party.
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Government Members - Who? Who?
Mr BRUMBY - Who is saying? Who is saying?
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Is that a wild accusation? How
are the donations going? They are pretty good, are
they? They ring up here all the time and say,'So
long as Ron Walker remains federal treasurer of the
Liberal Party, we will not be giving you dough'.
That is what they say, so why don't you get rid of
him?

The SPEAKER - Order! Government members
sound like a pack of hooting owls, repeating 'Who,
who, who?'. I ask them to remain silent. I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - What are the true colours of the
Kennett government?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the Treasurer.
Mr BRUMBY - You don't like to hear anything.
We put up an amendment and you said it was out of
order. You don't like it. You ask us to put up so we
do, but then it is too much for you - it is too much
for the useless Treasurer. Would you like me to
name the businessmen who call you useless?
The SPEAKER -Order! Debates of this type are
very difficult for the Chair. The only way that they
can proceed and progress is with the cooperation of
the house. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to
address his remarks to the Chair and, as far as he is
able, to ignore interjections from the government
benches. I will take action against any government
member who continually harasses the Leader of the
Opposition by way of interjection.
Mr BRUMBY - Two years of Kennett
government have passed and there has been
comment over the past few days about what that has
meant. I thought it might be instructive to read what
some commentators have said about the Kennett
government.

Mr Rowe interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Cranbourne.
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Mr BRUMBY - We will get to that. You wait.
We have plenty of time. We will talk about
ambulance contracts. Why don't you put up the
papers? Why don't you release the documents? All
we want is for you to release the files. If you have
nothing to hide, release the files. It is a simple
proposition. If you believe in open and accountable
government, put up the files.
The SPEAKER - Order! Once again, would the
Leader of the OppOSition please address the Chair.
He may not lean over the table saying 'You, you,
you'. He should address the Chair, saying 'They,
they, they'.
Mr BRUMBY - Let us look at what some
commentators have said about the first two years of
the Kennett government. First I quote an article by
Henry Rosenbloom in today's Melbourne Age
headed 'Kennett agenda a test for democracy',
which states:
After two years, the penny has finally dropped. The
Kennett government is not just a conservative regime
on a financial restoration mission. True
conservatives - -

Mr KENNETI (Premier) - On a point of order,
we are happy for the Leader of the Opposition to
have all night, but the point is that this motion arose
from his accusations that some of Victoria's
businessmen would be in gaol by 1996. If the Leader
of the Opposition is just going to refer to newspaper
articles - as much as we have a close relationship
with the journalists - on the first claim that he has
made that a businessman will not give money to the
Uberal Party while Ron Walker remains treasurer of
the Liberal Party, there is no evidence - The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier is out of
order. This is a wide-ranging debate, and the Leader
of the Opposition is quite in order.
Mr Kennett - Will the Leader of the Opposition
quote his source and the date?
The SPEAKER - Order! I understand that the
Leader of the Opposition has already quoted his
source from a newspaper. Is that correct?
Mr BRUMBY - Premier, it is today's Age. Would
you like the page number as well?
Mr Gude - What has that got to do with it?
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Mr BRUMBY - You cannot understand it, can
you? You cannot understand the separation of
powers and you cannot understand the attacks that
you have made on the statutory authorities.
Mr Gude interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
House used the words "Put up or shut up". I ask
him to remain silent.
Mr BRUMBY - In today's Age Henry
Rosenbloom states:
After two years, the penny has finally dropped. The
Kennett government is not just a conservative regime
on a financial restoration mission. True conservatives
do not tamper with the constitution, attack the liberties
of the citizen, intimidate the courts, or engage in a war
on community institutions .. , The Kennett
government's political instincts are anti-democratic. It
is damaging political and civic values of immense
importance, and it is engaged on a kind of war on the
community ... We have longstanding democratic
traditions - -

Mrs Tehan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Isn't this important to you,
either?
Mrs Tehan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - How amazing! I will quote a bit
about what Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen thought about the
separation of powers. Our Premier is just the same.
He would not have a clue about vital democratic
safeguards. I shall quote from the report of the
Fitzgerald commission. The Minister for Health
keeps saying, 'Where is your evidence?' Does she
not understand that if you strip away the separation
of powers - the powers of the statutory
watchdogs - if you remove the power for the
people to protest under the constitution and appeal
to the High Court, if you use the numbers in the
Parliament to ram through legislation without
regard for due process and if you dismantle the
Freedom of Information Act, what you get is
cronyism? That is what you have in Victoria.
Mrs Tehan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for Health
is not helping the debate. Once again I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to ignore interjections and
address the Chair.
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Mr BRUMBY - The Premier does not like these
quotations because they are an accurate reflection of
two years of his government. The article by Henry
Rosenbloom continues:
We have longstanding democratic traditions derived
from Britain, with safeguards for all citizens based on
the common law, and on the separation of powers
between the executive, the Parliament and the courts.
But are these traditions and safeguards secure? The
government has at its disposal total control of both
houses of Parliament, an intimidated public service, a
tamed media, and a political opposition ... handicapped
by its past. Because the Victorian constitution can be
amended by Parliament, the government has already
started using the sacred power to change the
constitution at will.

In other words, the government is creating the kind
of environment that existed in Queensland during
the rule of Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen. If you read the
Fitzgerald commission report - this Premier uses it
as a reverse handbook -you will see that
everything Fitzgerald recommended and warned
against because it would lead to cronyism and
corruption is being implemented in this state by the
Premier. That is what the commentators are saying
about you. Robert Manne, who is hardly a supporter
of the Labor Party - The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition must address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - The Age of 1 October - Mr Gude interjected.
Mr BRUMBY -lhis man is the editor of

Qwzdrant.
Mr Kennett - Is that in the Age?
Mr BRUMBY - Yes, it is in the Age. This is what
Robert Manne says about the Premier:
As the disgraceful bans he has placed on discussions
with the media and the abusive language he has used
for his political opponents have revealed, Mr Kennett
cannot distinguish between criticism and enmity. In his
heart, he truly believes that those who are not with him
are against him. As a consequence of his character,
Mr Kennett has gradually threatened to turn his
baclcbench into sycophants - -

I do not believe it is gradual. You are all sycophants.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - And you are all obsequious.
Mr Honeywood interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - You are a sycophant; do you like
being a sycophant? If the Premier asks you to jump
you say, 'How high?'.
The SPEAKER - Order! The patience of the
Chair is being tried once again. The Leader of the
Opposition has enjoyed the protection of the Chair
during his address but, if he engages in speech
across the chamber to members of the government,
the Chair will have a great deal of trouble providing
protection. I ask him once again to address the Chair
and try to reduce the level of interjections.

Mr BRUMBY - Every time another
commentator is critical of the government it
responds in a typically vindictive, abusive and
aggressive way, because that is all it knows.
BaSically you are all thugs. The government takes a
baseball bat to anybody who dares to criticise.
Mr Weideman -If you call me a thug I'll drop
kick your head to the moon.
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protections of our democracy, free speech, statutory
authorities and appointees, the Director of Public
Prosecutions, the equal opportunity commissioner,
the Freedom of Information Act and independent
members of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal-Mr Gude interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - You still do not understand that
those independent powers have been stripped away
because the government cannot stand scrutiny and
criticism. It has stripped away all the democratic
safeguards. If you read the report of the Fitzgerald
commission and the report of the Western
Australian commission, you will see that they warn
against governments stripping away those
safeguards.

It makes it very clear, minister, that when you get a
government whose operations are shrouded in
secrecy cronyism becomes endemic and jobs for the
boys and jobs for the mates become the order of the
day. That is what is happening in Victoria, and that
iswhywesay--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Kennett interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - You are all sycophants.
Mr Manne continues:
As a consequence of his character, Mr Kennett has

gradually threatened to turn his backbench into
sycophants. His overbearing demeanour has robbed his
front bench of dignity and, on more than one occasion,
for example, in his Attomey-General's ill-fated attack
on the Director of Public Prosecutions, driven members
of it to near disaster.

That is what Robert Manne and Henry Rosenbloom
said. There have been other articles about you as
well, Mr Premier. In your own paper, the Herald Sun,
Graham--

Mr BRUMBY - We will go through the list,
Premier, which you would not accept as an
amendment because you just run scared. Every time
we ask you to put up, you run - -

Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the government
benches to come to order.
Mr BRUMBY - As the Queensland Fitzgerald
commission said, the first cousin of cronyism is
corruption. There is a continuum: if it is not checked,
cronyism leads to corruption; and when you get
corruption people go to court.

Mr Kennett - Where is the evidence?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - What we have in this state - Mr BRUMBY - That is what happens; they go to
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Didn't we hear you in silence?
You have one rule for people over there and another
rule for every other Victorian. In Victoria we have a
climate in which, as I showed in the amendment I
attempted to move, all the statutory safeguards, the

court.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - Yes, that is the basis; that is what
I said.
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Mr Kennett - No it is not.
Mr BRUMBY - Yes, it is what I said. That is
what happens, but you can't see it, can you?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Rowe interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Cranboume used an unparliamentary
expression and I ask him to withdraw it.
Mr ROWE (Cranboume) - I withdraw.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
proposition in this debate is very simple: in the
amendment I attempted to move we detailed
approximately 40 cases of matters where we think
the public interest would be served by the
government's making available all the relevant files.
It is not a big ask for any sort of accountable or
honest or representative government. This is a
government that always says put up or shut up. We
put up the cases, we put up the instances and we say
release the files, but this is a government that never
accommodates the requests. This is a government
that is into mateship, it is a government that is into
cronyism and it is a government that is into
nepotism.
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Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We have seen the files; release
them publicly.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have noted the
enthusiasm of the Treasurer and the Minister for
Health for interjecting. I will call each of them in
turn later in the debate. Meanwhile I ask them to
remain silent.
Mr BRUMBY - As to the appointment of
Mr Papas as Chief Magistrate, on numerous
occasIons we have requested all the files relating to
the proposed changes to the legislation affecting the
Director of Public Prosecutions. This state has a
Premier who dared criticise the Director of Public
Prosecutions while trying to support Mr John Elliott
by making representations on his behalf. The
documents clearly show that because he spoke
out - he was doing his job as a statutory
appointee - this government tried to get rid of the
independent Director of Public Prosecutions. If that
is not true, Premier, release all of the documents. Put
up or shut up.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - Release the documents.

Mr Gude interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - We will come to that.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We could start with the
appointment of Mr Nick Papas as the Chief
Magistrate. This Parliament and the public deserves
toknow--

Mr Kennett - No, you don't have any evidence.
Where is your evidence?
Mr BRUMBY - We've got evidence, my friend.

Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - No, release the files.

Honourable members interjecting.
MI5 Tehan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for Health
will remain silent.
Mr BRUMBY - What the opposition would like,
what the public would like and what the
government is refusing to release is all of the
relevant files.
Mr Stockdale interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! Once again I ask the
house to come to order. Interjections are disorderly.
Mr BRUMBY - Last year the Premier of this
state made comments on the &y Martin Show about
the charging of a Frankston man for three murders.
Consideration was given to a charge of contempt.
Because the Director of Public Prosecutions dared to
consider charging him with contempt, the Premier
of this state put processes in train to get rid of the
director.

Mr BRUMBY - We have seen the files, my

friend.

Mr Kennett - Where's your evidence?
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Mr BRUMBY - You release the documents.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY -If you have nothing to hide,
Premier, why won't you release the documents?
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition must address the Chair.
Mr Brumby - Why won't you release the
documents?
An Honourable Member - What about the
evidence?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - We do, and we know what they
say - and that is why you won't release them!
Release all the documents that show why Mr Papas
was appointed Chief Magistrate.

backbench has nothing the hide, if they are all very
happy paying $8 million to Ross Wilson - I take it
all government members are - why does the
government not release all the documents that show
how the appointment actually came about?
When the Premier makes his remarks perhaps he
can explain to Victorians how it was that a person
who was never on the short list compiled by Egon
Zehnder International came to be appointed as the
chief executive on an $8 million contract. How did
he get that job when he was not on the short list and
was not recommended? The fact is that Mr Peter
Scanlon spoke to the Premier. That is right, isn't it,
Premier? He suggested Mr Wilson - and you put
him up to it. Your poor Treasurer then had to sign
the $8 million document, which he described as the
biggest mistake he had ever made in his life. No
wonder he is so brittle in the Parliament when
answering questions about it. He did not want to
approve the $8 million contract, but you had to look
after your mate, Mr Wilson. So the Treasurer had to
approve the $8 million contract.

Mr Gude interjected.
Mr Kennett - Do you have proof of that?
Mr BRUMBY - No, you release them. Put up the
documents. What are you running away from?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - The other matter we have
repeatedly asked the Treasurer about in the
Parliament - we asked about it again today - is
the release of all the documents relating to the
appointment of Mr Ross Wilson as head of Tabcorp.
MI5 Tehan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The Minister for Health
continues to make inane interjections. This is the
minister who lets people die waiting for
ambulances; but the government can find $8 million
for Ross Wilson.1f you are happy, minister, put it on
the record. Are you happy about the $8 million
payment to Ross Wilson? Is that right?

The SPEAKER - Order! I plead with the Leader
of the Opposition: he must address the Chair. He is
not at liberty to direct accusations in the first person
across the table to individual members of the
government. He must do so through the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, the Minister for
Health continues to make a barrage of inane
interjections. It is difficult not to respond. Again, if
the government has nothing to hide, if the

Mr BRUMBY - Get the Treasurer to answer the
questions. He was not on the short list, so how did
he come to get to job.

Mr Kennett interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will come
to order. Conservations across the table are
disorderly. They mean that the debate cannot be
conducted along the proper lines set down in the
standing orders. The Leader of the Opposition may
not ask questions in the first person across the table.
Mr BRUMBY - There is a simple question for
the Premier, and it is not too complex for him to
understand. If there is nothing to hide about the
appointment of Mr Ross Wilson, he should release
all the documents. Release the Egon Zehnder
International short list, release the assessment of the
candidates and release the contract. Show us the
contract that says there was a compensation clause
of $8 million and the document that shows that the
Treasurer was advised to pull the float but could not
because he had to sign an $8 million compensation
agreement.

Government members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - No, you are an embarrassment
out there. The people of Victoria do not like the fact
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that you have approved an $8 million salary
package - an obscene salary package - for a man
who never even made the short list. He used to work
for Elders and he got the job because he was part of
the mates' club.
Mrs Tehan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The Minister for Health, who
continues with her inane interjections, cannot find
money for people with psychiatric problems and
cannot find money for ambulances but is happy to
endorse $8 million being paid to Mr Ross Wilson.
There are other matters such as the appointment of
Centaurus Corporate Finance and Mr Tilley. Why
will the Treasurer not release all the documents in
relation to that matter?
Mr Stockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will call the Treasurer
at the appropriate time.
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gentleman concerned was working for Price
Waterhouse, preparing tender documents at the
same time that he bid for the contract. There are
legitimate questions about proper process and
probity and the public is entitled to be assured that
all the processes were beyond reproach and tha t the
process followed was the proper one.
There are numerous examples of cronies who have
been appointed by this government. I refer to the
appointment of Leonie Burke as head of the Local
Government Board. Her photograph was recently
pictured in the Age alongSide an article describing
her as a candidate for Kooyong. I thought at one
stage she was to be a candidate for Prahran, but she
now says she is a Balwyn woman.
I refer to Tom Austin, the former member of
Parliament who is now the Chairman of the
Victorian Dairy Industry AuthOrity, the Chairman of
the Greyhound Racing Grounds Development
Board, the Chairman of both the racing and harness
racing divisions of the Racecourses licensing
Board--

Mr Stockdale interjected.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY -If you were caught at the scene
of a bank robbery with a smoking gun and a bagful
of money you would say, 'Where is the evidence?'
Put up the evidence, put it up!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The speaker has
unlimited time in this debate. I ask the house to
come to order.
Mr BRUMBY - There is a simple proposition
but the Premier and the Treasurer do not seem to
understand it: that is, put up the information and
release the files so that the public can be assured that
the whole process has been beyond reproach. Put up
the files. It is a simple proposition: put up or shut up!
I refer to the appointment of Michael Tilley; the
selection of Roger Graham to advise the government
on the privatisation of Met bus services, and the
contractual arrangements between Mr Grahamand
the government. Why do you not release the files on
that matter so that the public can see that all
processes are above board?
Mr Weideman -It's a joke!
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member says,
'It's a joke'. These are genuine concerns. The

The SPEAKER - Order! The government front
bench will remain silent.

Mr BRUMBY - I refer to Karen Synon, first
assistant secretary in the Department of Business
and Employment, the unsuccessful Liberal
candidate for Williamstown; Russell Broadbent,
Local Government Board member, former federal
member for Corinella; Don Cooper, former partner,
Sly and Weigall, solicitors, a prominent Liberal
appointed by Jan Wade to review the Legal Aid
Commission; Ron Walker, federal treasurer of the
Liberal Party, Chairman of the Melbourne Major
Events Company and Melbourne Grand Prix
Promotions; Greg Craven, ministerial adviser and
crown counsel to the Attorney-General and Herald
Sun anti-Labor columnist; Peter Ross-Edwards,
former National Party leader, who is the local
government commissioner for Bendigo; Digby
Crozier, former Uberal member of Parliament, now
the western region local government commissioner;
Saul Eslake, former Kennett staffer made head of the
Victorian Audit Commission; Peter Bennett, former
DDB Needham executive who did liberal election
ads, now head of communications in the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet; Peter
Hargreaves, former press secretary for the National
Party, was given contracts for Workcover
advertisements; Paul Leeds, formerly with DDB
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Needham, now government advertising purchaser;
David Nettlefold, did advertising work for the
Liberal Party prior to the 1992 election and given the
contract for advertising on the Tullamarine Freeway;
Roger Graham, friend of Bruce Baird, the New South
Wales transport minister, given the contract to
advise on the privatisation of Met buses; Nick Papas,
who assisted the govenunent in restructuring the
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions and
then appointed Chief Magistrate; Brendan Slattery,
given the job as Kennett's driver without an
interview and to shut him up over I<N'F; Trish Ve.Jby,
nominee of the Attorney-General on the Legal Aid
Commission and former Liberal candidate; Ken
Crompton, former head of the Australian Chamber
of Manufactures and prominent Liberal Party
supporter, appointed Agent-General in London and
has had hundreds of thousands of taxpayers' dollars
prOviding him with an enormous level of comfort;
Greg Johns, former deputy head of the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry,
prominent Liberal Party supporter, who was
appointed as deputy secretary to the Department of
Business and Employment, given a BMW and then
left when he realised the Employee Relations Act
and the minister were a total disaster. Wasn't that
right, minister? The Premier then got him a job on
the construction of Crown Casino.
Mr Kennett - Say that again!
Mr BRUMBY - And the Premier got him a job
with Crown Casino.
Mr KenneH - Any proof?
Mr BRUMBY - Prove it's not right.
Mr KenneH - Any evidence?
Mr BRUMBY - Prove it's not right.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! The house will come to order.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, I suggest that all this
material is irrelevant to the motion moved by the
Leader of the House. The motion gave the Leader of
the Opposition the opportunity to put up evidence,
not to recycle allegations. Indeed, all he has done for
the whole time he has been on his feet is to repeat
allegations. He has just read a list of names without
alleging any impropriety. Whenever anyone directs
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him to the motion he asks that other people put up
evidence. The Leader of the Opposition is pleading
guilty, and it is no wonder his backbench is sitting
there glum faced.
MrTHOMSON (Pascoe Vale) -On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the text of the motion
refers to claims of cronyism, personal benefit of
particular individuals, cases where processes have
not been followed or have been rorted for the benefit
of particular individuals. I suggest that the Leader of
the Opposition has been debating exactly the points
relating to those issues. Indeed, in an earlier ruling
when the Leader of the House was debating the
motion, the Speaker said it was a wide-ranging
debate and therefore enabled the Leader of the
House to make all kinds of aspersions and
allegations while he was speaking. I suggest that the
Leader of the Opposition is much more relevant to
the motion than the Leader of the House was.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The crucial
ruling in this matter is an earlier ruling of
Mr Speaker that this is a wide-ranging debate. I was
present when he allowed matters to be introduced. I
believe the matters that are being raised by the
Leader of the Opposition at the moment are
consistent with the matters upon which the Speaker
previously ruled. In accordance with an earlier
ruling of the Speaker I therefore rule that there is no
point of order.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - In
response to the contribution of the Leader of the
House when he referred to appointments under a
previous govenunent, I should point out that the
Chairman of the Ethnic Affairs Commission,
Professor Trang Thomas, is a member of the Liberal
Party -is that right?

Mr KenneH - I don't know.
Mr BRUMBY -Goodness gracious. You don't
know!

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The Chair
will not tolerate conversations across the table or
direct reference to honourable members. The
Speaker has continually asked the Leader of the
Opposition to address his remarks to the Chair; and
that means when the Leader of the Opposition is
using the word 'you' he is reflecting upon the Chair.
I ask the honourable gentleman to keep that in mind.
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MrTHOMSON (pascoe Vale) -Ona point of
order, Mr Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition has
used 'you' in response to interjections. I put it to you
that the debate would be enhanced and the standing
orders observed if government members refrained
from objection, and that you have a responsibility to
ensure that there is order in the house by instructing
government members not to interject while the
Leader of the Opposition is on his feet.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! There is no
point of order. The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - Let
me go to another matter about the politicisation of
appointments in this state.
Mr W. D. McGrath - Tell us about Ann Morrow!

Mr BRUMBY - Can you say the word properly?
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy
Leader of the National Party will remain silent. The
Leader of the Opposition will address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - Let me go to the appointment of
district liaison principals (DLPs) which we have
raised before in the Parliament. I refer to a
newsletter of the Victorian Principals Federation.
The president, Geoff Head, is concerned about the
politicisation of district liaison principals in the state.
He says in the newsletter:
I notice the Minister's spokesperson decries the talk of
politicisation as rubbish. You be the judge. The
following are seven cases relating to the DLP process.
There are others. The following says nothing about the
level of interference in the placement of principals with
guarantees or the general manager appointments.

He lists the seven cases:
An incumbent DLP during the latter half of last year

was calJed in to level 24 and 'dressed down like a
naughty child' by the parliamentary secretary for
actions Wldertaken in support of a local principal. She
was given no opportunity to defend herself. She was
not reappointed despite the fact that the local panel
recommended her appointment.
A panel was instructed to reconvene specifically to
interview an applicant that the panel had not seen as
satisfying the criteria. Under duress they ultimately
ranked that applicant number 5. That applicant was
appointed over other applicants ranked above him.
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This is the case, of course, where the honourable

member for Prahran brought in the process of
ranking. The third case is:
A panel's preferential ranking of eight applicants (male
and female), of whom seven were eligible experienced
principals, totally passed over in preference for a
principal not considered by the panel to be worthy of
short-listing.
A principal who should have been appointed on the
basis of panel recommendations was passed over after
a local politician publicly indicated that she would get
the job 'over his dead hod y'.
Another principal asked by a politician whether he
would like assistance to become a DLP but who
fortunately had enough personal integrity to refuse it.
One country principal and probably one metropolitan
principal appointed as DLPs in trade-offs for the
closures of their schools.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Leader of the
Opposition was obviously quoting from a
document. I don't think he has described the source,
and would he make the document available to the
house?
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! It is a
requirement of the house that the document be
identified.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - The
Treasurer must be hard of hearing. The document,
as I said, was the Victorian Principals Federation
newsletter from the president, Geoff Head. I am
happy to table it.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The correct
expression is that the honourable member will make
the document available. The expression he used was
'table'. I am informing the house that the correct
expression is that the document will be made
available, and the honourable member has indicated
he will make it available. When he has finished with
it I ask him to make it available and it will be
distributed to the house.
Mr BRUMBY - I am very happy to table the
document.

Mr Speaker, we asked over a period of two weeks in
the Parliament for all of the relevant documents on
the appointment of those principals to be made
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available, but the government refuses to do so. So all
the time when groups outside like the Victorian
Principals Federation make allegations of
politicisation - -
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - Where is George Brouwer?
Mr Cooper interjected.

Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I acknowledge your ruling and
that of the Acting Speaker that this was a
wide-ranging debate. I think this is an important
point I also draw your attention to your previous
ruling that the amendment that the Leader of the
Opposition attempted to move was out of order.
I put it to you that what the Leader of the
Opposition has been doing during the course of this
debate is in fact debating the amendment, not the
motion that is before the house. He has referred
continually during his contribution in the house to
matters that are included in the amendment he
attempted to move earlier in the debate. I put it to
you, Sir, that he is disobeying your ruling.
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, during and prior to the ruling
you gave on the amendment you indicated to the
Leader of the Opposition that the matters contained
in it were matters that could be raised during this
debate. The honourable member for Monbulk
obviously was not paying attention at the time, but
your ruling was quite clear at that stage, and in light
of that ruling there is no point of order.
The SPEAKER - Order! I indicated to the house
that while the amendment was not acceptable and that was one of the reasons it was rejected - I
gave reasons for this and told the Leader of the
Opposition that he may use the material
incorporated in the amendment in his contribution
on the question before the house. There is no point
of order.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - As I
said, I am very happy to table the information on the
politicisation of the education service.

Mr BRUMBY - He is not on holidays, you fool!
Have a bit of backbone and stand up to your
Premier. You are all sycophants!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order. I will call the Treasurer at the appropriate
time. In the meantime I ask him not to interject.
Mr BRUMBY - Let me go to the appointment of
Mrs Leonie Burke as head of the Local Government
Board. Again I refer to an article and, for the benefit
of the Treasurer, I point out that it is from the Age of
4 June 1994. It is headed 'Local government
independence at stake' and says:
Local government is not just about service delivery. It is
also about community self-determination, local
initiative and conflict resolution, particularly on
planning issues.

So far, the Minister for Local Government, Mr Hallam,
and the Local Government Board have said that the
board is an independent body, that it operates at arm's
length from the state government.
The question is how long? TIle board's chairwoman,
Mrs Leonie Burke, sits in an office one floor below that
of Mr Hallam. Labour and Mrs Burke's political
opponents keep pointing to her political ambitions.
Another board member is the office of Local
Government's director, Mr Yehudi Blacher.

Ms Burke is a member of the Liberal Party. There is
a concern about the independence of the Local
Government Board.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members heard in the contribution
made earlier today by the Leader of the House of the
politicisation of the public service in this state,
where the head of the minister's department has
been forced to take leave overseas because
apparently he did not properly implement a
decision to put in place the philosophical approach
of this government by requiring everybody in his
department to sign employment contracts. That is
the way this government deals with - -

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Frankston is out of order and out of his
place.
Mr BRUMBY - She is a candidate for Kooyong
and has the Premier's backing, apparently. If she is
not successful in I<ooyong she apparently will be a
candidate in Prahran to replace the Minister for
Education. She has a problem, though, because she
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has been photographed in the paper and described
as a Balwyn woman, whereas she lives in Prahran.
The point is that in all of the massive changes that
occurred to Victorian local government boundaries
the only person who was listened to was the
Premier. It didn't matter about the people in country
Victoria; it didn't matter about the people in
Edenhope or the people in Horsham or the people in
Ballarat or the people in Geelong - the only person
who was listened to was the Premier. So we have a
politicised Local Government Board. I repeat the
only person who was listened to was the Premier of
this state.
You can talk about education and the appointment
of district liaison principals, and the appointment of
the Local Government Board. It is politicised as well.
Every institution in the state is politicised. Every
institution is under attack. The Treasurer cannot
understand what happened with the Queensland
Fitzgerald royal commission. Are there too many big
words for you, Treasurer? I repeat when you have a
climate in which the public service and the
education service are politicised, when statutory
watchdogs are attacked, when committee chairmen
are under attack from the Premier because they do
not toe the party line, when statutory appointees are
under attack, when equal opportunity
commissioners and the Director of Public
Prosecutions are under attack, when the Freedom of
Information Act is whittled down, when there is a
lack of scrutiny by Parliament - when all those
things are combined - and when appointments are
made without due process being followed, then you
get cronyism!

465

Mr BRUMBY - There are a number of other
matters about contracts that the government has
entered into. The public interest would be best
served by the government's making available all the
files and documents, including those dealing with
the tender process for the casino, the secret cabinet
guidelines issued to the Victorian Casino Control
AuthOrity. The public of Victoria wants to see due
process followed.

m

Sheraton, a major multinational company and
one of the bidders for the construction of the casino,
has been concerned about the selection process. It
has now said it will never again invest in Victoria.
They alleged cronyism, didn't they, minister? They
alleged mateship; they alleged a rorting of the casino
selection process. Victorians want to see the secret
cabinet guidelines that went to the Victorian Casino
Control AuthOrity.
Mr Stockdale - You're making the allegations.
Mr BRUMBY -If you have nothing to hide, why
is it that m Sheraton, a respected company - Mr Slockdale interjected.
Mr Cole - At least he's not a wimp like you.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the Treasurer
that he may not interject. I will call him at the
appropriate part of the debate.
Mr BRUMBY - We have a Treasurer with a
glass jaw.
Mr Cole - And a wirnp.

That is what business people are saying: it is rife
throughout Victoria. When cronyism and mateship
are not checked, they lead to corruption - which is
exactly what the Fitzgerald commission said. When
you have corruption, you have people going to
court.

Mrs Tehan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - That's right, isn't it, minister?
People go to court, and they mayor may not go to
gaol.

The SPEAKER - Order! Again I ask the Leader
of the Opposition to address his remarks through
the Chair. He may not ask questions of various
members of the government across the table. I also
ask the Minister for Health to refrain from
interjecting.

Mr BRUMBY - He is useless as Treasurer. In the
words of the business community, you're quite
useless! It is in the papers, minister. Do you want me
to get the quote? I will read it
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition does not have the luxury of using 'you'.
He may use 'he' or 'she', but not 'you'.
Mr BRUMBY - The government has the
opportunity to release the information, the cabinet
guidelines, showing why the decision was taken to
award the casino tender to Crown Casino Ltd. The
public wants to know - and then the debate will be
settled. Then people can decide whether m
Sheraton, a major international company, is making
a fair judgment. At the moment it says this
government is into corrupted and rorted practices
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and unfair tender processes. It says it will never
invest in this state again. That is what business is
saying about this government.
Mr Weideman interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Frankston that I will not tolerate another
interjection.
Mr BRUMBY - That company will not invest in
this state again because of mateship.
There are a number of other contracts that the
government has entered into where the public
interest would be best served by a release of files for example, all the contracts KNF Advertising has
entered into with the Urban Land Authority or any
other government statutory body. When we came
along with requests about KNF, you used cowards'
castle; you resorted to both using your numbers in
the house and section 61 of the constitution.
You would not let the matter be dealt with
independently in the courts by a judge and jury. You
had to come in here and abuse the numbers,
steamrollering through the house a motion put in
the darkness of night. If you want to clear the air on
that matter, why not release all the contracts?
What about the grand prix and Mr Bernie Ecclestone
and the information the opposition has tried to gain
through the AAT and under the Freedom of
Information Act? The public is entitled to know
whether the claims made by the Premier about the
money paid to Mr Ecclestone and others are true.
We need to know whether we Victorians are paying
more for the grand prix than was paid in
Adelaide - I suspect and am confident that we are!
The Premier or the Minister for Finance might
produce documents to show that what the Premier
has said is correct. If you have nothing to hide, put
up on the matter of the grand prix!
Instead, the government will rush the grand prix
legislation through the Parliament this coming
Friday without proper debate or scrutiny and
without members being able to debate it fully in the
public interest. We want the public interest to be
served by full, open and accountable government as this government promised when elected in 1992.
The opposition has repeatedly sought information
under the FOI legislation about Leeds Media and
Communication Services Pty Ltd. Why was that
company given the contract when it did not make
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the lowest bid? This government awarded the
contract to Mr Paul Leeds of Leeds Media, who had
been a close associate of Mr Peter Bennett, then
director of communications in the Premier's office.
That is why Mr Leeds got the contract - not
because he was the cheapest or the best for Victorian
taxpayers but because he was an associate of
Mr Bennett. DDB Needham ran the Guilty Party
advertisements - and the company was owed by
the liberal Party!
Mr Bildstien interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Mildura may not care about ethics but his
constituents do! How much money from the liberal
Party account did DDB Needham waive, and how
much has been returned by this government
through contracts? Read the Fitzgerald commission
report about cronyism! If you think it is in the public
interest, say so to your constituents in Mildura.

The government breached both Treasury regulations
and the law on DDB Needham; the minister broke
Treasury regulations and the law through the gift of
a contract to a mate. That is what is happening in
Victoria!
What about ambulance contracts, as reported in the
Sunday Age last weekend and on 3 April and 22 May
this year? The articles in the Sunday Age have been
written on the basis of the necessity for an inquiry
because of revelations that the government official in
charge of the service has business links with the
firms getting the contracts. The shadow Minister for
Health has asked for the documents. If everything is
above board, release the documents!
TIle Sunday Age, the Age and the Herald Sun keep
running stories about the need for an inquiry and

about possible conflicts of interest The public wants
to be reassured that the process is above board and
that there is no rorting of the proceedings - so
release all the information!
There are other matters as well, some of which are
highlighted in the amendment I attempted to move
earlier. There are a whole lot of other matters
relating to contracts with this government, including
the contracts between the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service and Henderson Consultants, the awarding of
contracts to Natbus to operate Metbus services, and
the awarding of the contract for the provision of
fixed-wing air services to Victorian Airlines, a matter
which has been raised in this Parliament: all of these
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are essential issues and the public's interest would
be served if all the documents were made available.
There is also the question of assets which have been
sold: for example, the State Supply office. For what
price was State Supply sold? That is not an
unreasonable question. It is a state asset; why cannot
this Parliament and the people of Victoria be told
about the value of the State Supply office?
Two or three weekends ago we read about the sale
of the Shamrock Hotel in Bendigo. No details were
given about the sale price or about the
Valuer-General's valuation of it. The public has a
right to know that there was a tender process and
that the state got the best possible price. We need to
know about the sale of former school sites,
particularly those sold to Hudson Conway. This
government continues to refuse to release the
documents about the valuation of school sites
bought by Hudson Conway. Is it not unreasonable,
Treasurer, for the public to know the
Valuer-General's valuation of the school sites
bought by a company headed by the federal
treasurer of the Liberal Party? Is that an
unreasonable thing for the public to know, so that it
can judge whether a company headed by the federal
treasurer of the Liberal Party has paid a price that is
fair or one that is below the valuation? The Victorian
public wants to know what the valuations of those
school sites were so that it can make a judgment
about whether the price was fair. The government's
not releasing the Valuer-General's report leads
people to conclude that the school was sold below
valuation.
The government's purchase of the SEC building in
Flinders Street from the Grollo group was a massive
deal involving hundreds of millions of dollars.
Members of the public have a right to know the
details of that purchase: on what terms and
conditions and for what price that building was
purchased. It is in the public interest that they know
what the figures were. Again, if the whole deal is
above board and if all the numbers stack up, release
the figures and the details of the contract so that the
public can make a proper examination of the probity
of that matter.
There are other matters, including the amazing and
continuing saga of Crown Casino Ltd and how a
casino licence was awarded to someone who wanted
to build a hotel with 360 rooms, for whom approval
was then given to build the hotel with 1000 rooms,
and for whom it now seems that approval will be
given for just 500 rooms. The other bidder, m
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Sheraton, had no way of knowing that the rules
regarding the licence agreement would
subsequently be changed.
There are a whole lot of other matters about which
this Parliament deserves to know. They include the
government's proposed developments on Mount
Stirling, details of personal guarantees given to
banks by the federal treasurer of the Liberal Party
and assessments by Treasury or other people of the
impact of the staging of the grand prix on the
revenue of Crown Casino Ltd. It is impossible to get
from this government any details about the grants
made by the Minister for Industry and Employment
to business in Victoria.
We encourage a stronger industry policy, but we
believe in open and transparent policies. It is
impossible to get from the minister's department,
from the Treasurer or from the Treasury
briefings - Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Well, the minister-The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for
Agriculture will remain silent. I will call him later in
the debate.
Mr BRUMBY - The minister interjects by
saying, 'What about VEDC policies?'. You attacked
that in the Parliament and the now Treasurer
attacked that in the Parliament. The whole point is
that industry policies and grants should be open and
transparent, and the public has a right to know who
is receiving the grants from the Department of
Business and Employment.

In conclusion I will say this. To get a contract in this
state it helps to be a mate of the Premier's, a former
employee of Elders !XL in the infamous 19805, a
member of the Liberal Party, or simply someone
who is owed money by the Liberal Party. That is
how you get a contract in this state. That is how you
go about getting a special deal in this state.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - That is right. The Treasurer was
described by the business community as useless. The
Treasurer approved an $8 million salary contract to
a man who was not even on a short list, but just
plucked out of the air by the Premier, who said,
'Appoint this man'. The Treasurer was the sucker
who had to sign the contract. He said on the radio
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that it is the biggest mistake he has ever made in
politics. I feel sorry for you, because you did not
actually want to do it, but you were forced to do so
by the Premier to look after one of his mates! That's
right, isn't it? You were forced to do it and you did
not like doing it. That is why you said that it is the
biggest mistake you ever made in your life, because
you should have shown a bit of backbone; you
should have stood up straight to the Premier, but
you didn't have the courage to do it.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - Despite this government's
policies, the business community in this state is
doing its best to create jobs, to create investment and
to create opportunities. But I can tell you that people
from the business community ring my office all the
time and say that cronyism is rife in this state and
that they will not donate to the Liberal Party while
Ron Walker is the federal treasurer of the Liberal
Party.
What we want in this state is a situation in which
anyone in business can put up a proposal and be
considered on the merits of the case -not on
whether that person is owed money by the Liberal
Party, is a friend of the Premier's or used to work for
Elders !XL - but to be considered on the merits of
the proposal. That is what we want in this state.
We have some great business people in this state,
people who go out and take risks, make investment
decisions and create jobs. They want a level playing
field. They want a fair go. They want an opportunity
to share in the decisions which are made by this
government.
However, they are not getting that at the moment,
because there are two types of Victorians. There are
those who are the mates of the government, who get
in first, and then there are the rest. If this
government has nothing to hide it should release all
the details, the files and the things it covers up
under freedom of information and assure the public
that it is open and accountable, and that it is not
going down the course of the Bjelke-Petersen
government in Queensland.

If you look at the results of the Fitzgerald
commission you will see that it is as true as true as
true. If you create an environment in which you
attack the statutory appointees and attack freedom
of information, and if you create an environment of
cronyism, if you don't check it, it will inevitably lead
to corruption, and corruption is a criminal matter.
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That is what will happen in Victoria if this climate of
cronyism is not checked. There is a climate there and
Fitzgerald says it must be checked. The
commentators who reported and advised on the two
years of the Kennett government said that this is
what has been created in this state, and it has to be
stopped.
TItis government should release the information,

show that the processes are all above board, show
that it is open and accountable, show that there are
not two classes of people in this state and show that
everybody gets a fair go by joining in government
decisions. At the moment that is not the case in
Victoria. Unless this government becomes more
accountable, unless the processes are more open and
democratic, unless the statutory watchdogs are
allowed to have their say and unless documents are
released under freedom of information - Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - What are you running away
from? What are you hiding from? Unless those
documents are put up there will be corruption in
this state. It is the first cousin of cronyism, and it will
inevitably follow unless you check that.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The Leader of
the Opposition has based his whole case on a series
of allegations of cronyism. They are now quite
explicitly put on the basis that the government has
conferred favours on friends. Let me start by
rejecting that completely and utterly. There is not
one case in which I have been involved where any
so-called friend of the Liberal Party or friend of the
government has obtained any favour from the
government. I am not aware of any case in any other
instance in which the government has conferred any
privileged position on any friend of the government
since the time the government came to office. I reject
the allegation absolutely.
I simply make the point that the Leader of the
Opposition blew it today, and all the stony-faced
members of the opposition know it TItis was an
opportunity. A motion was moved that required
leave for debate. The opposition was required to
give leave for the debate to take place. The motion
Specifically, unequivocally and solely challenged the
Leader of the Opposition to back up the reckless
allegations he has repeated today with evidence, and
there has been not one shred of evidence in a speech
of an hour and a half to back up his claim. The
reality is that he lives in a fantasy world.

LEADER OF THE OPPOSmON: ALLEGATIONS
Tuesday, 4 October 1994

ASSEMBLY

His first allegation, repeated at the end of his
address, was that companies are refusing to donate
to the Uberal Party, ringing his office and expressing
a lack of confidence in the government. What
evidence was there to support that? He did not
produce any figures about the relative financial
standing of the two parties. He did not name one
source. He did not suggest one person who had
claimed that. He has not produced one shred of
evidence.
Then he went to a very selective set of quotations
from newspapers. While listening to his ravings I
have collected a few newspaper articles, and it is
worth reciting from some of the clippings.
Honourable members will recall that the Leader of
the Opposition talked about newspaper
condemnation of the government at its second
anniversary in office. He then quoted the views of
two visiting columnists - not the views of the
newspapers or the editorials. Why could that be? Let
us go first to the Saturday Age. Under the headline
'A mid-term reflection: two years hard Uberal' the
following was written:
Whatever its critics claim, the Kennett government
deserves praise for its c1ear~yed assessment of
Victoria's parlous financial situation and its
strong-minded determination to put matters right ... It
is to their credit that they both possessed the spine
necessary to introduce radical reform in the face of
entrenched suspicion and resistance to change.
Better still, the state's previously moribund private
sector seems not only to have survived the
government's cost<utting program but to have
benefited from it ... In the two years since his election,
Mc Kennett has enjoyed overwhelming support from
the silent majority of taxpayers, whatever Mr Brumby
and Trades Hall spokesmen might claim to the contrary.

Not only is that illustrative of the fact that the Age
editorial recognises that the government's policies
were what was needed and not only does it
recognise the disastrous situation that we inherited,
but also it recognises the positive outcomes of these
polides and that they turned the state around. It
refutes the allegation to the contrary recycled in the
house today. The Leader of the Opposition chose not
to refer to those editorials.
Then we have Mr Terry McCrann, perhaps the most
respected financial journalist in this state. He says
the following, again in a Saturday editorial,
reflecting on the govenunent's two years in office:
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Despite the image of 'slashing and burning', that's both
unfair and misleading as to what the Kennett-Stockdale
government set out to do, and more importantly what
it has done over the past two years in an extremely
tricky act to balance three competing but crucially
integrated objectives.

He goes on to explain the government's success in
the balancing of those objectives. He says:
But in terms of the basic financial imperatives, the
government has balanced the competing aims pretty
well. The deficit has been closed - helped obviously
by the revival in the national economy. Spending has
been cut with less loss of services than the more
strident - and generally self-interested - critics argue.

Not only does he implicitly support the
government's policies and acknowledge that they
have turned the state around, but he directly refutes
the carping criticism that the Leader of the
Opposition not only gives the house but also
produces from others.
In the Herald Sun editorial, again of Saturday last,
headed 'Jeff visits half way house' in referring to the
24 months of the Kennett government in office the
following is stated:
In those 24 months, he and his team have transformed
a state which was once described by a federal Labor
MP as the Albania of the south.

Today the flower of optimism is blooming again in the
Garden State, now renamed Victoria on the Move.
Remarkably, despite excruciating pain caused by the
Kennett agenda, a majority still back the coalition.
This is a measure of public faith in the government as a

sound economic manager willing to take tough
decisions to repair the damage done in the Cain/Kirner
decade.

That is just a sample of three editorials that one
might put against the petty columnists relied upon
by the Leader of the Opposition who reflect nothing
more than the excessive gall that seems to dominate
his whole life.

On the other hand, in the context of debate today, let
me look at what they say about the Leader of the
Opposition. This debate is about the comments he
finally made explicit last week. In the Sundszy Herald
Sun under the headline 'Ump leader' - who else
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could it be referring to but John Brumby? - the
following is stated:
It is becoming increasingly difficult to take seriously
much of what is said by Victoria's opposition leader,
Mr John Brumby.
His latest offering, in which he speculated that some
leading Victorian businessmen would be in gaol by
1996, is astonishing.

Without presenting any evidence that it is needed, he
has hinted darkly that he will, given the opportunity
after the next election, set up a WA Inc.-style royal
commission to probe the Kennett government's
dealings with business.
It is the stuff of limp leadership, but one suspects his
own career will unravel before he has the opportunity
to implement his empty threats.

That is extraordinary editorial comment. Such
comment goes on. The Age of 30 September states
under the heading 'The Brumby charge':
Not surprisingly, the opposition leader's flights of
indignation have raised little but eyebrows in the real
world away from Spring Street. In the absence of even
the slightest suggestion of evidence, it is hard to take
the Brumby claims seriously. Indeed, they would be
funny if it were not for the faint possibility that
someone, somewhere, might take fright and steer their
invesbnent money away from Victoria.

Then there is an interesting comment:
What happened in WA Inc. was that members of
Mr Brumby's own party secretly misused public money
in a vain attempt to retain power. So far there is no
suggestion that the I<ennett government has done
anything even remotely similar.

That is comment from the Age, not nonnally there in
the blue corner, fighting for the Premier or the
Uberal Party; not normally repudiating allegations
of the Leader of the Opposition in those terms.
The Herald Sun on Wednesday, 28 September, under
the headline The Spoiler' wrote:
Victorian opposition leader Mr John Brumby is doing
more damage to Labor than to the Kennett government
... Mr Brumby should be reminded by his colleagues
that an opposition's role is to scrutinise government
actions -not a licence to sabotage the state's interests
to score points.
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When did he read that editorial comment? When
was he reading that from the newspapers? What
about the rest of this glum lot who have sat through
an hour and a half of morale-destroying failure by
their own leader? Let us just read the headlines on
the TAB. The Herald Sun, under the headline 'The
economic wreckers', condemns in the most strident
terms the actions of the Leader of the Opposition.
The Age of 6 August, under the heading 'Labor fouls
the nest', attacks the Leader of the Opposition in the
most strident terms. The Australian condemns his
sabotage of the state's interests in an article headed
'Brumby's assault on Tabcorp'. Terry McCrann
wrote an article headed 'Labor loses its way on
Tabcorp'. But there are more attacks. The
Chanticleer column of the Australian Financial Review
is headed' ALP threat is economic vandalism'.
Who has the accolades of the newspapers? It was
not the government that set the benchmark of
newspaper opinion as the barometer of how well we
were doing; it was the Leader of the Opposition.
This mass of clippings condemns him out of his own
mouth because it shows that the very authority he
sought to plead in aid condemns him.
The Leader of the Opposition knows a great deal
about cronyism. One would have to admit that in
this territory we Uberals are babes in the woods. We
do not how to run the cronyism game, the mates
game. This was invented in New South Wales..
Books have even been written about the mates clan
in the New South Wales right.
How did the Leader of the Opposition get the job
here? He spent seven years in federal Parliament
where he learnt nothing. He does not even
understand the basics of parliamentary procedure.
How did he spend seven years in Canberra without
learning how to incorporate something in Hansard or
how to table a document? Why does he not know
the difference between tabling a document and
making it available to the house? He had to lean
across the table to ask me how to propose the first
motion he moved in this house. The man knows
nothing about parliamentary procedure. Clearly he
had not demonstrated - Mr Thomson interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - Let me just tell you about
the relevance of this.
Mr Thomson interjected.
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Mr STOCKDALE - Just listen to this absolute
diatribe. He sent his leader out of here and he sits
here all the time calling everybody else liars. Do you
know the new expression for an untruthful
statement? It is a brumby. Around the state it is said
you got caught out for telling brumbies. People are
saying to their kids, 'Don't come in here telling me
brumbies? It is a joke all around the community
because this man cannot substantiate any of his
allegations.
What is his obsession with cronyism? He has not
demonstrated that he learnt anything in federal
Parliament and so it is reasonable to conclude that
he also did not demonstrate that he was a high
achiever. But that did not stop Senator Robert Ray
and Alan Griffiths getting together to get him the job
of Victorian Leader of the Opposition - to lead this
rabble. One might think that is pretty strong
evidence that they have a strong and abiding hatred
for him, but the fact is he came into this house with
support, at the suggestion and with the numbers
organised by the ALP right, and the ALP left did not
like it. After he had been here a while they decided
they would flash a little red light at him, so they got
poor old dopey Baker up there - -

471

make the penultimate sacrifice in order to have the
left dictate. The Leader of the Opposition came out
of the right of the ALP; he did not come from the
Socialist Left. He came as a buddy of the Prime
Minister, Paul Keating. He was one of Keating's clan
in Canberra. You would have thought he would
have supported Keating's micro-economic reform
agenda, the deregulatory agenda and the opening
up of Australia's economy to competition, which the
Prime Minister had been championing for 10 years.
Why is he not in that mould? Because he cannot
hold his pOSition wlless he toes the left line. They
fired a warning shot across his bows. This is not a
figment of my imagination because exactly the same
point was made today in the Australian Financial
Review when discussing the ALP conference in the
context of the uranium motion. The article was
written by Nigel Wilson, who is a responsible
reporter.
Mr Loney interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - The article talks about the
outcome of the uranium debate in Hobart and
states-Mr Hamilton interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order!
Mr STOCKDALE - I am sorry, the honourable
member for Sunshine. I apologise for that. They said
to the poor old dopey member for Sunshine, 'Look,
we want to run you against Brumby'. They built up
his ego so that he let them mount the challenge.
What happened? They did not actually ever intend
that the honourable member for SWlShine would be
elected to lead the opposition. TIlat was not part of
the plan. The plan was to have the Leader of the
Opposition understand that he was there at their
instance.
They might not have had the power to get
somebody up, but they certainly had the power to
bring him down, so they fired a shot across his
bows. They allowed him to adjourn the meeting, and
they took him away and patched up a deal. He
could not have a deputy from the right any more; he
had to have a deputy from the left. Just to make sure
he was aware of that he had, at arm's length, a
reminder of the fact that he could not hold the
position without the support of the left and without
playing its game.
This is an opportune moment for the honourable
member for Niddrie to come into the chamber. He
was an innocent bystander in all this. He had to

Mr STOCKDALE - You should listen to this,
Keith! You do not read the Australian Financial
Review, so I know this will be news to you.
The particular target for the campaign to have a

decision to reverse the policy well ahead of the 1997
ALP conference is the Victorian opposition leader,
Mr Jim Brumby -

They seem to have got the brothers mixed up here.
Mr Brumby's refusal to move from his stance that
uranium would remain in the ground - a position
forced on him by the Victorian left in the ALP - has
angered pro-uranium activists on all sides.

No doubt it angered the Prime Minister, too, because
he is a well-known supporter of a far more liberal
export policy. The article continues:
The Uranium Producers Group, which campaigned for
change for 12 months ahead of the conference, believes
that Mc Brumby put self-interest ahead of national
interest in his decision supporting no change to the
three-mine policy.

So he has been nailed in the Australian Financial
Review. The price he had to pay to protect his own
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skin was to put his personal interests in placating
the left of his party in Victoria ahead of national and
state interests. Can you imagine that Paul Keating
was happy to have the ALP conference send a signal
that the ALP was against micro-«onomic reform.
The Prime Minister has staked his political place in
history on engineering micro-economic reform. I
attend the Council of Australian Governments as
one of Victoria's delegates. I have seen the
desperation in the Prime Minister to get COAG to
persuade governments to introduce micro-«onomic
reforms. The federal Treasurer came to the opening
of the Loy Yang B power station and endorsed the
Victorian electricity reforms as a model for the rest
of Australia which had the support of the ALP
government in Canberra.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE - Precisely. I take up the
interjection: 'Shame on him', says the Victorian ALP.
Shame on the ALP federal Treasurer and shame on
the ALP Prime Minister! This mob wants to bring
them down because they are much more
comfortable in opposition. They do not have
responsibility for their actions in opposition. For
27 years the Labor Party kept the Uberal Party in
government here and nationally because of its
determination not to undertake the responsibilities
of office. It is prepared to sacrifice our state's
interest. The Prime Minister must have been angry
to have seen the Victorian Labor Party line up with
his enemies against micro-economic reform and the
interests of the Victorian taxpayers.

When the Leader of the Opposition himself says
there is $160 million of tax compensation involved,
one would have thought - and Victorian taxpayers
would have expected - that he would have
honoured the commitments he made. His former
shadow Treasurer supported the Kennett
government's claims for tax compensation, but that
did not stop him going to Hobart seeking to add the
$160 million of foregone tax compensation to the
$130 million or thereabouts that he cost taxpayers as
a result of his sabotage of Tabcorp.
This man is not fit to be a member of Parliament. He
is not fit to be Leader of the Opposition. He is a
traitor to Victoria. He set out to systematically
undermine the interests of Victorian taxpayers with
no more noble motive than to protect his own skin.
His timing could not have been worse because, after
several discussions between the federal Treasurer
and me, the federal Treasurer agreed to treat the
Tabcorp compensation claim as a case study for an
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analysis for tax compensation issues. We can only
assume that, despite the ravings of our Leader of the
Opposition and despite the sabotage of the interests
of the states and, in particular, Victoria, the federal
Labor government will act responsibly and in the
national interest and honour the commitments it has
entered into.

1his is not a rational man. He is driven by his desire
to save his own political skin. Last Saturday week I
was in the snowfields. I received telephone calls
from journalists who wanted my response to the
attack made by the Leader of the Opposition on the
government's announced policy to create four
corporations out of Melbourne Water. On Saturday
the Leader of the Opposition was in the media
making the most extravagant of claims, which were
inaccurately predicated on the government's policy
that it was in the course of creating four
corporations. He cited leaked reports attacking the
government's policy of creating four corporations
out of Melbourne Water. By Tuesday he was
briefing journalists in Hobart that the government
had already signed a secret deal with a United
Kingdom company to sell Melbourne Water as a
monopoly. On Saturday he said we were creating
four corporations but on Tuesday he said we were
selling the single corporation as a monopoly. The
man raves! He has not produced one shred of
evidence to back up his hysterical claims. He has
slandered countless numbers of business leade~ in
this state for no other reason than to defend his own
position.

When he was confronted with the opportunity to
put up or shut up he just raved. He did not present
any evidence. He took the opportunity; he granted
leave. The journalists reporting the events in this
Parliament would no doubt have thought, 'Hello,
this is a bold move. He must have something.
otherwise he would not expose himself to the risk of
failure, having given the government the
opportunity to debate a motion it would have been
difficult to bring on without leave'. He took the
opportunity, but what did he do? He fluffed it. As a
result those behind him sat their glum faced as he
failed yet again to honour his own communities.
He has bungled the tactics. He created the
opportunity for the government to put him to the
test and he failed that test. He has also bungled the
tactics on other issues. We are now in a position
where either the government will get tax
compensation in accordance with the agreements
that have already been made, and the federal
government will repudiate the Victorian Leader of
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the Opposition, or the opposition leader will succeed
in his efforts and the Victorian taxpayer will, on his
own reckoning, lose $160 million.
On the opposition side of the house the debate has
been a farce. Nothing illustrated that more cogently
than the Leader of the Opposition's own words
every single time he was challenged to produce
evidence to substantiate his claims: he called upon
somebody else to produce the evidence. In other
words, he has admitted that he has no evidence.
Firstly, he did not produce one scintilla of evidence.
Secondly, whenever he was put to the challenge he
admitted he had no evidence. In calling for the
production of evidence he has admitted that he has
no evidence. Mr Speaker, after all this time - after
Parliament has been Sitting week after week and
after he has had an adjournment of two weeks - do
you think that if he had one scintilla of evidence to
back up what he has been saying he would be
reluctant to come forward with it today? Here was
his opportunity. He set up the opportunity, and he
failed. He is not fit to lead the Labor Party, which is
a damning indictment. He has failed the test he has
set himself; and by his frequent calls and by the
amendment he sought to move he has demonstrated
he is a man of straw with nothing to back up the
scandalous allegations that every responsible
newspaper in the country has condemned.
Dr COG HILL (Werribee) - I am delighted to
have the opportunity to speak in opposition to the
motion. The remarkable thing about this debate is
how ill-prepared the government has been to
support its own motion. One would have expected
that in moving the motion the Leader of the House
would have spoken at length and in great detail on
what he saw as the purported sins of the Leader of
the Opposition, elaborating the case in support of
the motion. Instead, we were given one of the lamest
contributions I have ever heard from the Leader of
the House.
An Honourable Member - That is saying
something.
Or COG HILL - That is saying something.

Occasionally he comes through with a telling
contribution; but you would have to say that today's
contribution from the Leader of the House was
particularly weak and ineffectual.
One has to wonder why the lead has been taken by
the Leader of the House and the Treasurer when the
Premier has been at the forefront of public debate on
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these matters, threatening to initiate action in the
Parliament. But all we have heard from the Premier
are some statements supposedly in support of points
of order. As you have ruled, Mr Speaker, there have
been no points of order in the matters raised by the
Premier since the motion was moved - in
particular, those in response to the amendment
proposed by the Leader of the Opposition.
The Premier's comments concerning the
admissibility of the amendment betrayed his and his
government's attitude. The government and the
Premier are opposed to the release of crucial
documents concerning how this state is being run.
They reject the very concept of the accountability of
the government to this Parliament. Mr Speaker, as
much as any member in this house you understand
the importance of that to good government in this
state. Ultimately the Premier's comments were a
repudiation of the very principle of responsible
government - that the government should hold
itself responsible and accountable to the Parliament.
In arguing that the amendment was inadmissible the
Premier made it clear that it was his and his
government's view that the coalition should not
accept the principles of responsible government, that
it should not hold itself accountable to the
Parliament and that it should not feel itself under
any obligation to release crucial documents that
could substantiate or rebut the case made by the
Leader of the Opposition.
The contribution from the Treasurer was equally
irrelevant to the motion and to the case made by the
Leader of the Opposition. It is worth reflecting on
the role of the Treasurer in his previous incarnation
as the shadow Treasurer. The Leader of the House
referred to the sullying of reputations; but the
former shadow Treasurer did more than anyone
then in this chamber to sully the reputation of a
person without substantiation and justification
when he made his attack on Mr Gurry. Of course,
ultimately he had to retract and apologise for the
aspersiOns he made against Mr Gurry.
Not content with that track record the Treasurer
went on to totally misrepresent the Leader of the
Opposition's support for a motion moved at the
ALP national conference in Hobart last week. The
Treasurer asserted that the motion had the support
of the Leader of the Opposition but was opposed by
the Federal government, in particular by the federal
Treasurer and the Prime Minister. In fact, the motion
in question was carried unanimously at the national
conference. The Treasurer totally misled the house,
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misrepresented the decision taken at the national
conference, misrepresented the support the Leader
of the Opposition had and misrepresented the
position of the Prime Minister and the federal
Treasurer.
The Treasurer was present in the chamber during
the Leader of the Opposition's contribution. He left
the chamber only momentarily, presumably to get
some of the newspaper reports to which he referred
during his comments. The Treasurer was in the
chamber to hear the case made by the Leader of the
Opposition. But what did we get? We heard no
rebuttal and no defence of the charges made by the
Leader of the Opposition. When people read
through the Hansard of today's debate they will see
that the Leader of the Opposition presented a string
of prima facie evidence in support of his position.
When people examine the record they will see that
time and again, in instance after instance, the Leader
of the Opposition was able to produce prima facie
evidence showing that there was a case to be
answered and matters to be investigated. That may
be a source of some amusement to the Minister for
Planning, but the minister needs to remind himself,
as do others in the house, of what has happened in
other jurisdictions.
As the honourable member for Glen Waverley
suggests, he has only to consider Western Australia.
I have no hesitation in condemning the things that
were exposed by the W A Inc. royal commission. I
believe anyone concerned about the integrity of the
processes of government, not only in Western
Australia but also in Australia, should be concerned
about those matters.
The history of that royal commission relates to
allegations that were made in Western Australia
which are exactly analogous to the allegations being
made by the Leader of the Opposition in Victoria. In
exactly the same way, although with great difficulty,
the West Australian opposition was unable to get
the final proof. It was able to come up with enough
prima facie evidence, enough smoke to indicate that
there was fire, that offences may well have been
committed and that there may well have been
cronyism going on in Western Australia. It is that
sort of prima facie evidence that has been brought
before the house today and not refuted. No defence
has been offered by the Treasurer. Not a word of
defence; only a counterattack on the Leader of the
Opposition. There was no attempt to defend the
allegations of the Leader of the Opposition.
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Mr E. R. Smith - Tell us that Brian Burke was a
good bloke!
Or COG HILL - The honourable member for
Glen Waverley invites me to tell the house that Brian
Burke was a good bloke. I am not about to do that.
The royal commission report and the subsequent
court proceedings speak for themselves.
I return to the misrepresentation by the Treasurer in
his comments today. He sought to suggest that the
federal government had agreed to the Victorian
government's proposal on Tabcorp, but if one listens
carefully to his words that is not what he actually
said. He tried to create that impression, but it was
not what he said. He said the federal government
had been at the point of agreeing to a case study of
the tax implications of the sale of the TAB under the
title 'Taocorp'. That is quite different from saying
that the federal government had agreed to tax
compensation or some other package of
compensation in relation to the sale of Tabcorp.
I shall refer to a number of specific instances that
have been raised by the Leader of the Opposition
because they are important. The first of those, which
embraces all of the points that have been sought in
the motion, is the KNF Advertising episode. We
have direct evidence on the public record of quite
improper actions having been taken - of an
apparent breach of the constitution. The
government's response to that was to rort the
constitution of Victoria to try to protect the Premier
by ensuring that his seat was not declared vacant
and that he, consequently, was not forced to leave
the office of Premier and membership of the house.
Let us look at the process that was followed in the
KNF case. It is interesting to observe that the
Premier is in the house listening intently at this stage
of the debate. The evidence against the Premier's
conduct was clearly spelt out to the house, but the
house was denied the opportunity of having a
proper examination of those matters. No
opportunity was given to the house to hear proper
evidence. No opportunity was given to the house to
hear all of the legal advice that the government had
sought, no doubt at public expense. There was no
opportunity for the cross-examination of witnesses.
If the government had been concerned about due
process in a case like this, one would have expected
it to follow a similar process to that which has
historically been followed in Wesbninster
impeachment cases. In such cases, all the evidence is
adduced, gathered, tested and cross-examined; but
in this particular case only one house was involved.
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If one went to equivalent proceedings in
Westminster the two houses would be involved: the
House of Commons would develop the case and the
House of Lords would then function as the judge
and jury and determine the guilt or innocence of the
person involved. But in this case the government
simply railroaded its majority view through this
house without the evidence having been tested. It
was in no way a proper judicial process that might
have been used by the Supreme Court of Victoria if
it had been given the opportunity of examining
whether the Premier was in breach of the
Constitution Act and his position accordingly made
vacant

We have the evidence presented to this house of
cronyism involving the highest political office in the
state: the Premier's business dealings through his
family company. We have a personal benefit
potentially flowing through to particular
individuals, including the Premier as one of the
shareholders in KNF. And we have a clear case
where processes have not been followed or have
been rorted for the benefit of particular individuals,
in this case the Premier. There can be no clearer
evidence in support of the actions of the Leader of
the Opposition than the KNF case itself, where the
Premier, the person who has been protesting most
strongly against the comments of the Leader of the
Opposition, was involved in cronyism, of personal
benefit to particular individuals and in rorting the
processes to exonerate himself.
One can go through each of the examples referred to
by the Leader of the Opposition. There was the
Leeds Media case and the circumstances in which
Leeds Media was awarded the contract. Again the
prima facie evidence is there: it was a rort to bail out
the Liberal Party because of its debt to the
advertising agency it used in the period up to the
last Victorian general election. There has been no
response from the Treasurer or the Leader of the
House to those allegations. To date no evidence has
been provided to the house, despite those matters
having been raised over many, many months. For
many months the government has sought to delay,
frustrate and prevent the public of Victoria and this
house from having the essential information they
need to examine the extent of cronyism, the extent of
personal benefit to particular individuals, the extent
of benefit to the Liberal Party and the extent to
which processes have been rorted in that case.
One can also see that in the awarding of ambulance
contracts. Some of the earlier contracts were let
without tenders being invited. As if that were not
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enough, they were let to companies owned by some
of the people who were on the inside of the process,
people from the ambulance service who knew how
the service operated and who presumably had some
idea of the mechanisms that would be followed in
determining the awarding of the contracts. Those
people had a particular commercial advantage in
seeking those contracts.
We have the extraordinary example of the Hume
Highway service centre. We have been asked to
believe the appearance of the Deputy Premier and
the Minister for Roads and Ports at a meeting of a
shire council was just a routine chitchat to which
no-one should take exception. We are supposed to
ignore the apparent personal associations between
senior Liberal Party members of the government and
the people wanting to construct and operate that
service centre on the Hume Highway. Again, there
is firm evidence of cronyism, of personal benefit to
individuals and a rorting of the system. It is a most
improper example of how a shire council can be
influenced. It is hard to imagine a more improper
action being taken by senior government members. I
suppose it could have been made more obvious,
more direct and more overt only by the presence of
the Premier himself. We had the Deputy Premier
and the Minister for Roads and Ports, the minister
responsible for making those decisions about service
centres, at a small, country shire council meeting,
ostensibly just to have a chat about the proposal for
a small service centre.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Or COGHnL - Before the dinner break I was
outlining to the house some of the prima facie
evidence in Victoria which has curious parallels to
what happened in Western Australia and
Queensland and led to royal commissions being
established in those states. In Queensland and in
Western Australia there were allegations of gross
impropriety, cronyism, private benefit to individuals
and improper process, just as there are in respect of
the actions of this government In those states it was
necessary for there to be an open, public inquiry to
bring the matters fully to light. I put it to you,
Mr Speaker, and the house that there is more than
enough smoke to indicate a lot of fire in respect of
this government's actions.
Just before the suspension of the sitting I was
coming to the case of the casino. I do not want to go
through all of the details of that again; for the most
part they have been amply described in the past. But
just let us remember that the casino application of
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Hudson Conway was approved with one of the
major Liberal mates, Mr Ron Walker, being one of
the principals of that company.
As if that were not enough, we then had evidence
that there were some peculiar features of the casino
bid. The first was that the principal, Mr Ron Walker,
had some privileged knowledge that was not
available to the other final bidder which gave the
Crown Casino consortium a very Significant
advantage and enabled it to lodge a more attractive
bid than was possible for the other competing
bidder.
Mr Perton interjected.

Or COG HILL - The honourable member for
Doncaster will have his opportunity. As if that were
not enough, on 18 February, at the time of the float,
the Premier was reported as indicating his personal
support for an expansion of the hotel beyond the
size that had been included in the winning bid, to
approximately 1000 beds. That can only have had a
positive effect on the prices being offered on the take
up of shares in the Crown consortium float.
Mr Perton interjected.
Or COG HILL - Where is the propriety in the
Premier intervening in a way that significantly
advantaged the major shareholders in the bid - that
is, Mr Ron Walker and the other members of the
bid? I would be very interested if the honourable
member for Doncaster could describe to the house
where the propriety is in that action of the Premier,
because it reeks of cronyism; it reeks of personal
benefit to individuals; and it reeks of improper
process.
That decision should not have been influenced by
the government in any way, either publicly or
privately. It should have been a decision left entirely
to the casino authority, but it was not. The Premier
intervened. He made a public statement that was
reported prominently in the media, which could
only have had the effect of boosting the returns of
shareholders in the bid. That sort of thing is simply
improper. As I said, it reeks of cronyism; it reeks of
impropriety.
I come to the matter of the contract for the buses the contract let to the National Bus Company. The
Minister for Public Transport appointed a consultant
who had surprisingly strong links with, guess
who - the winning contractor. Again we had
impropriety.
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If the Minister for Public Transport had been
seriously concerned about observing proprieties he
would have ensured that anyone advising him did
not have any personal association or any financial
link or any prospect of employment with any of the
tenderers, much less with the winning bidder. That
is not what happened. The public may well have
been satisfied with the letting of the contract had
someone totally divorced from the company been
involved in the assessment of the tenders, but that
was not the case.

We have the case of Tabcorp; that has been well
canvassed today. Again we find that people with
strong personal links with this Liberal mates group
have been appointed to major roles in the
administration and float of Tabcorp. Again the
personal links reek of impropriety. There is evident
fact of someone who was not even listed as a
preferred chief executive ending up with the
pOSition, apparently because of his personal links
with the Premier and with various members of that
particular group of Liberal mates.
For reasons still unexplained to the public and the
house, there has been great secrecy about the nature
of the deal struck to enable the grand prix to be
staged in Melbourne. The name Ron Walker crops
up in that case; that is a concern to many people in
the community. If there is nothing to hide, why can
the documents not be made available? There is no
reason to believe commercial confidentiality needs
to extend as grotesquely as it has in this case.
The other matter I mention about the grand prix and
Hudson Conway is that I served with Ron Walker
on the board which once administered Werribee
Park. Having served with him on that board, I know
the man.
Mr Perton - And? And you were honoured to
serve with him?
Or COG HILL - I have concerns about these
deals and these links. Everything I know reinforces
my thoughts.
Mr Perton - And you were on a committee with
him!

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Doncaster is disorderly and is out of his
seat.
Or COGHILL - We have the further instance
concerning Hudson Conway of the sale of school

LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION: ALLEGATIONS
Tuesday. 4 October 1994

ASSEMBLY

sites, again with the refusal of the government to
release the valuations of those sites. Why? There is
no logical reason for keeping that informa tion secret.
The only apparent or plausible explanation is that
the valuations disclose a great discrepancy between
the prices paid and the real value of those sites. If
there is such a discrepancy, one can only assume
that it is to the advantage of Hudson Conway and
the personal benefit of Ron Walker, and that it
indicates an abrogation of a proper process, and an
improper action.
Time and again there are cases of putting mates and
personal relationships ahead of principle. It is a little
like a military unit - and given the Premier's
personal background, perhaps the analogy may be
apt! In a military unit one does anything legal or
otherwise to defend fellow members of the unit and
defend the colours. That is what is happening in this
particular case. Certain members of the government
- certainly not all of them - are prepared to do
anything to advantage, protect and serve the
commercial interests of their Liberal mates through
this network of business associations.
I can well understand that the honourable member
for Frankston is not one of those people; he is an
honourable man, like a number of others opposite.
He is seriously concerned about these examples of
cronyism, personal benefit to individuals and the
rorting of the proper, due process.
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Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I caution the
honourable member for Momington. He may not
interject.
Dr COG HILL - The opportunity is there for the
government to come clean and to release the
information, to support its assertion that there is no
fire where there is smoke. In the absence of that
attitude by the government, the potential for
corruption will grow and multiply as it did in
Queensland and Western Australia.
The honourable thing for the government to do is to
make available information in accordance with the
principles of responsible government and of a
democratically elected government being
accountable to Parliament. Until it does that, it will
remain under a cloud of grave suspicion.
Mr COOPER (Momington) - I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

Mr THOMSON (Pascoe Vale) - I strongly
oppose the motion. The government came into this
house today and said, 'Put up or shut up', but after
an afternoon's debate it decides to pull the pin and
runaway.

Honourable members interjecting.
I am fortwlate to have been in China for the past
couple of weeks. The approach taken by this
government has parallels in the attihldes of the
Communist Party of China and the way they run
things over there, the extent to which they will
tolerate dissent and differences of opinion and the
extent to which they look after their own friends and
comrades in the party and in government. That is
worrying.
lllat is the sort of corrupt action exposed by the
Fitzgerald royal commission in Queensland. That is
the sort of corrupt conduct exposed by the WA Inc.
royal commission in Western Australia. During this
debate the Leader of the Opposition has given the
house a litany of examples of apparent cronyism,
apparent personal benefit to individuals and rorting
of the due process by the government for the
advantage of people within the government or those
known to members or individuals in the
government. That issue will not go away. The longer
the government tries to hide or bury the evidence,
the more it will sink into the mire of its own making.
The opportunity is there to come clean.

The SPEAKER - Order! I caution the
honourable member for Mill Park and several others.
Mr THOMSON - Early this year we had the
sihlation in Parliament when the opposition put up;
we took the Premier to the Supreme Court. What
did he do? He came here with a section 61 motion
and extricated himself. He was not prepared to face
court, to have discovery of documents or to have the
links between himself and others exposed.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the honourable member is supposedly making a
point of order about the adjournment. He is now
trying to raise matters that are extraneous and
totally unrelated. I ask you to bring him back to the
point of order he is supposedly seeking to raise.
The SPEAKER - Order! I understand the
honourable member is debating the question that
the debate be adjourned. I ask the honourable
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member for Pascoe Vale to stick to the limitations of
that motion.
MrTHOMSON (pascoe Vale) - I am debating
the issue that the debate be adjourned. Just as the
government used a section 61 motion, it comes here
now and uses an adjournment motion. The
opposition says we will debate cronyism and the
personal benefits of particular individuals; we will
have a debate about what processes have or have
not been followed. Now the government wants to
run away after an afternoon's debate. It says, 'We
will adjourn this; we will not hear any more
opposition speakers on this issue. We will run away
and adjourn the debate'. That is in breach of the
private undertaking given by the Premier that six
members from each side would debate the issue.
The government now says, 'We want to adjourn
debate; we don't want to hear any more about
cronyism or the personal benefits of particular
individuals or processes not having been followed.
What has happened with KNF, the Crown Casino,
Leeds Media, Chung Corporation, ambulance
contracts, the Natbus contracts and what has
happened-Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I believe the honourable member is now
debating the issue. He is supposed to be arguing
about the adjournment of the debate but is now not
doing that. I ask you to bring him back to the point
so we can get on with the next issue.
The SPEAKER -Order! I have listened carefully
to what the honourable member for Pascoe Vale is
saying. He has to stay within the narrow definition
of the motion before the Chair. At this stage I do not
uphold the point of order, but I ask the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale to cooperate with the Chair
and stay within the terms of the motion that the
debate be adjourned.
Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - This is a most
important debate, one of the more Significant
debates that we have had and are likely to have in
the house concerning the nature of Victorian society
and Victorian government administration.
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the heart of what is happening in Victoria under the
Kennett government and to a matter of concern to
many Victorians, both Victorian businesspersons
and ordinary people in the community. So to say
that the debate will be adjourned now and mayor
may not be resumed at the government's whim,
with 1 and other opposition speakers perhaps not
having had the opportunity to discuss it further, is
an absolute travesty. It is another example of the
government's trampling over the rights of the
opposition.
It is an example of the government saying put up or
shut up and then running away. It did not want to
have this debate this afternoon. It expected

opposition members to refuse leave, but we did not.
We granted leave, and the government was not
prepared. Copies of the motion were not ready. The
government did not expect debate and now it wants
to pull the pin on debate, to run away and hide. That
is not good enough. Opposition members believe
this is an important debate: we welcome the debate
and want the opportunity to speak. Therefore we
intend to vote against the motion.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order on the motion,
the honourable member has burst forth with his
usual diatribe. That will not surprise any honourable
member. I am sure he is well aware that there are
notices of motion that he has a particular interest in.
The honourable member had agreed with me on
Monday that we would be debating grievances
tomorrow. Without an adjournment, the putting of
the motion for the grievance debate tomorrow and a
second one in November will not be enabled, and I
am very tempted not to proceed with that motion. If
opposition members want a grievance debate
tomorrow and all want their opportunity to get up
and have a go, we should adjourn the sitting.
We will also be dealing with other matters that
relate to government business. I can assure the
honourable gentleman and any others on that side
who want to take part in this debate that they will be
given their opportunity. I feel very confident - Mr Thwaites - Why not now? What are you
scared of?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMSON - With all due respect, I have

not had the opportunity to speak, and I should have
the opportunity to speak. I am aware of a number of
other opposition members who have indicated that
they wish to speak on the debate because it goes to

Mr GUDE - You would be the last person 1
would be scared of, sonny boy.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Springvale once again is trying the
patience of the Chair. The standing orders make it
quite clear that when the Speaker is on his feet
members are to remain silent. The Leader of the
House will be heard in silence.
Mr GUDE - The honourable member for Albert
Park has a passionate desire to speak in this debate.
No doubt he will be the next speaker on the
opposition side. Should that be your choosing, you
will get your chance tonight, sonny boy; and make
sure you put up because the Leader of the
Opposition has not put up; nobody on your side has
put up.
The SPEAKER - Order! The minister will speak
through the Chair.
Mr GUDE - You will get your chance.
The SPEAKER -Order! Do I take it that the
honourable member for Mill Park wishes to raise a
point of order?
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (Mill Park) - My
point of order is that the Chair should uphold the
ruling he made earlier in the day and force the
minister to address members on this side by their
correct titles, not in the manner he is using.
The SPEAKER -Order! I have already told the
Leader of the House that he has to address the Chair
and use the proper titles.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - It is quite clear that, like so many
other things that happen on the other side, this is yet
another of those pathetic, contrived little efforts that
the opposition goes on with. Just as the removal of a
member from the house was contrived by the
opposition, so was this. Let us get on with the
business and proceedings of the house so that we
can get back to debate.
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - The adjournment
of debate at this time is a disgrace and is totally
against the undertakings given by the Leader of the
House when he moved this motion: both the Leader
of the House and the Premier, in speaking on points
of order, indicated that the opposition could have
whatever time it wanted on this debate. The Leader
of the House said the opposition could have all night
and the rest of the week if wanted. Now he comes in
here talking about moving the orders for
government business this week. Whose fault is that?
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He is the Leader of the House. This is in his control.
He could have done that at another time. He chose
the timing of this debate, nobody else, but he has
come WlStuck on his timing.
It was quite obvious at the time he moved the

motion that he was not prepared for leave to be
granted. Somebody had to scuttle out of the
chamber and get him his file so that he could speak;
he simply was not prepared. That is what occurred
at the time.
Undertakings were given by both the Leader of the
House and the Premier that this debate could run for
as long as the opposition wanted it to run, but now
they want to renege and close down the debate
because they are not prepared to continue. That is
the entire reason. They have started to realise the
folly of what they did this afternoon. That is what it
is about. They are on the run.
For two days the Premier has been marching around
the media of the state saying what he would do in
the Parliament today. He said, 'When we get back, I
will show you what I will do. I will not tell you now.
You come to the Parliament and you will see'.
Where is the Premier? The Premier - having raised
this issue and having called it on - has not spoken
in the debate, has not come in and now wants the
debate to be called off. That is where the
government is going with the motion; it is running
around, running away again.
The problem for the Premier this time is that he
cannot hide behind section 61. He cannot call in the
card he used last time, so he wants the debate to be
adjourned to get it out of the way. The Premier does
not want anyone to know what is going on. Debate
did not go the way he wanted it; he does not like the
tenor of the debate so he says, 'Let us close it down'.
The Premier and the Leader of the House started out
using the tenn, 'Put up or shut up', but the real term
used by this government is, 'If you put it up, we will
shut it up; we will close down the Parliament just as
we dosed down the critics who we have attacked for
months'. This is just another example of such action.
It is the responsibility of the Leader of the House to
get his own act in order. He did not get it right this
afternoon and now he wants another go at it. That is
all that this is about. This is a very important debate.
Those were almost the first words of the Leader of
the House. Any debate that goes to matters of the
probity and integrity of the government and
ministers of government is important. That side of
the house moved a motion for the debate but now
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does not want to have it. Why? That goes back to
exactly the same questions that have been asked all
along. The answer is that they do not like what is
coming out and do not like people hearing what is
coming out. The government made a mistake and
wants to paper it over, but it cannot paper it over in
the way that it can refuse the release of information
from departments to other people. It cannot operate
in the same secret society in here so it wants to use
the numbers - the numbers the government
promised not to use - to close the debate down.
It is a clear abrogation of the undertakings given by
the Leader of the House and it calls into question the
integrity of those undertakings. He stood up and
gave those undertakings and now does not want to
follow through. The adjournment of this debate at
this time would be a total disgrace and should not
be allowed.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I certainly
oppose the adjournment. It is very interesting that
every time a debate does not go quite the way the
government wants it to, it closes this place down.
We are seeing yet another example. We have seen
numerous bills guillotined and we have seen the
KNF affair, when the Premier decided he wanted to
get the not-guilty verdict from his own jury. What
did he do? He had a short debate and closed the
Parliament down. Tonight we have had an even
shorter debate. We have had only two speakers from
the government side.

Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The level of
interjections coming from the government benches is
far too high. I ask the government members to
restrain themselves.

Mr THWAITES - This was, after all, a motion
put on behalf of the government. I would have
th,?ught that more than two members opposite
would be prepared to support it.
An Honourable Member - How many?

Mr THWAITES - Two. Two. That is all you can
put up. That gives an indication of the absolute
paucity of real thought or ethical behaviour on your
side of the house. If you had any ethics you would
sit here and listen to the cases and to what the
opposition had to say. You say 'Put up', but the
Leader of the Opposition put up about 2S cases
where you lot have looked after your mates.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will address the Chair.

Mr THW AITES - The Leader of the OppOSition
has put up about 2S cases where the government has
basically looked after its mates, where it has been
guilty of cronyism, where it has been guilty of
looking after people who were friends of the Uberal
Party but not the rest of the business community. It
is important to note that this is not a question about
the whole business community. The opposition has
never cast aspersions upon the whole business
community - -

Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Once again the level of
interjections from the government benches is too
high. If the honourable member for Albert Park
would address the Chair it would save some of the
problems that the Chair has controlling the debate.
Mr THW AITES - The Minister for Small
Business has asked me to name them, but by the
same token he seems to be supporting this current
adjournment motion, which is aimed at preventing
me and other opposition members from naming
these people. It is aimed at preventing this side from
having its say on the motion, because you are
gutless, you are a wimp; you will not - Mr Heffeman - You are all talk!
The SPEAKER - Order! I will have no hesitation
in naming both the honourable member for AIbert
Park and a minister of the Crown.
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! Once again, the
honourable member for Albert Park would assist the
Chair if he addressed the Chair rather than the
government benches across the table.

Mr THWAlTES - Mr Speaker, this minister
would know all about mates. I mean, he appointed
his mates to the Uquor licensing Commission.
Mr Heffeman interjected.
Mr THW AITES - Just as he sacked the people
who were not his mates! He was quite happy to sack
the head of the Liquor licensing Commission,
Mr Ryan. Why did he do that? Because Mr Ryan had
the temerity to question the ethics of the Premier.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES -Now you want to shut it up?
Mr Heffeman - He is one of your mob!
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the Minister for
Small Business that he must remain silent. I remind
the honourable member for Albert Park of standing
order no. 100, which says:
When a motion is made for the adjournment of a
debate or of the house during any debate, the debate
thereupon shall be confined to the matter of such
motion.

I believe he is straying from the motion now and I
ask him to debate within the narrow limits of the
motion before the Chair, which is that the debate be
adjourned.

Mr THWAITES - I have been placed in an
extremely difficult position. About 3 minutes ago the
minister said 'Name them'. As soon as I responded,
what did they do? They went running to you for
protection. They do not want to hear the names.
That is your problem!
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the rule of cronyism. If a particular business person
is a supporter of the Liberal Party or helped with the
last Liberal Party campaign, then that person or
business gets a job. If not, there is a sign on the door
that says: do not apply here.

The Leader of the Opposition raised a number of
issues, but if this debate were allowed to continue
there are other issues I would like to raise that are
very relevant to the motion. Someone mentioned the
issue of ambulance contracts. In this state ambulance
contracts for multimillions of dollars are being
handed out without any proper tendering process.
That is very dangerous. It leads to a situation where
not only is cronyism rife but the safety of Victorians
is being put at risk. That is because these people are
not getting the contracts because they are qualified
or they are the best ambulance company for the job;
they are getting them because they are Jack Finnan's
mates-The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member is now straying from the terms of the
motion, which are that the debate be adjourned. The
Chair has allowed the honourable member for
Albert Park a fair amount of latitude to canvass his
arguments and his point of view, and he should
return to the motion.

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr THWAITES - That is exactly right. As soon
as the opposition starts referring to names - -

An honourable member interjected.

Mr THWAITES - I will, Mr Speaker. I will just
set out in sequence, if I may, a range of the issues
that I would wish to address if this matter were to
proceed to a proper debate and if this house were to
conduct itself properly rather than trying to
guillotine the debate at this early stage.

Mr THWAITES - I will give you names.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member must address the Chair and should not
respond to interjections.
Mr THWAITES - Mr Speaker, the issues on
which-Mr Perton interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Doncaster that this is not the first
occasion today on which I have had to draw to his
attention that he is interjecting, disorderly and out of
his seat. If he interjects once again I will deal with
him.
Mr THWAITES -In his speech the Leader of the
Opposition gave a number of examples where this
government has basically followed one rule: that is,

I will summarise them: firstly, the affair surrounding
Mr Kennett's wine sales; secondly, the whole KNF
affair and the handing out of contracts to companies
associated with the Premier and in fact companies of
which the Premier himself was a director and
shareholder; thirdly, DDB Needham, the company
that got hundreds of thousands of dollars - nearly a
million dollars - worth of government work
without any tendering, and fourthly, Leeds
Media - Paul Leeds, the brother of John Leeds, the
successful accountant, I read.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
you have ruled now on several occasions that the
honourable member should come back to the motion
before the Chair. He is clearly flouting your ruling
and seeking to use this debate as a device to have a
go on the major issue. I have already indicated to the
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honourable member that if he sticks around he will
get his chance tonight if he is next up from that side.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) -On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, I am endeavouring to give the
house, before it votes on this adjournment issue, an
indication of the range of issues which I would seek
to address were the motion to be properly debated.

Once again I am being put in an extraordinary
position. Every time I start to speak, like rabbits, the
government members ask for names. But as soon as
I try to give them names they say, 'You can't say
that'. They try to shut me up. I am simply pointing
out that I have a right to address a range of issues
should the debate proceed, as we believe it should.
The SPEAKER - Order! It is a narrow debate. I
have allowed a certain amount of latitude to the
honourable member for Albert Park to indicate to
the house why he objects to the motion before the
Chair. He is in an awkward situation because of the
substantive motion that is still before the house. I
ask the honourable member for Albert Park to
cooperate with the Chair and conclude his remarks.
Mr THWAITES - In conclusion, I will continue
with the range of issues I propose to bring before the
house should the adjournment motion not
succeed - I hope it will not. The casino tender is
another issue that the house must address, and it
ought to address it tonight. There is the conflict of
interest involved in the grand prix contract as well
as the fact that it involves mates of the government.
It also involves the treasurer of the Liberal Party,
who guaranteed the party's debts and who stands to
gain from the grand prix. There are the private
ambulance contracts to which I have already
referred. There is the $8 million salary package for
the engagement of Mr Wilson with Tabcorp, which
clearly involves, at the very least, cronyism. There
are the circumstance surrounding the Centaurus
consultancy and the moneys paid to Mr Tilley of
some millions of dollars for what seems to be very
little. The contract surrounding David
Nettlefold - -

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member goes too far. I uphold the point of order
raised earlier. I will listen to him very carefully and
hear argument on the question before the Chair. The
honourable member may not canvass all the issues
he is canvassing at this moment
Mr THWAITES - So that the house can make a
proper decision about whether the debate ought to
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be adjourned, it must address itself to a range of
issues with which the Leader of the Opposition has
dealt as well as those which other members on this
side of the house may wish to bring forward. I do
not by any means provide an exhaustive list.
Members on the other side ought to consider the
National Bus Company about which the honourable
member for Thomastown has been trying to get
documents from the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal this week and which the government is
refusing to supply. The fact that the government is
opposing an AAT application is a relevant factor
about whether the matter should be adjourned. It
shows the government will do anything it can to
cover up its dealings.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - Order! On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, although it is obviously fair that
all members should have an opportunity to speak in
the manner in which the honourable member is
doing, it seems this is the third time he has recited
what he has been saying since he got to his feet. It is
bordering on simple repetition. It is all right to argue
a case, but when you repeat the same line time after
time it is not acceptable. Unless the honourable
member is developing a new line I suggest he
should no longer be heard and that another member
should be given the opportunity to speak.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the point I make is completely
separate. If the house is considering whether it
ought to adjourn this motion it needs to look at the
conduct of the government not only in this house
but at the AAT. If the government is refusing to
release information at the AAT and if the
government is covering up information, that is a
good reason why we ought to have a full debate
here. If we cannot get a full debate a t the AAT and
the public cannot see the documents, surely the one
place we ought to be entitled to have a real
discussion about the issue is in this chamber.
The SPEAKER - Order! I believe the honourable
member for Albert Park is going beyond the bounds
of the instructions issued by the Chair. He made a
clear case for his point of view, but he is now using
the opportunity to debate the question and to
canvass other issues. If he continues along that line I
will be forced to ask him to resume his seat.
Mr THWAITES -If we go on this way so that as
soon as an issue is raised the government closes the
debate and as soon as real concerns are expressed
the guillotine is brought down to chop off the
opposition's debate it will be a clear message to the
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community that the government considers itself to
be completely unaccountable. TItis is a good
example of the government moving a motion
apparently for some political purpose. As soon as
the opposition gets to its feet to put its case and
some evidence before Parliament the government
guillotines the debate.
The debate is about cronyism, and cronyism thrives
on secrecy which leads to the cancer of corruption. If
you cannot discuss these issues in Parliament
because you are cut off as soon as you do so that
means the cancer of cronyism will spread even
further in Victoria than it already has.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
wish to make some brief remarks about this matter.
It is important to note that the Leader of the House
has not advanced one reason why the debate should
be adjourned. The procedural matters to which he
alluded to earlier can be dealt with at 10 p.m. They
are minor matters. The government is running away
from debate on a hard issue.
We gave the government leave to start the debate
today, and we have had a full and good debate.
However, we were led to understand by the
Premier - I spoke to him personally and he
guaranteed it - that the debate could go through
the night, the rest of this week and all next week if
we wanted it. There would be a minimum of six
speakers from each side with unlimited time for the
first speakers and half an hour for the others. That is
what the Premier said to me today. Other members
saw it.
One must ask why no reason has been given by the
Leader of the House for adjourning the debate. The
Premier told me he was happy to have the debate go
through the night. He accepted that it was an
important issue, and it is an important issue. It is a
censure motion of the Leader of the Opposition and
it is hard to think of a more important issue, other
than perhaps a censure motion of the Premier. It is
hard to think of a motion of greater importance in
this house. The government has had a couple of its
members speak; they got burnt and so it is running
away with its tail between its legs because it wants
to adjourn the debate. It has given no reason
whatever for doing so.
I repeat that the procedural matters can be dealt
with at 10 p.m. The Leader of the House has not
given a single reason why we cannot continue
debating the matter. As I said in my remarks earlier
today, this is a matter that goes to the heart of good
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government and good administration in Victoria.
The processes that have been put in place and the
attacks on the independent watchdogs and on the
statutory appointees are matters that are
fundamental to Parliament. This debate, which the
government is trying to guillotine, is about the
separation of powers - the role of Parliament
versus the role of the executive versus the role of the
judiciary.
We should have a proper debate about it. Every time
this government gets a tough issue and every time it
gets questioned, it gets the broom out and sweeps
the issue under the carpet because it cannot abide
criticism or debate. I was on the 7.30 Report tonight
but the Premier was not there. The Premier is not
accountable; the Premier will not answer questions.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is going beyond the terms of the motion
before the house.
Mr BRUMBY - This is an important debate. It is
a debate about cronyism, but there are bigger issues
at stake. Today we allowed the government to bring
on a motion by leave. We gave leave in the hope of
having a good, proper and comprehensive debate
about an issue that is of concern to Victorians. But
we find that after just 3 hours of debate - slap, the
gag is moved. It is an inappropriate use of
government numbers; it is the way the executive
uses its muscle to eliminate any criticism whatsoever
of this government. I do not think the opposition is
in a position to continue to cooperate with the
Leader of the House in the running of this
Parliament Frankly, if the Leader of the House and
the Premier give you a commitment over the table
and guarantee there will be a full and proper debate,
you expect to be able to take them at their word. But
not this Leader of the House and not this Premier!
As soon as they feel a bit of grapeshot, they put their
tails between their legs and nut away from a proper
debate about fundamental issues.
There have been just two coalition speakers because
the government could not get anyone else to turn
up. It could not get anyone else to defend the
Premier and to defend the secret deals and the rorts
this government is involved in. There is an empty
backbench; government members are not prepared
to support either the Leader of the House or the
Treasurer. lhat is a pity because the Minister for
Health would love to speak tonight You would love
to tell us all about the hospital contracts and the
ambulance contracts, wouldn't you, minister - but
you will not because you have squibbed it

LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION: ALLEGA nONS
484

ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member should address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - The opposition would be happy
to have the house give leave to allow the Minister
for Health to speak, and we would give her as long
as she liked. The Minister for Health could tell us
about the ambulance contracts; she could tell us why
she will not release the documents; she could tell us
about conflicts of interest; and she could tell us why
she supports giving $8 million to Ross Wilson but
not another cent to ambulances.
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Mr BRUMBY - That is right. When I spoke
earlier tOnight - this is pertinent to the debate on
the motion - I referred to the comments made by
social commentators such as Robert Manne and
Henry Rosenbloom. Their comments are germane to
the debate. Both of them have said this is a
government which cannot tolerate criticism, which
is very conservative, which has stripped away the
checks and balances and eroded the power of
Parliament, and which hates free speech. That is
what those commentators are saying.
This motion is another example of the government's

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is now canvassing issues beyond the
bounds of the motion. I ask him to come back to the
motion that the debate be adjourned.
Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, I apologise; I did
stray briefly.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - I have apologised to the Speaker
and I will return to the motion. No reasons have
been given. The Premier and the Leader of the
House gave specific undertakings. The increasingly
frequent application of the gag and the guillotine to
debates of great importance to this Parliament and
the people of Victoria is an unfortunate trend.
Mr Speaker, I know that you share my views about
the importance of this place, the importance of
robust debate and the importance of this
Parliament's not being usurped by the executive.
1his is a motion that goes to good government, to
good administration in this State, to questions of the
separation of powers and to questions of cronyism.
It is an important motion in all respects.

trying to terminate debate. The people of Victoria
deserve a better debate, a full debate. The bottom
line is this; everyone in Victoria deserves to be
treated by this government on merit and without
fear or favour. That is not happening at the moment.
That is what this motion is all about; that is what the
amendment we tried to move was all about. The
opposition believes this should be a more detailed
debate. Six speakers on each side should get the
opportunity to speak. We can run late tonight, and if
we do, the public of Victoria will welcome the fact
that there has been a full and detailed debate.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Melbourne on the question that the
debate be now adjourned.
Mr CO LE (Melbourne) - Or not, as the case may
be, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! The motion is as the
Chair has couched it!
Mr COLE - I will argue in the negative.
The SPEAKER - Order! As is your right.

Mr Cole - It goes to the heart of the Liberal
Party.
~ BRUMBY - As the shadow
Attorney-General said, it is a motion that goes to the
heart of the Liberal Party. The increased application
of the guillotine and the gag is a disturbing trend.
We will see the guillotine applied later this
week - and I will not pre-empt the debate we will
no doubt have later tonight on the Australian Grand
Prix Bill. 1he matters of major importance that come
before this house just get swept under the carpet by
this government, which is terrified of debate,
terrified of criticism and terrified of proper scrutiny.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr COLE - In some respects I am surprised that
we have actually got this far given that it is the
government's motion, for which we gave leave. The
Leader of the House delivered a most appalling and
hopeless speech which was full of vitriol and had no
substance. I am surpriSed the government did not
try to stop the debate there and then and go home. It
has the numbers to adjourn the house whenever it
wants to - as we well know given some of the
scurrilous activities it has got up to in this place, to
say nothing of what it has done outside this place.
Those scurrilous activities include the introduction
of rules that enforce the compulsory truncation of
debates on bills at the end of the week if the
government does not happen to like the way things
are going.
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This debate should not be adjourned. It is absolute

nonsense to suggest that honourable members
should be denied the opportunity to speak.
Honourable members on that side of the house have
been crying out, saying, 'Do this, do that, do all sorts
of different things; name names and stand up; say it
outside the house'. Members on this side are saying,
'Look, we want to keep on speaking'; but now they
are saying 'No, it is time to go home, we are all a bit
tired. Government is getting us down, it is all a bit
too much. Our marginal seats are in trouble and we
want to go home'.
Most important of all is the breach of faith. I was
sitting here with my illustrious Leader of the
Opposition, the honourable member for
Broadmeadows, opposite the Leader of the House
and the Premier when the Leader of the Opposition
leant across and said, 'How long will this debate go
for?'. They said, 'There is no limit'. We entered into
the debate on the understanding that that was the
case. When undertakings of that nature are given
they ought to be adhered to. We acted on that
undertaking in good faith. Now we know that is not
the government's strong point; nonetheless, we
relied on that undertaking and put our speakers up
accordingly.
The Leader of the Opposition subsequently spoke to
the Premier and said there would be a minimum of
six speakers. lbroughout the debate, and
throughout his speech, the Leader of the House
constantly said, 'You can have whatever time you
like'. Well now we are saying, We want more time.
The government does not have the right to pull the
pin now'. I know the government is obviously
scared of what it is going to cop from many of the
issues, which I do not want canvass at any length.
I notice that the Minister for Health is not here
anymore. We know she has not been taken away by
ambulance because the odds of that happening are
very slim indeed - even if you are on the verge of
dying. Because of the seriousness of the issues raised
in the debate, Mr Speaker, you cannot allow the
debate to be truncated. The issues are serious;
allegations have been made; and there have been
suggestions of cronyism. We want to put our side of
the story.

We want to be able to say this debate is so important
that it should not be terminated or truncated in this
pre-emptive fashion simply because the Leader of
the House has in his head the idea that we shoulq
move on to the next item of business, which is the
appropriation bill. Because he is not as wise as he
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thinks he is he believes the position of the Leader of
the Opposition on the appropriation budget will be

rendered negatory in the eyes of the media which
will not be here. We all know what the
Machiavellian stunt underneath this one is: to bring
on the appropriation debate. But we will not cop it.
We say the Leader of the House made an agreement.
We relied on his comment and he has no right to
breach that agreement.
This is a serious matter; it goes to the heart of
government. In putting his case the Leader of the
Opposition argued about the nature of this
government resembling that of Bjelke-Petersen.
What better example is there than truncating a
debate about cronyism, mateship and corruption to
prove that the Bjelke-Petersen-style government is
alive and well in Victoria? The answer of course is
that there is not because they are out there looking
after their mates.

The opposition has consistently had put on it an
onus to respond. I was intending to speak on the
motion. I would like to respond and tip a bucket on
the government. I would like to say what I have to
say. The government may not accept it or like it; it
may pooh pooh it or reject it. But at the end of the
day we should have the opportunity to speak on the
motion. The opposition should be able to do so on
such an important issue. It is lamentable that we are
not getting that opportunity here and now. For that
reason alone I suggest the motion to adjourn the
debate should not be accepted.
When the Leader of the House has raised such
serious claims about people on this side making
allegations there should at least be some
opportunity for people treated in that unfair manner
to respond. It is nonsense and disgraceful to say that
they cannot because there is other business to debate.
We argue, and quite rightly, that if such statements
are made the government should not use the
guillotine to truncate debate. For instance,
comments were made about people being thugs,
about the wives and friends of certain people getting
jobs. Those people ought to be able to have a chance
to respond. I have no problem with any government
member standing up and responding to our
allegations of cronyism. They should do it. It is their
right. But the government should not use its
numbers to deny us the right to do it, too.
I also suggest the possibility of the opposition
refuting the government's claims is denied. It is
obvious to all of us that apart from the adjournment
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of the debate the real issue here is the man behind it
all: Ronnie Walker has been on the telephone and
told them to wind it up. It is now official. The person
who has underwritten the massive overdraft that the
liberal Party built up in losing the last federal
election is now the de facto owner of the liberal
Party.
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I would also like the opportunity to put the record
straight on Mr Brouwer being sacked by the
Premier. I did not get much of an opportunity to do
that because you, Sir, pulled me up for being
unparliamentary, which you were probably correct
in doing.
The SPEAKER - Thank you.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member is now straying from the terms of the
motion. I ask him to come back to debating the
motion that the debate be now adjourned.
Mr COLE - The truth is we should never have
an adjournment debate about Ronnie Walker. You

can never do that. He is a man who will be right
there after this adjournment debate is over. We all
know about that. We would also like the appropriate
opportunity to discuss - -

Mr COLE - Although I would like the
opportunity of doing that I am denied it. It is an
important case because two ministers, the Minister
for Industry and Employment and the Premier, have
acted in a scurrilous fashion. It was blatant that
Mr Brouwer was treated in that way to undermine
and get rid of him. If this debate is adjourned we
cannot respond to what the Premier and the Leader
of the House said. Although we know it is not true
we cannot respond. Frankly, when senior officials
are treated like that it is corrupt. That is what
brought the opprobrium upon the Bjelke-Petersen
government.

Mr Weideman interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Frankston is out of order and out of his
place.
Mr COLE - The debate should not be adjourned
because we would like an opportunity to discuss the
corrupt use of section 61A of the Constitution Act
which occurred when the Premier was in so much
strife that the government had to use something to
save him. We have not had a proper opportunity to
debate that and to put our view clearly.

We believe this debate should be determined in our
favour for many reasons. One reason is that the
government cannot cope with criticism. But this one
would have to take the cake. The government has
put up this motion. It has taken the boat out and it is
now saying it is getting a bit dangerous. Ronnie
Walker is on the telephone saying 'Bring it back in'.
It is outrageous to pull it in now. It is the
government's motion. The opposition gave leave
and was prepared to go on and debate the motion.
What happens then? The government says, 'No, this
is a bit too hard for us; we want to pull it in'. That is
quite clearly wrong.

Mr Weideman interjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Frankston will remain silent.
Mr COLE - The opposition wants to make it
clear - but it cannot do so if the adjournment
debate goes ahead - that section 61A was used
corruptly to save the Premier's bacon and that it
should not have been. When we did put up and shut
up what happened then? Section 61A was brought
in to save the Premier from both a private and
public violation. That is what it is all about We
believe we should have the opportunity of doing
that. Aside from any question of the ambulance
service being destroyed by this government there is
the question of corruption within the ambulance
service and the comments that we have made about
it.

We want to discuss cronyism as outlined in the
motion. We want to discuss the fact that the
government is looking after its mates and destroying
those who are not. That is what we want.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr COLE -If the Leader of the House wants me
to speak on the motion during the debate on the
adjournment I will. The simple fact is that you
should not have violated your agreement when you
introduced the motion. The Leader of the House
should not have reneged on his comment that 'You
can have as much time as you like'. He possibly said
it in a fit of pique because he was about to start his
speech and was so nervous about some of the
diatribe that he was going to put out. However, he
did not defend the government's position at all. If he
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were a barrister and that was his defence of the
cronies they would all be locked up.
This is a serious matter. The opposition has taken it
seriously. We have put in and we want to continue
to put in. We do not want this debate truncated
because the government cannot cope. It is the
government's motion. It should not be allowed to
adjourn it now. We should be allowed to go on and
our members should be allowed to speak as long as
they like. The issue is so serious and so germane to
what is wrong with Victoria at the moment that we
should be allowed to debate it. If we are not allowed
to debate it now, it will be an absolute outrage.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That the question be now put

Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the Leader of the House came into this
chamber in the most obnoxious - -

The SPEAKER - Order! I understand from
standing orders that the question has to be put
forthwith.
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Ayes, 53
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Colernan. Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr
Dean, Or
Doy1e, Mr (Telkr)
Elder,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Hefieman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr

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

Mr Dollis interjected.

Noes, 25
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Richmond does not keep quiet, I will
have to take action against him.
Mr Dollis - Absolutely. You are welcome to do
that, too.
The SPEAKER - Order! The motion that the
question be now put has been moved in the house
from time to time and I have always been conscious
of defending the rights of the opposition.
The house has been debating the question for almost
1 hour. Five members of the opposition have spoken
against the motion and one member of the
government has spoken for it As the house will
observe, no time limit has been imposed on either
the total length of the debate or on individual
members speaking for or against the motion.
Therefore, I accept the motion and put the question:

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr (Teller)
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt,Ms
Hamilton,Mr
Leighton, Mr

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

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That the debate be now adjourned.

House divided on motion:
That the question be now put.

Ayes, 53
House divided on Mr Gude's motion:

Ash1ey,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown,Mr

Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr

CRIME PREVENTION COMMITTEE

ASSEMBLY

488
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Oavis, Mr
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott,Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr

Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry,Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner,Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr (Teller)
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr (Teller)
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PUBLIC BODIES REVIEW COMMITIEE
Membership
That Mr Haermeyer be discharged from attendance on
the Public Bodies Review Committee and that
Mr Sandon be appointed in his stead.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Grievances
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move, by leave:
That for the purposes of sessional order no. 4(1)
Wednesday,S October 1994, and Wednesday,
9 November 1994, be appointed days upon which the
question 'That grievances be noted' may be put.

Motion agreed to.

Program
Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr (Teller)
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Hamilton,Mr
Leighton, Mr

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

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned.
Debate adjourned until later this day.

CRIME PREVENTION COMMITTEE
Membership
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move, by leave:
That Mc Sandon be discharged from attendance on the
Crime Prevention Committee and that Mr Haermeyer
be appointed in his stead.

Motion agreed to.

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order no. 6(3), the orders of
the day, government business, relating to the following
bills be considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. Friday,
7 October 1994:
Agriculture (Registered Occupations) Bill
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
Bill
Australian Grand Prix Bill.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
House has moved a procedural motion. I
understand the Leader of the Opposition wants to
move a further motion by leave.
I will deal with the motion by leave from the Leader
of the Opposition; the other motion will be in
abeyance for a few minutes.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
desire to move, by leave:
That this house noting the government's commitment
to open, honest and accountable government as
articulated in the Governor's speech on 27 October 1992
and reaffirmed in the Governor's speech on
6 September 1994, with the commibnent that 'the
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government will continue its practice of
communicating directly with Victorians to provide
them with a full account of its stewardship' and further
notes the conclusions of the Fitzgerald commission of
inquiry into corruption in Queensland that there is an
essential need to reinforce the doctrine of the
separation of powers under the Westminster system
whereby the Parliament's powers to make laws are
separated from the executive's power to administer
laws and from the judiciary's powers to determine
disputes according to law, and condemns the
government for its secrecy, lade of consultation and its
deliberate attempts to undermine the checks and
balances necessary in a fair and democratic society
including:
sacking the Accident Compensation Tribunal
judges;
sacking the equal opportunity commissioner;
sacking the law reform commissioners;
sacking members of the Industrial Relations
Commission;
sacking members of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal;
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the appointment of the Chung Corporation as the
TAB's Vanuatu agent and the suspension and
termination of the Chung Corporation's contract
with the TAB;

the appointment of Leonie Burke as head of the
Local Government Board;
the appointment of Greg Craven as Crown
Counsel and the Attomey-General's ministerial
adviser;
all details of the appointment of district liaison
principals;
the appointment of Pat Stone to undertake a
review of the management of the Metropolitan
.Ambulance Service;
and all flles, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following contracts:
the tender process for the Melbourne casino,
including the cabinet guidelines which were issued
to the Casino Control Authority;
all contracts entered into by I<NF Advertising with
the Urban Land Authority or any other
government department or statutory authority;

the removal of appeal rights to the Supreme Court
under the Victorian Constitution by the inclusion
of ouster clauses in over 50 acts; and

contractual arrangements between Melbourne
Grand Prix Promotions and Mc Bemie Ecclestone
in relation to the staging of the grand prix at Albert
Park, and all details of the construction of the
grand prix trade and arrangements for the running
of the race;

the virtual dismantling of the Freedom of
Information Act;

the contract awarded to Leeds Media to act as the
government master media buyer;

sacking elected local governments;
attacks on the Director of Public Prosecutions;

and further calls on the government to honour its
commitment to the Victorian people in relation to
openness and accountability by releasing all files,
briefing notes, board minutes and other documents in
relation to the following appointments:

the appoinbnent of Mr Nide Papas as Chief
Magistrate;
the appointment of Peter Scanlon as Deputy
Cha.irman of the TAB;

the appointment of Ross Wilson as Tabcorp chief
executive and negotiations on his $8 million salary
package;
the appointment of Mr Michael Tilley and
Centaurus Finance and negotiations on the
payment to be made to Mc Tilley;
the selection of Mc Roger Graham to advise the
government on the privatisation of Met bus
services and the contractual arrangements between
Mc Graham and the government;

the contract given to DDB Needham, without
Tender Board approval, for the government's
industrial relations advertising campaign;

the contracts awarded by the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service for private ambulance services;
the multimillion dollar contract awarded to
Intergraph to operate the MAS communications
centre;
contracts entered into between the MAS and
Henderson Consulting;

the awarding of contracts to the National Bus
Company to operate Met bus services;
the contract for the provision of fixed air-wing
services awarded to Victorian Airlines;

all consultancies and contracts awarded by the
government to the Stratcom company;
details of the value of work undertaken by
DOS Needham for the Victorian Liberal Party
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prior to the October 1992 election, details of any
payments from the Liberal Party to DDB Needham
that were outstanding after the October 1992
election and details of any payments that were
waived by DDB Needham;
details of the value of work undertaken by David
Nettlefold for the Liberal Party prior to the
October 1992 election, and details of any
arrangements entered into with David Nett1efold
by the Premier, Vicroads or any other government
agency in connection with advertising along the
Tullamarine Freeway;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following sales by the
government:
the sale of the State Supply office;
the sale of the Shamrock Hotel in Bendigo;
the sale of former school sites, including those sold
to Hudson Conway;
the sale of government laboratories to Centaur;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following purchase:
the government's purchase of the SEC building in
Flinders Street;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to Crown Casino, including:
the withdrawal of the TAB from the Crown Casino
consortium;
the approval for the size of the Crown Casino
Hotel to be changed from 360 to 1000 rooms, and
any proposals the government has received to
further change this to 500 rooms;
the approval for the number of gaming machines
and gaming tables at the temporary casino;
the approval for the proposed extension of the
temporary casino;
and all files, briefing notes, board minutes and other
documents in relation to the following miscellaneous
matters:
negotiations by the government on the proposed
redevelopment and leasing out of Mount Stirling;
details of personal guarantees given to banks by
Mr Ron Walker on behalf of the Uberal Party;
any assessment undertaken by Treasury or any
other government department on the impact of the
staging of the grand prix on the revenue of the
Crown Casino;
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the Premier's attacks on the National Crime
Authority and any links between those attacks and
pending or current court proceedings;
the government's proposals to restructure the
Office of the Director 01 Public Prosecutions;
all grants and tax concessions made by the
Department of Business and Employment;
the intervention by the Deputy Premier to achieve
the granting of a permit to business associates of
the Deputy Premier's brother to operate a service
station at Euroa.
and further that the house censures the government for
its termination of the debate today on matters of public
interest in the Parliament and calls on the government
to release all relevant files as outlined in this motion.

Leave refused.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair erred in not
allowing the Leader of the Opposition the chance to
put his motion under motions by leave. Will the
Leader of the House please repeat his motion with
respect to the government business program?

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The motion reads:
That, pursuant to sessional order no. 6(3), the orders of
the day, government business relating to the following
bills be considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on
Friday, 7 October 1994:
Agriculture (Registered Occupations) Bill
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
Bill
Australian Grand Prix Bill.

Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - The opposition
opposes the motion concerning the government
business program. This matter was discussed this
morning and we would have opposed it in any
event because it seeks to put through by the end of
this week, in all probability on Friday, the
Australian Grand Prix Bill. The bill will have a major
impact on the community and creates substantial
adverse precedents. It seeks to exempt the race and
track construction from environment and planning
laws, to exempt race contracts from freedom of
information laws, to abolish the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court to award compensation and to
enable the responsible ministers to grant a licence
for race works to the corporation even if the Albert
Park committee of management refuses.
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There has been great intensity of reaction to the bill.
It has been condemned by various legal groups
including the Victorian Bar Council and the
Victorian Council for Civil Liberties. The Age has
described the government as 'displaying disturbing
authoritarian tendencies in its determination to
protect the Albert Park grand prix from public
scrutiny, legal challenge and statutory impediments'
and said 'the government's effort to cocoon it [the
grand prix], its sponsors and itself, from every
possible contingency goes well beyond what is
acceptable in a free and democratic society'. An
editorial on this bill in the Sunday Age states:
With the introduction ... of the Australian Grand Prix
Bill, the Kennett government may well have set a new
standard of political arrogance. As we report today, the
bill has quite properly been condemned by various
legal groups including the Bar Council and the
Victorian Council for Civil Uberties. It is a bad bill,
even a dangerous one.
ill-restrained power is seductive and there are
disturbing signs that the Kennett government is
succumbing to it.

It is certainly seductive; it is so seductive that the
government has decided to ram through this bill this
week when there are plenty of other bills on the
notice paper that we could deal with, enabling
broader discussion and consideration of the contents
of the Australian Grand Prix Bill by the community.

For example - and I indicated this to the Leader of
the House - the house could debate the Domestic
(Feral and Nuisance) Animals Bill. The issue of feral
cats and cat registration has been around for at least
as long as I have been a member. As best I can
understand it, virtually every member of the house
is an expert on that bill. It is about time it was
debated and passed. The community is familiar with
the bill, and it ought to be debated. Many other bills
on the notice paper could be debated. For that
reason the opposition has resolved to oppose the
government business program and to draw attention
to the government's undemocratic conduct in
ramming the Australian Grand Prix Bill through this
week.
Having regard to what has occurred today, we
oppose the government business program with even
more vehemence. This evening we are seeing some
kind of petty payback. I do not know what the
opposition is supposed to have done today. The
government brought in its motion by leave. It sought
to engage in a petty payback designed to deprive the
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Leader of the Opposition of his right to speak in the
appropriation debate at an appropriate time. The
government wanted the budget debate to run
through in the dead of the night. Government
members are running scared from the debate they
started on the motion moved by leave concerning
cronyism. By spending the whole day in this way,
they have played havoc with the government
business program. They lost the debate and now try
to run away from it. The time we expected to have
on the appropriation legislation mayor may not be
forthcoming.
It is likely that other bills will not get adequate time
for debate. The opposition vehemently opposes
what has been done with the government business
program, both in terms of ramming through the
grand prix legislation and the way debate has been
handled today and this week, with the opposition
being deprived of its right to debate important
issues like the appropriation and cronyism in
government.

Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - It is incredible that on
Friday we will be asked to debate one of the most
important bills that this house will ever consider,
namely, one dealing with whether the grand prix
should be staged at Albert Park. The Leader of the
House has displayed considerable incompetence not
only in handling government business in this place
but also in being able to honour any commitment he
has given to the house or to the opposition.
Commitments that are given in the morning are
broken by mid-afternoon, and by night-time he
would not even be able to lie straight in his own bed.
In that regard it is not surprising that he has moved
this motion.
We saw a display full of incompetence: the only way
he could justify the fact that he was caught
considerably unaware was to throw every single bit
of filth that came into his narrow mind into this
house. The Leader of the House is unable to honour
the basic aspects of decency - decency in tenns of
commitments that are given, decency in tenns of
making certain that fair debate takes place and
decency in terms of being able to look people
straight in the face so they know that he does not lie.
In that regard his proposition is fallacious because
he is trying to bring this house into a position where
limited debate is heard on the Australian Grand Prix
Bill.
The government is frightened of a rally that will take
place on Sunday because once more a very articulate
Victorian community will get together and tell this
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government that it is getting it wrong. It is also
frightened because it does not wish to listen to any
alternative to Albert Park that may exist; but it is
more frightened of debate. Because of that fear of
debate we are placed in the position of considering a
very complex bill in very limited time.
The Premier told the state that one of the basic
reasons the government introduced the draconian
powers contained within the Australian Grand Prix
Bill was that the South Australian legislation was
like that. In fact the Premier said that the Victorian
legislation would mirror that of South Australia.
Any close analysis of the bill would lead one to
conclude that the proposed Victorian legislation has
twice as many draconian measures as any other bill
that has been introduced in this state.
We have a minister who is not prepared to allow
this house to debate properly matters of importance.
We have a Leader of the House who was caught
totally unaware this morning and who moved a
motion that he did not expect the opposition to
debate, then guillotined his own motion. It makes a
mockery of what is supposed to be a democratic
house being treated in a way that has not been seen
before in the history of this Parliament. We have a
government that is not prepared to keep its own
word. We have a Premier who is not prepared to
commit himself to fair, reasonable debate. We have a
Leader of the House who is interested only in
gutter-level politics and vilification and who does
not even have the decency to commit the house to a
reasonable and fair amount of debate.
On Friday the opposition will be given very limited
time to debate a very important bill because the
government does not wish its members to be
subjected to whatever pressure will come as a result
of the rally that will take place on Sunday. This
government does not wish to consider any
alternative except the one that it has decided on. The
Leader of the House is on the run.

The SPEAKER. - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I oppose the
motion. I will commence by quoting a submission to
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee by
one of Victoria's most eminent QCs, Mr Robert
Richter, about the Albert Park grand prix legislation.
At page 6 of his submission he said that the
provisions in the legislation:
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'" cut across and diminish the ordinary rights which
citizens possess to have the law upheld and any
disputes as to the operation or effect of any law
determined by the Supreme Court of Victoria.

Mr Richter also said at page 7:
'" there has been insufficient parliamentary scrutiny of
the bill and the committee ought to report to the
Parliament that the bill should be given further
consideration and lay on the table for public
consideration and public debate.

Clearly, if this bill is rammed through on Friday,
proper parliamentary consideration and proper
public debate will not be possible.
It is quite clear that the government will be in no
position to properly present this bill on Friday. It
appears that amendments have been foreshadowed
to the Chairman of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, but the rest of us have not
had an opportunity to see them properly. Yet
presumably on Friday we will be expected to
consider them, debate them, scrutinise them and
perhaps pass them without proper scrutiny or
debate, despite those words of Mr Robert Richter,
QC.

I also refer to what was a very complete submission
made to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee by Mr lain Stewart representing the Save
Albert Park group. He referred to numerous
examples where this legislation contravened basic
rights by trespassing on our rights and freedoms.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
upheld those submissions and found that the
legislation does infringe on our basic rights and
freedoms. At the end of his submission Mr Stewart
said:
Comment on the process.
It is apparent that all parties engaged in the process of
this public inquiry operate under severe time
constraints. The quality of material which parties are
able to submit is obviously affected by those
constraints. In turn, so must the quality of the

committee's deliberations. Accordingly, we would
recommend that the Parliament act to ensure adequate
time is available to all concerned to do justice to the
work of the committee and those who appear before it.

Clearly, adequate time is not being given for
Parliament to properly consider the matters
contained in the bill. In its report tabled today the

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Tuesday, 4 October 1994

ASSEMBLY

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
referred to numerous matters being unsatisfactory. It
found that many of the provisions unduly trespass
upon people's rights and freedoms. I would have
thought that if legislation unduly trespassed upon
people's rights and freedoms it would be only
appropriate that that legislation be given the utmost
consideration, that Parliament be given more than
adequate time to consider it and any possible
amendments and that those amendments be laid
upon the table. Members would then be given a
proper opportunity to consider whether the
criticisms made by the all-powerful Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee are still relevant, given
the amendments introduced by the government.

493

and the real damage that will be done to the
government's credibility will be done in the
community.
Although the government may be able to turn
Parliament into a rubber stamp, despite the amount
of money it is pouring in, the amount of
bludgeoning, intimidation and the overturning of
the community's rights to an independent hearing, it
cannot browbeat the Save Albert Park group or a
range of other groups that want to have their say.
And that is what causes the debate in the
community.

The committee's report refers to the fact that at this
time it is unable to advise the house whether it is
appropriate that the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court be excluded. The committee has been set up
by Parliament with the duty to advise the house as
to whether the Supreme Court's jurisdiction should
be excluded.

The legislation affects a wide range of the
community's rights and responsibilities. It ought to
be given careful consideration in the community
and, indeed, in the house. When I glanced through
the bill I noted a comprehensive reduction in the
rights of the community. Some of these matters
ought to be examined in depth, particularly those
that have attracted less attention such as the
suspension of the Building Control Act.

Yet the committee is not able to report, because it
does not have all the infonnation it requires to make
a recommendation. There is no way that by Friday it
will be in a position to fulfil its statutory duty. It
would seem that this house is treating the committee
with contempt. It is saying to the committee,
'Despite your statutory obligations we are going to
proceed with the legislation; we are going to debate
and pass it and ignore the statutory obligations that
you have to advise us about whether the jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court ought to be excluded'.

If one casts around the world to places where major
and dramatic sporting accidents have occurred and
lives have been lost, one will often find they have
been caused because of hastily erected grandstands
and infrastructure. We could have a classic example
of this. The bill contemplates the erection of a major
sporting infrastructure annually. It has been
speculated that it will be put up and pulled down
within an extremely short period. We must be
satisfied that community protections have been put
in place.

Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - It is ominous
for a member in his first term in this place to
consider the motion because it takes us back to the
dark days of November 1992. It takes us back to the
days when we realised we were part of the
railroading, the bulldozing and the indiscriminate,
hasty, unreasonable and dramatic overturning of
conventional parliamentary practices and rights that
Victorians had held dear for generations.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member has 1 minute.

It is rare for a bill to attract as much attention and

comment in the short time it has been available for
public consideration as this bill. Because it affects a
wide range of rights and areas of government
responsibility, the bill has attracted attention from
the Bar Council, civil liberties groups and
newspaper editorials. It is unreasonable that the
matter should be dealt with in such a short time. It is
unreasonable because the government's numbers
mean that the debate will go on, but the real impact

Mr MILDENHALL - I should like to know why
this bill is more urgent than the Domestic (Feral and
Nuisance) Animals Bill or the Intellectually Disabled
Persons' Services (Amendment) Bill. Some other
pieces of legislation have been, unusually and
almost in an unprecedented way during the term of
this government, subject to consultation. People
have been able to have their say, but that is not the
case with this bill. There is a deliberate,
manipulative intent by the government to close
down the debate and to limit the amount of
information that can get out to the community. Even
Terry McCrann wants the details of the grand prix to
be made public in the public interest.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - I have been drawn
into the debate because of the comments made by
the honourable members for Albert Park and
Footscray. I specifically relate my remarks to their
comments about the Australian Grand Prix Bill and
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee. I
am deeply disappointed by the comments made by
the honourable member for Albert Park. Members of
the Liberal, National and Labor parties have a close
and harmonious working relationship on that
committee. The report on the bill prepared by the
committee is something for which the opposition
should be grateful.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON - The first point made by the
honourable member for Footscray was that the bill
has not been around for long. It was introduced on
14 September. The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee conducted a public hearing last Tuesday
in which the major opponents of the legislation were
given a full opportunity to express their concerns
and put their cases about the legislation, both orally
and in writing.
Mr Brumby interjected.

Mr PERTON - The Leader of the OppoSition is
interjecting wildly, as is his wont.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Richmond is doing so as well. Let us not forget that
the former Labor government was given three
opportunities to introduce a scrutiny of bills
function into Parliament, but on each occasion it was
rejected. The honourable member for Richmond was
a member of the government that rejected that
proposal, as was the honourable member for
Springvale. They cannot come before the house
today and criticise the government for introducing a
set of procedures that have given this opposition
second-to-none access to and analysis of every piece
of legislation introduced in this house.

particular provisions need amendment or
modification'. Although members of the opposition
attacked the Premier on a whole range of perceived
problems, they failed to prove or put up anything.
They failed to give the Premier credit for having the
guts and determination to do what former Premiers
Kimer and Cain would not do - and that is to give
the Victorian Parliament a structure to analyse
legislation that is second to none in this country.
They failed to do that. Victoria is the leader. It is the
only state in which major projects legislation is held
up to this sort of scrutiny. The honourable member
for Albert Park has misled the house by saying that
the committee has not had the opportunity to
undertake its work.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member
for Doncaster said that the honourable member for
Albert Park misled the house. I find that to be
offensive and I ask him to withdraw it.

The SPEAKER - Order! The term is commonly
used. The most heinous crime that any member can
perpetrate against another member is to suggest that
he or she deliberately misled the house. The
honourable member for Doncaster is in order in
using that term. I do not find it offensive and
therefore he does not have to withdraw it.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - The terms of
reference of the committee are set out in the
Parliamentary Committees Act. One of our duties is
to consider any bill and then report the committee's
opinion as to whether a variation of the provisions
of section 85 is in all the circumstances appropriate.

Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:
That the sitting be continued.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 54
Mr Mildenhall - Full consideration!

Mr PERTON - Indeed, full consideration, as the
honourable member said. The grand prix legislation
is typical of major projects legislation introduced by
Liberal and Labor governments in every state and
territory. In each case they contain similar
provisions, but it is only in Victoria that an all-party
committee can hold up its hand and say, 'These
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Motion agreed to.
Debate resumed.

The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Doncaster has 31 seconds.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - As I was saying
prior to the motion to continue the sitting, the
opposition has had no better opportunity to examine
the provisions of the Australian Grand Prix Bill, and
its comments now smack of cant and hypocrisy.
When the Labor Party was in government it did not
give us the opportunity, the time or the resources to
debate bills properly. It is a complete farce for the
opposition to now cry poor after a three-week
adjournment and all the opportunities it has had to
properly consider the bill.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - The honourable
member for Doncaster claims that the parliamentary
committee system is a replacement for Parliament.
Mr Perton - That is false.
Mr BRACKS - It is improper for Parliament to
consider one of the most crucial bills that will come
to this place in only a very short period on Friday. It
is improper for the government to suggest the
Freedom of Information Act should be subverted
when the bill comes before the house on Friday. It is
improper for the government to restrict the freedom
of assembly of people, to restrict the rights to
compensation of people affected by the grand prix
and to have that happen without proper debate in
the house.

The honourable member for Doncaster claims that
the committee system will effectively replace
Parliament; it will prevent the people of Victoria
from hearing the case about the grand prix. The
government would do well to explain to the people
and Parliament why there should be no disquiet
about the bill. No doubt the government feels it has
good reasons for putting up the bill. No doubt the
government feels the allegations made in the press
about the draconian legislation allegedly contained
in the bill are incorrect. The government therefore
should explain to Parliament why the people of
Victoria have nothing to fear from the bill.
The reality is the people of Victoria have a lot to fear.
I am not just talking about the Australian Grand Prix
Bill but about precedent - precedent that will
restrict the rights of people in Victoria for one event.
It means the bill will be used as landmark legislation
or as a precedent for other bills that will be brought
into the house to restrict the rights of assembly, to
restrict the freedom of information legislation being
used for its proper purposes and to restrict the
legitimate compensation rights of the people
affected. If the government has nothing to hide it
should fear nothing from a full and proper debate
on the grand prix. Why does it wish to ram through
on Friday in a very short time a bill that will have
Significant effects on an area in Victoria that has
significance for local residents and the people of
Victoria? Why does it want to do that? It is because
it has something to hide. The government fears that
proper scrutiny and debate on the legislation in this
house will expose the problems in the bill: the
restricting of freedom of assembly, the restricting of
people's rights to proper access to information and
to their legitimate claims for compensation.

PROPERTY LAW AMENDMENT BILL
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It is not just the opposition that is saying this; it has
been said by a series of commentators, by Queen's
Counsel and other legal opinions. We want the
government to explain in clear terms why this is a
legitimate bill. If there is nothing to hide why does
the government not have full debate in Parliament?

House divided on motion:
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PROPERTY LAW AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Council.
Read first time on motion of Mrs WADE
(Attorney-General).

DENTISTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Council.
Read first time on motion of Mrs TEHAN
(Minister for Health).

EMERALD TOURIST RAILWAY
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Council.
Read first time on motion of Mr McNAMARA
(Minister for Tourism).

ROYAL AGRICULTURAL
SHOW-GROUNDS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Read first time on motion of Mr W. D. McGRATH
(Minister for Agriculture).

APPROPRIAnON (1994-95, No. 1) BILL
Andrianopoulos, Mr
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Bracks, Mr (Td1er)
Brumby,Mr
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Motion agreed to.
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Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 September; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) - I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

I move that the debate be adjourned because we
have an unprecedented situation where the
opposition is being asked to deliver its response on
the budget in the dead of night. It is a breach of all
parliamentary convention and of all civilised
Westminster systems that you should come in here
and decide to deliver this small and petty payback
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because you have been roasted today. That is all this
is about.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale pause until the house
comes to order. Those who wish to retire from the
chamber should do so.
Mr THOMSON - It is a disgraceful situation
that the opposition should be denied the normal
parliamentary convention of delivering its budget
response during prime parliamentary time. The
custom and practice in this house has been for the
budget response to be delivered after question time.
There is absolutely no basis or reason whatsoever
why the opposition should be required to deliver its
budget response now.

We had before the Chair earlier today debate on a
motion moved by the government, a motion on
cronyism in government. The opposition was only
too happy to debate and go on debating that motion,
but we were denied the opportunity of delivering
our budget response because of the motion and we
are now being expected to deliver the budget
response when it is custom and practice for that
response to be delivered after question time.
It is another attempt by the government to gag the
opposition, to effectively silence the opposition by

seeking to have the budget response delivered at a
time when the media are taking less interest in the
budget, or indeed less interest in Parliament full
stop, and an attempt to diminish the significance of
the opposition's response to the budget, which is a
Significant thing in Westminster parliaments.
Mr Acting Speaker, we have had an appalling
display in Parliament today with the government
saying to the opposition, 'Put up or shut up' and
then denying us the right to put up by running away
from the debate, by gagging the debate after only
two opposition speakers have spoken. The
government has run away from this debate after
having said to us, 'Put up or shut up'. Then, in what
appears to be a petty payback, a retaliation for the
events of today - I do not know what they want to
retaliate about, they picked. the fight - they say,
'We want to have a debate about cronyism'. We say,
'That is fine, let's have a debate on cronyism', but
now the government says, 'Oh, no, we are in a bad
mood. We are very unhappy about what has
happened today, we are very unhappy about the
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developments today so we are going to pay you
back'.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Cole interjected.

The AcnNG SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I ask the honourable member for Melbourne
to cease interjecting; he is interjecting upon one of
his own colleagues and he is not assisting the
debate. I ask the honourable member for Pascoe Vale
to continue in silence.
Mr THOMSON - I will do my best to meet your
requirements, Mr Acting Speaker, but it may prove
difficult. Nevertheless, the situation that we have is
that the motion was moved by the Leader of the
House earlier today. We have had only a couple of
speakers from the government and we have not
even had a speech from the Premier in support of
that motion the government moved; we have had
only two speeches from the oppOSition, and that is
the debate that should be going on now. The debate
on the motion moved. by the Leader of the House
ought to run its course, and members of the
opposition stand ready to debate the issue.
It is quite improper, irregular and in breach of all
Westminster parliamentary conventions to require
the opposition now to deliver its response to the
budget speech. It is Simply part of the pattern of
abuse of this Parliament which shows the
government's lack of respect for parliamentary
standards and propriety. Today takes us back to
1992 and those first few weeks after this government
was elected when legislation was rammed through
Parliament with no notice whatever, with no time to
consider and debate bills, in an attempt to diminish
the significance of Parliament and the opposition's
place in it.

The government's position takes us back to that
period, which is a most unsatisfactory state of
affairs. It reflects poorly on Parliament that in the
event that my motion is not agreed. to the budget
debate will go through tOnight.
I urge all honourable members to support the
motion that the budget debate be adjourned so that
it can take pride of place tomorrow afternoon, which
is when it properly ought to be conducted. The
opposition's response to the budget is substantial,
considered and detailed, and it would be most
unsatisfactory if it should have to begin tonight. Our
being put in such a situation - it smacks of petty
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payback and retaliation - reflects poorly on the
government. The government has been done today,
which is why it is seeking to have the Leader of the
Opposition deliver his response to the budget late at
night
It is not correct, and there is no precedent for it that I
am aware of. I urge all honourable members to
support the amendment and to enable the debate on
the budget to be brought on in its proper place.

I note that the government's business plan talks
about a 10 o'clock adjournment If the government
wants the house to continue sitting, the proper
debate to be continued is the debate on cronyism
and business dealings.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr THOMSON - The Leader of the House says
it is an extraordinary day. His conduct is certainly

making it so. We have a motion moved by a
government that has run away from a debate on
cronyism after only two speakers. The government
has run away from the debate despite the Premier
saying there would be at least six speakers on each
side. That has confirmed in the minds of the
opposition that the Premier cannot be trusted. It is a
most unsatisfactory situation given that the
government is endeavouring to bring on the budget
debate this evening rather than at the proper time.
We need time to debate the budget, appropriate time
for the opposition response to be presented in detail,
in keeping with traditional democratic conventions.
By all means let us have a debate on government
cronyism tonight
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - The
government does not accept the motion. The
opposition is clearly not prepared to use
parliamentary time to its advantage and wants to
discuss extraneous matters.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MACLELLAN -Now, when they are asked
to debate something, they want to go home to bed. It
seems they are not prepared to move on to the
budget debate at this time of night. The government
rejects the motion and seeks to move on.
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - This is not the way a
confident government behaves.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr DOLUS - If you are confident, let the
Leader of the Opposition deliver his speech
tomorrow. Don't come in here at 10.30 at night
trying to bring on the budget debate. Premier, is this
a confident government? Mr Acting Speaker, is this
a confident government? If this is a government that
believes the crisis is over, we had better re-examine
every single commitment it has made. Let us
consider what has happened. The Leader of the
House came in here with a motion he was not
prepared for; we brought the motion on; and now
we have hit 10 o'clock, when the usual practice is to
go into an adjournment debate.

Members of the government know very well that the
first substantial speech to be made in reply to the
government's budget is that of the Leader of the
Opposition. The Treasurer knows that What does
the government want to do? It wants him to deliver
his speech when every single representative of every
newspaper and media outlet has gone home. Is this
a confident government?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOLUS - We will go to breakfast; but my
goodness, this is not the way a confident
government operates! This is not the way a
government that is confident about its budget works
out the debate - unless you have this incompetent
leader over here working out everything for you. He
ends up messing up jl:lSt about everything he
touches! The reality is, Treasurer, that if you want a
decent debate, let us have the debate tomorrow.

Mr Acting Speaker, in the 15O-odd years that this
house has been sitting Victoria has never had a
government like this, which lacks courage and lacks
the guts to have an honest debate during the day,
when every commentator can be here and scrutinise
the reply to the government's budget.
What you have is a government that wants to
govern in the middle of the night when everybody
has gone home. What you have is a government that
is not particularly confident about the budget That
is why it has us here at 25 to 11, debating whether
the debate should be adjourned. The debate should
be adjourned because it does not make any sense to
move on to the substantial reply to the government's
budget speech at 20 to 11 at night
You tell me, Mr Acting Speaker, or let a minister tell
me, of one instance in the history of this place when
a government has displayed such arrogance and
such corruption in the way it has practised the
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business of the house. This government wants to
bring on the debate on the budget, with the first
substantial reply to the Treasurer's budget speech, at
what time - almost 11 o'clock at night!
Does that make a mockery of this place, Mr Acting
Speaker? You would not vote against this motion,
would you? You are an independently minded
person; you understand.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I caution the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr DOLUS - Indeed, Mr Acting Speaker, I take
your remarks with considerable grace.
But you tell me whether there is a single member in
this house who will honestly vote for the debate to
go on at this time of the night. Look at them! Only
fools and gutless individuals will vote against this
motion, Mr Acting Speaker. Guts they have not got,
fools they are; and what they have is a discredited
budget.
If members opposite believe in the document the
Treasurer has presented to this house - a document
that talks about the crisis being over when the next
day you have an unemployment rate of 11 per
cent and when every single Treasurer in this country
has clearly stated if it were not for Victoria the
country would have an unemployment figure under
9 per cent -let us have the debate tomorrow. Let's
have the Leader of the Opposition's speech then;
let's not try to silence the minority! Let us make
certain that every independent commentator
scrutinises the government - those who do not
have to behave and do not have to submit to the
voting power of the 61 government members sitting
opposite.

Let us have a debate in the interests of the state
because the Treasurer and the Premier say they are
not frightened of a debate on the budget. I ask: if
they are not frightened, why is it they are bringing
the debate on now? Why not tomorrow morning?
Why did they not allow the debate to take place at
3 o'clock in the afternoon? It is only because the
Leader of the House stuffed it up!
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if we are going to spend it this way we might as well
enjoy it until breakfast and enter into a new era.
There are particular records that need to be broken!
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! I think the
honourable gentleman might come to the point.

Mr DOLUS - Indeed, as I said there are records
that need to be broken in this house concerning
lengths of speeches and we can try that tOnight.
However, it is imposSible to have a debate on why
the government is trying to silence the opposition
from delivering its budget response during the day.
Mr Leigh interjected.

Mr DOLUS - No, no, no, if you've got the guts
then let's bring it on tomorrow! Let's bring it on!
Everybody can be out there, not just yourself! Come
on, let's adjourn the debate until tomorrow morning
so that government members can come in fresh,
collected, and reasonable, so that they can
understand the arguments - arguments that
beyond any reasonable doubt the opposition has got
a case to put. The case is a simple one: that the
budget strategy embarked upon by this government
lacks credibility.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! I suspect that
the honourable gentleman is about to embark upon
a debate on the budget. I remind him that the debate
is on the question that the debate be adjourned. I
have given considerable latitude. I think I have been
really quite generous and I ask the honourable
gentleman to return to the subject at issue, which is
that the debate should be adjourned. That is the
issue before the house, none other.
Mr DOLUS - God forbid that I should venture
into a budget debate! Not at this time of the night!
But I do accept with considerable grace your ruling,
Mr Acting Speaker, and your guidance will be
appreciated into the late hours of the night until we
become fond of the little hours of the mOrning.
Breakfast will be prepared - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOLUS - Breakfast has been withdrawn?

The ACTING SPEAKER - Order!

Mr Maclellan - Hungry Jacks.
Mr DOLUS - Yes, I shall return to reasonable
language - not that government members can
understand it! It is impossible! Opposition members
have plenty of time tOnight, have we not?
Absolutely plenty of time! We have got tonight and

The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I ask the
honourable gentleman to return to the issue before
the Chair otherwise I shall hear him no longer.
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Mr DOLLIS - I will return to the question. The
debate on the budget is a serious one. It is a serious
time for the opposition to reply to what is a most
important piece of legislation and to what is the
most important document that the government has
produced. It is a document that will guide the
fortunes of this state for the next 12 months. What
the opposition has been told is that while the
Treasurer had the opportunity to present his budget
in the middle of the day, with every TV camera
being able to cover his contribution, opposition
members are to be denied natural justice - we are
to be denied the opportunity to put our case when
everybody can be here. That is the fundamental
issue before us because what the opposition has
been told to do is to rewrite the history of this state.
Never before in this house or any other Parliament
in this country or the commonwealth has a
government tried to force an opposition to deliver its
reply to the budget speech some time after
midnight.
It is some time near midnight that we are being told
to begin our reply to the government's economic
program. I ask: is that a confident government? If it
is confident then it will not mind scrutiny. It will

particularly not mind a debate allowing scrutiny by
others, not only by the opposition in this house but
by others outside of this house. The government
knows very well that today did not go particularly
well for it and it does not want tomorrow to go as
badly as today because it knows that the Leader of
the Opposition will be able to put a substantial case,
and that requires our adjourning the debate until
tomorrow.
If the discredited Leader of the House were decent,
he would agree that the adjournment should take
place, because it is important for us to begin the
debate the way it should have begun, that is, during
the day, after we have been through the program
that we have for the morning, completed question
time and then moved on to the budget debate. But
this is not a confident government.
In conclusion, this is the most disgraceful, dishonest
act that we have ever witnessed in this Parliament. It
is disgraceful because it has never happened before.
It is dishonest because the government is using its
majority to enforce on us a time that is not
appropriate, a time when we cannot basically
deliver our message to the people of Victoria, and it
is dishonest because this is the budget.
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The Premier has said time after time: where is the
opposition when trying to deal with substantial
matters? This is a substantial matter. Where is the
government in having the courage to allow the
debate to take place tomorrow? There is no
government out there because a government that
believes in its program, a government that is
confident with its program, and a government that
believes in its budget will not come into this
chamber trying to force this sort of disorder in the
house.
A government that has courage and integrity and
believes that its program is a correct one will allow
its program to be scrutinised because it is scrutiny
that enables us to stop a government from
committing grave mistakes that only make things
worse for its people. But this government does not
want the case to be put, so what one will see is a
vote where the majority of members - again the 61
bullies - will try to force this opposition into
debating the budget into the middle of the night. If
that is not a message that is going to go out to the
people of Victoria, namely that the Treasurer does
not want the shadow Treasurer to confront him in
the middle of the day, then I do not know what it is.
Any government member with any decency or with
any courage who has got any morality left - and I
doubt whether that is the case -will allow the
debate to take place tomorrow and will support our
motion and defeat the sentiments as they have been
expressed by government members on the other
side. It is dishonest. It is corrupt for us to start the
debate tonight.
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - The motion that
the opposition has put forward to adjourn the
debate is a serious motion and comes after a series of
actions by the government that are clearly aimed at
denying the rights of the opposition in this
Parliament.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition just said in his
speech that this is not the action of a confident
government, and it is certainly not. But it is the
action of an arrogant government, a government
that is not prepared to submit to scrutiny, and a
government that is not prepared to submit to
criticism.
This has been another tawdry attempt by the Leader

of the House to prevent the Leader of the Opposition
from continuing the debate on the government's
motion moved earlier today, which we should still
be having now, concerning cronyism and the
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government's abuse of power. The government has
run away from its own motion; it does not want that
debate to be resumed.
It is appropriate that the motion moved by the
Leader of the Opposition should be passed, because
the forms of the house are consistent with what was
put in debate this afternoon. Mr Fitzgerald
addressed that issue in his report on corruption in
Queensland. In chapter 3 he talks about the political
context in Parliament and states:
It is much less likely that a pattern of misconduct will
occur in the government's public administration if the
political processes of public debate and opposition are
allowed to operate, and the objectives of the
parliamentary system are honestly pursued.

You tell me, Mr Acting Speaker, whether this
government is living up to the philosophy espoused
by Mr Fitzgerald! That is what we are talking about
in this adjournment motion - honesty in this place.
There has been no honesty since question time today
because every government action since then has
been about the denial of the opposition's right to be
heard on any matter.
The government was caught out moving a motion
for which it did not want leave to be granted. And
once it was caught out the government applied the
gag. It called for the adjournment of that debate,
saying, 'We will not proceed with that; let's get
away from it and run somewhere else'.
When the Leader of the House was tackled about
why he was taking that action, he said the purpose
was to enable him to move a motion about the
government's business program and that the
intention was to return to the debate about
cronyism. The Leader of the House virtually said,
'You will get your chance again tonight. We will
return to the debate'.
However, after the business program motion had
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The government has pulled away. Its action is
totally unprecedented and amounts to an abuse of
procedure. It again points up this government's total
lack of integrity. It will do anything to hide. When
things start to turn nasty, it will do anything! The
power of 61 comes to the fore! The power of the
numbers is all that concerns the government - the
forms of this place are of no account.
During the dark days of November 1992, as we sat
here while this sort of thing occurred every night, a
previous Leader of the Opposition used to speak
about this government wishing to avoid the
disinfectant of daylight that comes with sWlShine.
The government adopted the attitude, 'Sweep it out
of the way and under the carpet; remove it from
public scrutiny'. If we are to continue with any
debate, we should return to the debate about
cronyism, which the government wanted to have.
Somebody from the other side should explain why
we are not returning to that debate. After all, it is the
government's motion. Why are we not returning to
that? Why are we squibbing it now? 'Because we do
not like it we are going to squib it', says the
government. Put up the speakers and let's get it
under way!
As a result of what has happened with the
programming of the business of the house we have
established that the government cannot be trusted.
There is no way the opposition can take any notice
of or put any faith in any commitment by this
government concerning the way business will
proceed. That has been clearly demonstrated this
evening. The government lacks the courage of its
own motion; it will not allow the continuation of
debate on its own motion.
The government moved a motion which it now
wants to run away from. The government got the
telephone call saying, 'You mucked it up, get it off
the agenda'. Big Ron has spoken! 'Get it off the
agenda. Do anything you can but don't go on with
it. Get it out of the way'. Big Ron gave the order!

been agreed to, the Leader of the House moved for

the commencement of debate on the appropriation
bill, not for a return to the debate on cronyism,
which, according to what it had said on radio for
two days, the government wanted to have.
Why does the government want to debate the
budget now? The reason has been clearly spelt
out - because of the time of night. It is an attempt
to deny the opposition its traditional right of
commencing its reply at a time similar to that at
which the Treasurer makes his budget address.

We should look at the government's own orders
about what we should be doing. I suggest we can
follow one of only two paths. Under the standing
orders we should be either moving to debate the
motion for the adjournment of the sitting or
continuing the debate that was in progress when the
Leader of the House intervened and moved his
business program motion. We should return to that
debate. They are the only two paths that should now
be followed. However, the government does not
have the courage or integrity to go with either.
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Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - In the six years - Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON -If the honourable member for
Mordialloc is too tired, he can have a couple of
hours from me on this subject - that is, if he wishes!

This action is the greatest abuse of this chamber by
an executive that I have witnessed in my six years as
a member of this place. We can always argue about
whether there should be a few extra hours debate
about a bill or whether the house has been denied
the opportunity to go into committee to debate
amendments, but we know that at the end of the day
legislation will be passed along purely party lines.
However, it is another matter when the opposition is
denied its opportunity to take part in one of the
most important processes in this place -that is, the
budget debate. There is a tradition that in presenting
its response to the budget the opposition should
have the same access to prime time as the
government did when handing down the budget in
the first place.
Television cameras now have automatic entry into
this place. It has come to be accepted that just as the
cameras are able to film the Treasurer's budget
speech they should be able to film the budget
response of the Leader of the Opposition or the
shadow Treasurer. It was also equally accepted that
the opposition's reply would take place at the same
time of day as the government's own budget
presentation, which is normally straight after
question time.
It would have been bad enough if the government
had sought to bring the appropriation debate back
on at 9 o'clock, but to do it an hour before this house
was due to adjourn, to continue the sitting of this
house when the government has argued that we
should not have extended sittings, to extend the
sitting of this house purely to force the opposition to
make its budget reply late at night when there are
clearly no television cameras around and very little
in the way of media is not only an abuse, it is a
contempt.
It would have been an abuse if the government had
allowed the debate to resume at 9 o'clock! To extend
the sitting of this place and have the opposition
present its budget response at 11 o'clock at night is a
contempt of this place.
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It is clear that over the years there has been a move

away from the independence of the Parliament
towards the executive government, but never has
there been such a shift as in the past two years.
Ultimately it is not only we on this side of the house
who are the losers, it is all members on both sides,
particularly private members - especially members
on that side of the house who will never be
ministers - who are equally the losers.
As has been demonstrated in the Fitzgerald royal
commission in Queensland and the W A Inc. royal
commission, these are the precursors to corruption:
when you remove various constraints - including
the independence and the openness of Parliament and when you remove the public scrutiny certain
other things follow. This government has done more
than any previous government and in a shorter
period to set the scene for that.
A further point worth making is that earlier this year
the government argued that one of the reasons for
setting up the Government Business Programming
Committee and giving itself the capacity to
guillotine a number of bills in bulk and to determine
which bills will be passed each week was to bring
some certainty into this place, so that not only
members but also the community could have some
idea which bills were to be debated and when they
would be debated. The government said that doing
so would ensure that we did not have late night
sittings. In this move the government has defeated
the rationale for having its own business
programming committee.
I understand from the manager of opposition
business, the honourable member for Pascoe Vale,
that when he met with the Leader of the House in
the Government Business Programming Committee
there was no indication that the government
intended to seek to move its cronyism motion
today - certainly there was no suggestion that the
government would pull a stunt like forcing the
opposition to present its budget reply in the wee
small hours of the night. The government has
abused the process; it has also repudiated the
goodwill shown by the opposition in giving leave to
the moving of the cronyism motion today.
The concern I have is that this action by the
executive is not only to the detriment of the
opposition but it is treating this entire place with
contempt, and in so doing the government is
holding the wider community in contempt. I believe
at this late stage the government still has the
capacity to adjourn the house for the night and to
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then allow the opposition to make its main response
to the appropriation bill either at 10.00 a.m. when we
resume sitting or, alternatively, at 2.30 p.m. after
question time. On either occasion there would be
more opportunity for media, including electronic
media, to be present and there would be some
opportunity for the community to be informed of
differing views.
1bat is what the government wants to stamp out. It
is not tolerant of anybody who puts a differing point
of view, and it seems quite determined on this
occasion that it will not allow the community to be
informed of alternative views on the budget. So
much for the words that were put in the Governor's
mouth when this Parliament was opened in October
1992, when the coalition promised open, honest and
accountable government. Once again it has failed the
test by holding this place in contempt.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I support the
adjournment motion. It is outrageous that the
government is doing what it is doing. We have got
used to the government doing outrageous things,
both inside and outside Parliament, but that does
not mean we accept them.

An agreement and a set of rules were developed for
the management of this place. We do not necessarily
agree with them, but when you change them to your
own political advantage, as has happened here, one
has to stand up and say that this is clearly wrong.
Most important of all, we had a debate before which we were quite happy and prepared to go on
with - about the cronyism, corruption and other
misfeasances of this government. lllat debate was
truncated unceremoniously, yet it was the
government's motion. Here we have a situation
where the government's budget could be debated
tomorrow, but instead of that it is to be debated at
some late hour and probably will not finish until a
very, very late hour. People will be very happy with
that! I thought we said at one stage that the object of
the exercise was to change the process and the
nature of running this place, and that was one of the
government's rationales, its raisons d'etre for
introducing the 4.30 p.m. rule for crunching
legislation through.
For politically opportune reasons, however, the
government is not doing that tonight. The
government is saying, 'No, tonight is a night when
we go all night to take away the opposition's
advantage - or whatever - to do with delivery of
the budget debate. It will not be delivered at a
proper, sensible waking hour; it will be delivered at
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a time when most sensible people are home in bed'.
As people yawn - as we make our way through
it - I am pleased to see the Premier here.
Mr KenneH - Working!
Mr COLE - So I notice. Signing letters: Dear
Ron, how are you? I do hope he is still here
tomorrow at 5.00 a.m.

There is probably an argument for the Premier being
extremely tired when he makes decisions - it is
possible that he would be less destructive to this
state if he were exhausted when he made decisions!
Let me say this, Mr Speaker: he could not be any
worse. Let us hope that he is still with us tomorrow
morning after having carried out this silly, petulant
political stunt. The Ad Man has come through again!
It annoys me profoundly, as it does on so many
other occasions in this state. People see this
petulance - Mr Perton interjected.
Mr COLE - Don't come to the defence of the
Premier over there. You are in enough trouble with
him already!

These petulant actions are getting Victorians up in
arms. They are sick of them. They are sick of these
deliberate stunts, of the government's looking after
its mates, of petulant actions like that of tonight, of
the lack of accountability, of the cover-ups -on and
on it goes. Contrary to everything that has been
agreed to, here we are tonight - Mr KenneH interjected.
Mr COLE - The Premier has just said that I have
had a liquid dinner. I must confess that I did have a
glass of orange juice with my son when I went home
at 6.30 p.m. tonight, but I certainly have not had any
alcohol. I want to relieve him of the burden of
thinking that what I am saying tonight is anything
other than absolutely sincere regarding what I think
of the Premier because it is, and he ought to know it.

The SPEAKER - Order! Interjections across the
table are disorderly.
Mr KenneH interjected.
Mr COLE - He said that I worked against my
leader. He obviously does not know my position in
relation to the leader.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COLE - I did in the caucus room. I totally
supported him and will continue to do so. He has
something that you have not, and it is called
integrity.

The SPEAKER - Order! Will the honourable
member please ignore interjections.
Mr COLE - He does not associate with people
like Ronnie Walker, and he is not petulant. He does
not engage in such activities just to ram a point
home like the bullyboy that the Premier is. I learned
when I was very young, about five years old, to
stand up to bullyboys, and that is what we are doing
tOnight. If government members think we will lie
down an~ let this go by, they can think again
because we will stand up and object to this petulant
schoolboy bully-type approach to the Parliament by
the Premier.
The best thing the Premier could do is leave now
and tell these people to let us all go - have a proper
adjournment debate and leave it at that. He should
stop carrying on like a two-bob lair because it is
stupid and ridiculous. People out there say that and
know it.

Mr Speaker, you have talked about the need to treat
this Parliament with respect. It is now being treated
as a toy by this Premier, totally corruptly, in order to
push home a political point, one would suggest, to
ruin the opportunity of the opposition quite validly
in the light of day at about 3 o'clock tomorrow
afternoon to say what it thinks of the budget but, no,
it has to be done at this time when we know it is
impossible for the budget to be properly covered.
That is the object, and that is contemptible. That is
the sort of corruption we know Mr Fitzgerald was
tallcing about, and that is the path the Premier is
going down.
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particularly by those who are sick; we know that
there are enormous problems with the schools
because the government has never been committed
to the public education system. There are incredible
problems with ambulance services. We know the
government does not want to debate that.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - On
a point of order, the debate is about whether the
debate should be adjourned. It is a narrow debate,
and I suggest that the honourable member for
Melbourne has strayed beyond the confines of the
narrow debate.

The SPEAKER -Order! At this stage I
understand the honourable member for Melbourne
is advancing an argument as to why the debate
should be adjourned. I do not uphold the point of
order.

Mr COLE (Melbourne) - We have tOnight seen
the ultimate in poor procedures, not the least of
which is the truncating of debate on cronyism. We
that that occurred because the government
does not want that debate to go any further. Enough
is enough. Its own motion fell flat on its face.

mow

The opposition does not want to see yet again the
processes of the Parliament disregarded in the way
that they have been tonight. The government's lack
of accountability is again rearing its ugly head. We
should adjourn this debate because, if given the·
opportunity tomorrow afternoon to debate the
budget, we will put up alternative policies for all
Victorians. That is probably what the Premier is
afraid of because he is not too good on the debating
stage. He does not come out very well when he has
to articulate things of substance. He is good on the
cli~ and one-liners that do not matter too much to
the average person but not on other things. That
explains what we see happening tonight.

We also know that this petulance is a disaster for the
state. It annoys me to see the Premier carry on like a
two-bob lair with some right to go on doing what he
likes, invoking sections of the constitution such as
section 61A to protect himself as though he has some
right greater than any other citizen in the state. That
applies not only to the Premier but also to the mates
of the Uberal Party or, in the case of Mr Walker, the
de facto owner of the Liberal Party.

I conclude by stating that this government looks
after its mates. 'There is no doubt about that. The
Liberal Party priority is to look after the Uberal
Party and the Establishment. That is what it does
when in government - it gives deals that are
unbelievable, because someone worked for Elders
IXL; there is a fraternity that has to be looked after,
so the government gives out $8 million packages,
which is obscene, to put it mildly. That is
accountability!

I also suggest that the budget must be pretty bad if
the government has to go down this path. We know
that there is much concern about hospitals,

Accountability is what the Parliament is supposed to
be about, but the government deliberately brings on
a budget debate at this time of night, contrary to all
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precedents, as an act of subterfuge of the
opposition's policies. That is the act of a petulant
Premier who thinks he has a right to run over
everybody who happens to get in the government's
way, either coopting or liquidating them; that is the
policy of the government, and here we see it
happening again.
The real issue is accountability. The government
cannot be accountable if debate has to take place at a
time when the average person is asleep. The debate
should be adjourned. Government members know
this is wrong. This is a deliberate act designed to get
at the opposition because the opposition has not
played the government's game as it would have
liked.
We say to the bullyboy that we will not be bullied by
him. He can come up with innuendo about party
politics, who is what and who is not, but we are
neither deterred nor affected by such action. He can
make threats, talking about alcohol and all sorts of
other things, but we will not be deterred by that. We
are not subject to being pushed around: not
emotionally and certainly not physically will we be
subject to that sort of subterfuge and oppression at
any time, least of all in here where there ought to be
proper procedures for protecting the right of the
minority to represent the opposition view in this
state.
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - Tonight we see a
cheap, shoddy and transparent trick, an obvious
payback that smacks of a Premier who has the sulks.
The government was caught out today. Its plans
were upset this afternoon. It saw a whole raft of
matters aired this afternoon that it would rather
have swept under the carpet, and now it is trying to
retaliate by burying the opposition budget response
in the middle of the night.
It is now 11.20 p.m., and the obvious intention is that
we start at midnight. Today has been revealing of
the government's principles and morality. A
promise has been broken: a promise was made that
there would be six speakers on the motion, but
debate was cut off - gagged and guillotined, as
indeed all critics of government have been gagged,
attacked, silenced or sacked.

1he government business program proposes to limit
debate on the Australian Grand Prix Bill, a most
important bill, one for which a great deal of time is
needed and one that the community has a great
number of concerns about. But today we have seen
that this debate will be curtailed, and now the
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government is trying to hide the opposition's budget
response.

Of course, we should not be surprised because the
Treasurer did badly during the last week of
Parliament. He exposed his glass jaw over the
$8 million contract for Mc Ross Wilson - an obscene
contract because that money could have assisted
preschools struggling to meet the salaries of their
teachers. It would suit the Treasurer not to have the
opposition expose the budget to public glare.
During the past two years we have seen the
disastrous effects of the government's policies on
schools, with teachers being pushed out,
curriculums being limited and children receiving a
poorer quality education. Many children have left
school early and the retention rates are falling for the
first time for many years.
We have seen how hospitals are suffering - that is
an ongoing issue and one on which the opposition
has spent considerable time exposing during the
address-in-reply debate. We have seen the
disastrous impact of the budget cuts on child
protection. I want to spend time on that issue and I
do not want to do that at 2 or 3 o'clock in the
morning or at whatever time the government
believes is appropriate. The Treasurer does not want
those facts to come out in the cold light of day. We
have seen the disastrous effects the budget cuts have
had on the ambulance service. The government does
not want the opposition talking about that in the
middle of the day when there would be media
coverage.
It is clear that the government wants to hide the
opposition's response to the budget. The Premier is
being petulant and is stamping his foot like a little
child saying, 1 shall get you back'. The government
has never respected the role of the opposition nor
has it accepted that it is part of the process of a
parliamentary democracy. It would sooner have all
criticism and the opposition wiped off the face of the
earth so it could rule without hindrance. It does not
accept the need for scrutiny. It demonstrates that
time and again by its treatment of Parliament and
the opposition.
It has cut the resources of members of Parliament
and of electorate offices so members cannot serve
the public in the way they expect. It is clear the
government does not tolerate any examination of its
actions let alone any criticism. The government has
attacked or sacked many of its critics. I do not have
to refer to the list at length or in detail: when Moira
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Rayner spoke up she was attacked; when Mr Justice
Fogarty speaks about child protection he is attacked.
Does the government examine or consider what he
is saying? No, it just attacks him.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I put it to you that you have given the
honourable member for Bundoora some latitude in
her response to the motion, but she is now
canvassing substantive issues in relation to the
budget and not the motion for the adjournment of
the debate. Mr Speaker, her response should be
narrowed to the reasons why the debate should be
adjourned.
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member's
comments encapsulate what the government is on
about. The moment someone criticises its actions it
attempts to narrow the debate. This is supposed to
be a house of debate where one is supposed to
address a whole range of issues.

Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Doncaster used an unparliamentary
expression and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - I withdraw.
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - The moment
someone starts to criticise and examine the way the
government operates it wants to narrow the debate,
to sit people down. It does not want to hear what the
opposition has to say.
The SPEAKER - Order! Although it is true it is a
narrow debate I understand the honourable member
for Bundoora is advancing an argument why the
debate should be adjourned. I ask her to cooperate
with the Chair and limit her remarks. I do not
uphold the point of order.
Ms GARBun' -TIlis is, of course, another
example and part of the pattern of the way the
government approaches the operation of a
parliamentary democracy. It is further evidence of
its improper view of the parliamentary process. TIlis
view will lead to an abuse of power and arrogance.
The parallels with the ~ormer Queensland
government under Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen are
chilling. I do not have to remind the house that the
Premier admitted he admires the former Premier of
Queensland, so it is no coincidence that he is using
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that former Premier as an example of how he should
operate.
We are taking rapid steps down the path of
corruption of the Westminster system. The debate
should be adjourned so that the opposition can
deliver its response to the budget at an appropriate
time. The opposition is only too willing to debate the
previous motion that the government gagged. That
would be a positive and useful debate, unlike the
petulant abuse of power by a government with a
significant majority.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I support the motion
because this is a stunt to bring on the debate of the
appropriation bill so that the Leader of the
Opposition will be forced to make one of the most
important speeches in the parliamentary year at this
late hour.
As one of the newest members of Parliament I find it
horrific that this stunt is being forced on us. I have a
great respect for the Westminster system and the
ideals of accountability, proper debate and dialogue
between the two political parties. TIlis stunt is an act
of bad faith brought on to punish the oppOSition,
particularly the Leader of the OppOSition, for
upsetting its plans to embarrass the government.
The opposition has debated the issue of cronyism in
government and how it is pushing this state down
the path followed by other states, particularly
Queensland. That debate should not be gagged.

The government promised early today that it would
debate cronyism for a Significant period and would
allow six speakers on each side to participate. That
would have given the opposition the opportunity to
voice the concerns of the community and those of
this side of the chamber. Cronyism is now part of
the culture of the state where mates and networks
are favoured. People ring each other up demanding
favours from the government and the Liberal Party.
The Leader of the Opposition should not be forced
to debate the appropriation bill at this time; he
should be allowed the maximum publicity so his
concerns are heard throughout the wider
community. The appropriation bill is pOSSibly the
single most important bill brought down in anyone
year. Clearly it needs to be debated in the house, but
more importantly, information and debate must go
outside the house into the general community. That
is part of the Westminster system and our system of
democracy. That has been attacked and undermined
by this cheap stunt to punish us; it is like saying that
we should not have put up the sorts of objections
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and arguments that we put up on cronyism today.
Basically it is an affront to the opposition and to the
Leader of the Opposition.
I support the adjournment of the debate on the
budget, as it would give us the opportunity to have
a decent adjournment debate tonight and to come
back tomorrow moming to have a serious debate in
front of the media. There would then be greater
scrutiny not only of the budget but also of the words
and the position taken by the opposition.
In a democracy there is both a government and an
opposition. It is important that the government's
position and its points of view be accountable and
transparent so they can be analysed and diagnosed
by experts outside the Parliament. That is also true
for the opposition. If the debate were to happen
tOnight the whole issue would get buried, which
would lead to a weakening of our democratic
system and of the status of Parliament, particularly
this house.

I emphasise that the actions are occurring in bad
faith and with a sense of punishment, not in a sense
of debate and dialogue. If there had been some
decent good faith in today's proceedings we would
not have had the gag on the debate on cronyism; we
would have had an opportunity to continue to bring
out what we on this side of the house see as
deep-seated problems with the culture of doing
business and operating in networks in this state.
That means that there are a chosen few and an
excluded many.
It is our view that if we adjourn today and have a

decent adjournment debate we can come back
tomorrow and debate the appropriation bill with
serious dialogue and with all the necessary
accountability mechanisms in place. It can happen in
a sense of good faith in which the government
provides respectability and acceptance of the
importance of the opposition as the means of
generating debate and scrutiny.
Clearly by the way we are proceeding this week, not
only with the gag motion moved earlier today on the
cronyism debate but also with the limited time that
has been put aside for the Australian Grand Prix Bill
debate, it seems to me that we are actually
undermining the whole sense of accountability and
the importance of debate - the importance of
Parliament seriously being a house of scrutiny and
accountability .
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On the Australian Grand Prix Bill, which was
examined by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, I have heard only arguments which
have emphasised the problems of the bill and its
trespasses on rights and freedoms. I have yet to hear
arguments put by the government about why
certain things are necessary.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to standing
order no. 93. I believe the honourable member is
now debating the Australian Grand Prix Bill, which
is not currently before the house, and he should
return to the motion for the adjournment of the
debate.

The SPEAKER - Order! There is some merit in
the point of order raised by the honourable member
for Monbulk. While I do not uphold the point of
order, I indicate to the honourable member for
Coburg that there is a rule of anticipation and he
should limit his words, as far as he is able, on any
anticipated debate in this place.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - On the point of order,

Mr Speaker, I am trying to demonstrate that we are
undergOing a gagging of today'S debate and a
limitation of the role of the opposition. I support the
adjournment of the debate basically because we
must give full flight and full opportunity to the
opposition to argue its case. The appropriation bill is
best debated and scrutinised during the light of day
when we have an audience, during moments when
we actually have some ability to get the message
across to the community that the opposition is doing
its job, is examining the budget in detail and is
engaged in its legitimate role, which is one of
scrutiny, debate and being a positive force in terms
of our democracy.
If we deny the opposition that right of being a

positive force, we deny the right of the oppOSition,
we deny the importance of the Westminster system
and we deny the importance of our basic
democracy. We should seriously support this
adjournment motion because we should debate in
the light of day. Only by doing that can we return
this house to having a sense of good faith. If we
come back tomorrow and debate the issues
confronting Parliament with serious dialogue we
would not be in the situation in which we are at the
moment, of having petty stunts to show who can be
the smarter perfonner rather than having the
processes that are fundamental to the Westminster
system.
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It is important that we support this motion, which is
fairly fundamental. It is saying: let us put aside the
stunts, let us put aside the bad faith that we have
experienced today, let us operate seriously as a
Parliament concerned about proper debate and
make sure things are scrutinised within the
community through a debate on the appropriation
bill tomorrow.
Or NAPTHINE (portland) - I move:
That the question be now put.

The SPEAKER - Order! The acceptance or not of
the motion moved by the honourable member for
Portland depends on the judgment of the Chair.
There have been seven speakers for the motion and
one government speaker against. The debate has
been going for something like 70 minutes. I adjudge
that there has been ample time for the issues to be
canvassed. I intend to put the motion moved by the
honourable member for Portland.
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Noes, 24
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Bracks, Mr (Ttller)
Brumby, Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Hamilton, Mr
Leighton, Mr

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

Motion agreed to.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That the debate be now adjourned.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 24
House divided on Dr Napthine's motion:

Ayes, 58
Ashley,Mr
Bildstien,Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr (Ttlln)
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
ElIiott, Mrs
Finn, Mr (Ttller)
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams,Mr
Jasper,Mr
Jenkins,Mr
)ohn,Mr
Kennett. Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGilI,Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

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

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Bracks, Mr (Teller)
Brumby, Mr
Carli, Mr (Ttller,)
Coghilt Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Hamilton,Mr
Leighton, Mr

Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
MicaUef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Noes, 58
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

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
Ryan,Mr
Smith. Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr I. W.
Spry,Mr
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Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr (Ttller)
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGiIl,Mrs
McGrath, Mr w.o.
McLellan,Mr

Steggall, Mr
StockdaJe, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr (Ttller)
Treasure, Mr
Turner, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells, Mr

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 11.56 p.m. until 12.36 a.m.
(Wednesday).
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Footscray.

Mr MILDENHALl (Footscray) - Thank you,
MrSpeaker.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - I did not anticipate such a
dubious interjection so early in my comprehensive
analysis of my portfolio area of sport and recreation.
However, one of the responsibilities of a shadow
minister in contributing to and participating in a
budget debate is to provide some analysis of his or
her areas of responsibility. In doing that I will talk
on my two areas of responsibility, fair trading and
sport and recreation.

It is difficult to discuss initiatives and progress or
any sort of budget movement in the fair trading area
because the context is of a quite aggressive,
deliberate and steady run down of both activity and
resources in the ministry. I will make a few
comments about that.
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out for that action. Despite the fact that the
Footscray regional office was hearing and
considering 500 complaints a week, the ministry
decided to dose it down. Of the three offices, that
office received the lowest volume of complaints and
inquiries. The three offices - the other two offices
were at Ringwood and Dandenong - had a
combined throughput of more than 100 000 inquiries
and complaints a year. Following the closure of the
regional offices all inquiries, which now total well
over a quarter of a million each year - the last
figures I saw were around 300 000 a year - are now
directed through the head office.
My party recently conducted a series of consumer
affairs forums, and one of the major topicS of
conversation raised by members of the community
who attended and participated was the lack of
access and the inability of complainants to get
through to the office in the city. lbat is really not
surprising.
The report prepared for the ministry by Michael
Schilling used the quite extraordinary logic that by
dint of their location the regional offices attracted
more business, therefore, as his mission was to find
ways to save money and reduce outlays for the
government, the obvious solution was: if you close
the regional offices you will do less business, and if
you do less business you will save money.
The only thing missing in that equation, and it is not
uncommon with this government, is the notion that
one would have thought the reason for having an
Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs or a
consumer affairs ministry was to assist people.
Unfortunately that need, or that imperative, does not
appear to have been part of the planning process
tha t led to the closure of these offices.

Mr MILDENHALL - Yes; not the least of their
problems is the reluctance of the minister to
participate in the work of the ministry, and the
conversion of her office to a meeting room. It
certainly signals a lack of commitment and interest.
The difficulties with the Office of Fair Trading and
Business Affairs are not just budgetary, they
emanate from lack of leadership and commitment.

The closure of those offices was the first tangible,
obvious and explicit sign to the community that the
government was no longer particularly interested in
providing an accessible and active service. The
de-funding of a range of community agencies that
were doing some of the work of the fair trading
office was another sign that commitment in this area
was lacking. That has also meant that the
community is more reliant than ever before on the
head office of the Office of Fair Trading and
Business Affairs - and of course, the office has been
reluctant to take up that challenge.

The first indications of that were the closure of the
regional offices after the Schilling report. My
electorate of Footscray was one of the areas picked

Other feedback that came to light at those regional
forums included evidence of a change in habit and a
change in practice on the part of the fair trading

Mr Thomson - The minister never gets there!
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office. The commitment to take up prosecutions or to
solve issues has given way to the provision of a
referral service, the provision of a bit of information
followed by - as Teddy Whitten initiated in the
back line of Footscray - a chain of flick passes out
to where no damage could be done. So the flick
passes have gone out to community agencies. It is
interesting that a group such as the Consumer
Credit Legal Service Co-op has been deluged with
references from the Office of Fair Trading and
Business Affairs which unhappily but predictably
coincide with the reduction in funding, which means
it is unable to do anything about it.
So we have a change in policy, a change in practice
and an inadequate commitment to equipping the
office. The briefing I received included the
announcement that because the fair trading office
recognised that the switchboard was hopeless and
that people had to hang on for up to 40 minutes to
speak to somebody, it was investing in a new
$180 000 second-hand telephone system.
Mr I. W. Smith interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - Well, that is the way it was
described to me. I would be interested to see how
consistent that is with purchasing policies, minister.
Are we investing in second-hand materials when
there is obviously a great need for an improvement
in the community's ability to gain access to the
Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs?
Predictably, the purchase of this equipment has not
had the required effect. We are still getting regular
complaints about the length of time people have to
wait and the frustration that occurs as telephone
calls are transferred around the system to a number
of people while nobody is assisted. Experienced
practitioners in the field have complained to us
about not only the de-populating but also the
de-skilling of the department. They have
complained that the number of staff who are able to
add value to an inquiry and provide real feedback
and real assistance has diminished markedly.
The other comment I make in passing about the
Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs is that
one way of judging the success of a ministry that
deals with consumer protection is the effort it makes
in the reform process. As all honourable members
are aware consumer protection is a moving target.
Loopholes constantly open up. As one form of
regulation is introduced to overlay an area of
business activity somebody finds a loophole or a
way around it or someone creates a seam, and as a
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result a consumer protection issue arises. A couple
of examples of that have come to light since my
recent appointment as the opposition spokesperson
in this area. The first of those involved a report
presented to this house in May on introduction
agencies in Victoria.

It is a classic example because the report reveals in
graphic detail some examples of rip-offs that should
cause concern to every member of the community.
The working party that compiled the report found
that the industry was rife with rip-off merchants. It
found there had been a steady increase in the
number of complaints to the Office of Fair Trading
and Business Affairs about the operations of
introduction agencies and that they had increased
from an insignificant level to something like 3 per
cent of all the complaints received. In fact, the
number of those complaints increased from less than
1 per cent in 1989 to 3.36 per cent in 1993. The total
number of complaints received reached around the
650 mark.
The report says that 15 agencies were responsible for
82 per cent of the complaints and of those
15 agencies 4 generated a disproportionate
53 per cent of all complaints. The remainder of the
industry, which comprised 55 agencies, was
responsible for 18 per cent of complaints. This is an
issue of growing significance and some importance.
Some of the examples offered were quite dramatic.
For example, introduction agency fees that started
off as quotes of $SOO grew to $8000 commitments.
The report also says that there was credit card fraud,
all sorts of misrepresentation and a lack of
standards. The working party found a disturbing
trend of criminal infiltration in this area and that
previous attempts to either regulate or bring the
agencies to heel had been largely unsuccessful. The
rates of complaint were testimony to that.
Ominously we discover in the report that
self-regulation of the industry had been tried on
previous occasions. The working party the minister
set up ranged over a series of options for bringing
these agencies to heel. It canvassed maintaining the
status quo, self-regulation, government regulation,
industry-specific legislation, positive and negative
licensing using existing legislation and infonnation
strategies. Typically, we ended up with a
recommendation that was quite extraordinary in the
face of all the evidence. The working party ducked
the hard issues and went missing when the hard
work needed to be done. It suggested the industry
should regulate itself.
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I was contacted by Yvonne Allen, an operator in this
industry. It was quite educational to talk to an
experienced and reputable operator, a person whom
the working party had consulted widely and who
had been consulted by a range of other states. This
issue is not confined to Victoria; parallel inquiries
are either running or have recently completed their
work in other states, and Yvonne Allen has been
widely consulted by them.

Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs and the
way it deals with consumer seams. In fact, it collects
the information quite well. I must commend the
officers because they get the base information
together systematically, efficiently and fairly clearly.
It is a pity and a shame that the analysis and
recommendations do not match that quality.
Unfortunately that represents a consistent pattern of
this government.

It was educational to talk to Ms Allen because
almost 10 years ago when these problems started to
emerge in some volume the then responsible
authorities looked at industry self-regulation. To her
credit, Yvonne sought to bring the agencies together
into some sort of industry body to discuss options
like those recommended by the working party:
codes of conduct, agreements and a mutual and
collective agreement or commitment to improving
standards and introducing ethics. She found that by
then, almost 10 years ago, there was a reluctance to
adopt that approach; that it was impractical; and
that some of the agencies had no commitment and
some had already been infiltrated and were not
interested at all in any form of regulation, be it
voluntary or imposed.

Another report on a consumer affairs subject was
produced by the ever-Vigilant and ever-efficient
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. It did a
particularly good job. It produced a report on the
Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd which
comprehensively slated the current operation of the
fund. It points to fundamental weaknesses and
difficulties and identifies house building complaints
as a black hole in consumer protection.

It is not good enough but, unfortunately, from my
discussions with many hundreds of Victorians
during these policy forums - -

Mr Cole - Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to
the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Mr MILDENHALL -It was not good enough
for the working party report to opt for industry
self-regulation in the face of the evidence it had
collected, the other options available and in the light
of the advice and infonnation that had been given to
it by a range of consumer groups and by reputable
agencies in this area of operation.
Typically, the first major example since May of
opting for industry self-regulation in the
marketplace was an obvious case for some concerted
government action. Unfortunately a
recommendation for industry self-regulation was
made. Not only did the report wimp out on the issue
and defy the evidence the working party itself had
collected but also the recommendation came as quite
a surprise to some of the working party members
who had considered self-regulation as only one of
the options available, and not a particularly viable
one at that. That is indicative of the pattern of the

That matches the sorts of complaints members of the
Labor Party receive. The report refers to an
inadequate structure. It recognises that the previous
government made concerted attempts to reform the
structure to introduce more consumer protection or
balance to its operations and to its representation.
But like all the good ideas that appeared in the late
1980s and early 1990s, through nothing other than
spite in its attempt to paralyse the proper workings
of government, they were knocked out by the then
opposition's use of its numbers in the parliamentary
process. Any sort of progress or positive progresSive
move was similarly dealt with in that era. The report
found that the structure of the fund management
and the way the guarantee was provided were
inappropriate. It canvassed a range of providers of
guarantees.
Mr Richardson - You realise you're making a bit
of an ass of yourself.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member for Forest Hill is out
of his place and is disorderly.
Mr MILDENHALL - It found the appeals
process-Mr Richardson - You know that you're being
very silly!
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Forest Hill will cease
interjecting.
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Mr Richardson - Well, he's looking silly. He's
making an ass of himself.
Mr MILDENHALL - I feel particularly
vulnerable, Mr Acting Speaker, because of the
onslaught of interjections I am getting from the
ferocious government benches at the moment!
However, I will try to prevail Wlder heavy fire.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Forest Hill is out of his place
and is disorderly.
Mr MILDENHALL - Perhaps you should go
back to your correct seat and have a go from there!
The appeals committee process of the Housing
Guarantee Fund, about which most concern has
been expressed - and certainly most complaints
have been received by opposition members - has
been the subject of some negative comment in this
report. Although the Public AccoWlts and Estimates
Committee report indicated that the act requires an
appeals committee to operate, there was widespread
criticism that the appeals process was heavily biased
against consumers, that it favours builders, that it
makes it very difficult - -

n

Mr Richardson - The record is 31 hours!

Mr MILDENHALL - It is very difficult for
consumers - Mr Richardson - You haven't got it in you. You
can't do it.

The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Forest Hill!
Mr MILDENHALL - It is difficult for
consumers to achieve any justice at all. It is a bit like
this place. Imagine coming in here with a fair
dinkum complaint and expecting it to be dealt with
legitimately by the 61 government majority. The
way the parliamentary process is stacked against the
fair hearing of issues is a disgrace.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL -If I had had the
opportWlity of participating in the debate earlier
today I would have said those sorts of things. The
situation is analogous to the appeals committee
process - the kangaroo court! Consumers had very
little opportunity of being dealt with properly.
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The Public AccoWlts and Estimates Committee quite
rightly recommended that outside the Housing
Guarantee FWld structure an independent domestic
building disputes tribWlal should be established in
Victoria.
Mr Loney - A tribwtal!
Mr MILDENHALL - Exactly. No wonder the
Attorney-General was livid when she heard about
that. Someone had proposed another tribwtal only to have it crwtched later on. Imagine one of our
committees getting out of control recommending
that another tribwtal be established. You can
imagine how well that went down, Mr Acting
Speaker. The evidence was that the appeals
committee as structured and administered and
influenced, one might say, by the principal interests
in the Housing Guarantee FWld, was inadequate for
the task at hand. The report suggested, among other
things, that legally qualified people be on the
committee, not just the builder representatives; that
mediation be used as an approach, which is quite
sensible; that it makes enforceable decisions sensible again; that it denies legal representation to
parties before the tribunal but can grant legal
representation in limited circumstances - another
sensible suggestion; that it is funded by a
combination of fees and a levy; that it accepts
disputed amounts from owners in trust, pending
resolution of a dispute; and that it is able to waive
fees in cases of extreme substantial hardship. We
will see whether that one flies. I wonder whether
that will ever see the light of day.

The next area the committee dealt with was
domestic building work contracts. Considerable
criticism was made of the standard contract that was
put into circulation by builders' interests. There was
a substantial need for a plain English home building
contract like that which exists in New South Wales.
In the government's early days it seemed to take
heed of what was happening in New South Wales,
but I guess that has worn off a bit now. Otherwise
the government might have to follow the New South
Wales example and put back 3SOO teachers, as that
state has done. But we could not have that. We are
locked into an ideology of vast, substantial cutbacks.
But this is a sensible idea or model that could be
adopted by Victoria in a fairly smooth operation.
Why reinvent the wheel when somebody else has
done it adequately?
I have personal experience with a contract in the
Housing Guarantee Fund area. I fOWld there were
opportunities for the builder to fool aroWld with the
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dollar figures. The home building expert has just
appeared in the chamber. It may add some
opportunity for debate on this matter.
Mr Leigh - All above board!
Mr Reynolds - At least he has got his hands
dirty doing some work, more than somebody else I
know.
Mr MILDENHALL - That is pretty provocative.
Mr Leigh - Every dollar I have ever earned was
honest!

Mr MILDENHALL - The domestic building
work contracts represent another commonsense idea.
Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - I take up the interjection. I
spent many years of long hours and hard work for
the Victorian community.
Mr Leigh - Ripping off the ratepayers of
Footscray.
Mr MILDENHALL - That is another
provocative comment that is just as unfounded and
inaccurate as ever.
The AcnNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Mordialloc is out of his
place and disorderly.
Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - It is all above board, it is
an open book.
Mr Leigh - You believe in open government,

don't you?
The AcnNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Footscray without
assistance.
Mr MILDENHALL - I am getting a lot of
assistance and I am tempted to put aside my notes
for a minute to respond to some of the outrageous
suggestions coming from the government front
bench. I believe I have a reasonable work record.
Mr Leigh - $10 million!
Mr Reynolds interjected.

513

Mr MILDENHALL - We will see and we will
get onto some sports issues a little later. The next
area the report dealt with is of some importance to
consumers, because it gets a lot more complaints
than the introduction agencies I mentioned earlier. It
is one of the areas most complained about.

Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - The first issue in a shadow
ministry one picks up is that one must say to oneself,
'Well, this will be the libnus test, let's have a good
go at this'. It was an opportunity to test the
processes, to get an insig~t into the way the Office of
Fair Trading and Business Affairs conducts itself, the
way the ministry in policy, consumer protection,
information collection gathering and analysis mode
operates. It gets 5 out of 10 for homework. No, I
shall revise that; one could probably give them 5 out
of 5 for basic information collection and 0 out of 5
for analysis and recommendations, making an
overall score of 5 out of 10, but not covered in glory.
The next area that was dealt with by the report that I
was discussing regarding the Housing Guarantee
Fund was the guarantee area. Again, there are
commonsense positive recommendations: keeping
pace with inflation, keeping pace with consumer
expectations and nothing else that one would
reasonably object to. Again the test will be to see
whether much of that ever sees the light of day.
Builder registration was another significant issue,
and the final area of the report on which I should
like to comment. The report suggests that there
needs to be a proactive and assertive monitoring of
builders, that there are shonks, and that there is too
little surveillance and too little monitoring.
The report picked up a range of areas where there
were significant weaknesses and where things
needed to be tightened. I wonder how we will go
with that because, as I have demonstrated with the
other report and the response that the ministry has
made to it - the recommendations that were forced
into the working party report - tighter regulation,
and fair d.inkum protection of consumer interest is
not a high priority. The approach is,'Have a talk to
the mates in the industry and see if we can soft
pedal on the seams for a little while so the heat can
go off and we can track along without too much

pressure'.
The interesting issue in this report -and it was
unusual to see it come from a committee with a
majority of government members - was the
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extraordinary criticism of the surveillance by the
Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs on the
Housing Guarantee Fund itself. One can criticise the
structure of the Housing Guarantee Fund and the
way it operates, but it operates under legislation,
and overseeing that and responsible for its operation
is the Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs.
What were they doing? The answer was that this
whole area of responsibility was slipping between
the holes in the net; everyone thought somebody
else was responsible and somebody else was doing
the work. Consequently there was very little
consumer protection going on.
I shall quote a number of sections from the report
that deal with this issue. Page 116 of the committee's
report states:
To enable the Office of Fair Trading and Business
Affairs (the Office) to adequately fulfil its role of
administering the act, the committee believes that
supervision of the fund's operations is required.

In fact, the previous section of the report dealt with
the powers under the House Contracts Guarantee
Act and indicated that the Minister for Fair Trading
and Business and the Chief Administrator
(Secretary) of the Department of Justice have duties
and powers with respect to the House Contracts
Guarantee Act and the Housing Guarantee Fund.
Those responsibilities included the:
approval of the Housing Guarantee Fund's (the fund)
procedures for handling complaints and disputes;

an area of some considerable complaint appointment of the directors of the fund -

It has been many years that one of the principal key
director's positions has remained vacant.
presaibing provisions to be contained in the fund's
articles of association;
approval of the fund's contract of insurance relating to
its liabilities;
appointment of the members of the appeals
committee-

that is widely criticised -
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approval of the rules under which the fund approves
or proposes to approve builders or supervisors ...
approval of any terms and conditions that the fund
requires or proposes builders or supervisors be
required to comply with;
prescribing the form in which a register of approved
builders and supervisors and a register of work are to
be kept;
laying the fund's annual report before both the
Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly ...
granting an extension of time for the submission of an
annual report;
appointment of persons who are recognised to report
on owner-built dwellings; and
making regulations in relation to aspects of the
guarantee including terms and conditions with which
the fund must comply, determining domestic building
work ...

As I was saying, the role of the office as anticipated
by the committee was to supervise the fund's
operation, and further, that the office must satisfy
itself on an ongoing basis that the guarantee system
is operating effectively, efficiently and as intended
by the legislation. Without some degree of
monitoring the Office of Fair Trading and Business
Affairs is unable to obtain satisfaction, so mOnitoring
is critical.
Close regulation must be enforced by the office to
protect the interests of owners and builders,
particularly as the Housing Guarantee Fund is a
public company and is not reviewed by the
Auditor-General or the Ombudsman and is not
subject to the provisions of the Freedom of
Information Act.
As the fund is a monopoly provider by legislation,
the onus is greater on the office to be satisfied with
the fund's operations. The Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee took up this issue. It sought to
obtain information from the office regarding the
level of its involvement in the fund's operations.
Clearly it has a legislative responsibility. Under the
act it must supervise the fund. What response did it
get? We are seeing the whole area slipping through
the net. The Office of Fair Trading and Business
Affairs replied that the structure of the Housing
Guarantee Fund means it has high levels of
autonomy in its operations. It operates as an
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autonomous agency. It has responsibilities to
monitor the guarantee system both through
complaints made to it and as the agency responsible
for the legislation, but this autonomy concept comes
through. While the Office of Fair Trading and
Business Affairs has a general responsibility for
monitoring the functioning of the guarantee system
and advising the department, it has limited
influence on the day-to-day operations of the fund.
It is a hands~ff situation: you have a responsibility
but we want this to operate autonomously.
Mr Loney - Mr Acting Speaker, I direct your
attention to the state of the house.
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the research has been done; the answers are in front
of us. What did we get? The response was: no, there
is no issue in that; we have an internal review going.
Why do it once when you can do it twice? Why not
have a duplication? Let's go on; let's have a
duplication! Let's get into a bit of duplication and
reinventing the wheel!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL - Apparently a review is
being conducted. It will be interesting to see how
close its outcome is to the recommendations made
here.

Quorum formed.
Mr MILDENHALL - Just recapping for a
minute, I point out that the first inquiry by the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee was into
what the Office of Fair Trading and Business Affairs
saw as its responsibilities in supervising the
Housing Guarantee Fund. The answer it got was:
limited; this is an autonomous agency. The
committee also inquired about what approach the
office adopts on an ongoing basis to assure itself that
the fund's operations are satisfactory and in
accordance with the act, including its compliance
with all approved rules and procedures. What
response did it get this time? The Office of Fair
Trading and Business Affairs said: this office does
not have the authority to intervene in HGF policies
or decisions; the office seeks information about the
HGF's operations as the need arises; the office does
not and cannot constantly monitor compliance, nor
would it be appropriate to do so.
So there is a hands~ff approach again. The primary
mechanism the office has to remedy any problems is
through review and amendment of the legislation. I
would have thought that in its report the committee
has prOVided the blueprint for refonning this area.
The committee has done the Minister for Fair
Trading's work for her -and it is an enormous
amount of work.

Last week the Federal Minister for Consumer
Affairs, in response to a question in question time in
the Federal Parliament, indicated her concem about
the operation of the Housing Guarantee Fund in
Victoria and noted that consumers in Victoria were
doing it very hard in the housing contracts area.
What response did we have from the Minister for
Fair Trading down here? It was not, as logic and
commonsense would have suggested.: we have the
blueprint; the committee has done the work for us;

The people at the Office of Fair Trading and
Business Affairs were saying: no; hands off; we are
not going to take these supervisory responsibilities
to a degree of sincerity, to a degree of
commitment - not in fact to the degree that is
invited. and recommended by the legislation.
The report of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee then went on to indicate again the
concerted. efforts of the former government to
reform this area only to have the rug pulled out
from underneath it by the former opposition.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL - I pay tribute to the
members of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. They were fair and referred to the
matter. They were not like those interjecting from
the government benches who say this was an issue
that had been allowed to go unchallenged while the
former government was in office. They were fair;
they paid due respect to previous efforts to deal
with this issue.
The committee then went on to invite comment from
the fund itself. What did it think of the supervision,
of the way that the legislation was being supervised
by the ministry? Page 120 is almost dramatic. It said:
As in previous years, the Fund has significant concerns

about the adequacy of the current prosecution system.
Few matters proceed to prosecution and we believe this
is a serious impediment to the legislation remaining
effective.

The office will not prosecute. As I said, the
comments that we are receiving from the
representative agencies that we talk to is that the
ministry is taking a hands~ff approach. That
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business can regulate itself is bome out again in the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee's report.
To its credit the committee goes on to substantiate
the claim by the fund. The committee has collected
this information and says - Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - Mr Acting
Speaker, on a point of order, I draw your attention to
standing order no. 109, which deals with the matter
of tedious repetition. At this time it seems that this is
a relevant point of order. I have been within and
without the chamber on a number of occasions
during the honourable member's speech and on
each occasion when I have returned to the chamber
he has been saying exactly the same thing on my
return as he had been speaking about on my
departure. Mr Acting Speaker, this has been going
on for sometime, as you would be aware.
It does occur to me that now there has been
sufficient time for you to judge that there has been
not only repetition, but that indeed it has been
exceedingly tedious.

Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mr RICHARDSON - The provisions of
standing order no. 109 are quite precise:
After the Chair has called the attention of the House or
of the Committee to the conduct of a Member who
persists in irrelevance or tedious repetition ...

I do not suggest that the matters being addressed by
the honourable member are irrelevant; they are
relevant to the appropriation bill before the house,
but they are by any measure repetitive and
exceedingly tedious. The procedure is for another
member to draw this matter to the attention of the
Chair and to alert the Chair to the tedious
repetitiveness of the member who is on his feet and
wilo is engaging in a speaking practice that is in
contravention of standing order no. 109.
It is then for the Chair to observe very closely
whether the member's speech is repetitive and
tedious. If the Chair should decide that the member
has transgressed standing order no. 109, it is
required by that standing order that the Chair draw
that matter to the attention of the speaker who is
addressing the house. In the StJlnding Orders and
Rules of the Legislative Assembly, standing order no.
109 says:
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After the Chair has called the attention of the House or
of the Committee to the conduct of a Member who
persists in irrelevance or tedious repetition, either of his
own arguments or of the arguments used by other
Members in debate, a motion may be made 'That
Mr Speaker ...

or the Acting Speaker do direct the Member to discontinue his speech', which
question shall be put forthwith without amendment or
debate, and if the same be decided in the affirmative
the Chair shall direct the Member accordingly.

In accordance with that provision of standing order
no. 109 I alert the Chair to the repetitive nature of
the honourable member's speech. I ask that the
Chair take account of the speech being made by the
honourable gentleman and decide whether the
honourable member is engaging in tedious
repetition and, if the Acting Speaker should make
that decision, I ask that appropriate action be taken.

As an alternative, Mr Acting Speaker, you may very
well choose to suggest to the honourable member
for Footscray that he might desist from tedious
repetition to avoid the consequences of a breach of
standing order no. 109.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - Mr Acting
Speaker, on the point of order, had the member for
Forest Hill been paying attention he would have
noticed that I was moving logically through a series
of propositions about the way the Office of Fair
Trading and Business Affairs has been conducting
itself, offering a range of observations about its
modus operandi, about the regional officers and
about reports that it has prepared.
In the past couple of minutes, I was talking about
the role of the office in supervising legislation; I
talked about the supervision of the fund. I was then
moving on to the prosecution area and the criticisms
of the office from the prosecution area.
I had not repeated any of those points in the debate
thus far. Had the honourable member been paying
attention he would have seen that I was moving
through a series of quite significant
recommendations that have been made in the report
that are fundamental to proper consumer affairs
legislation and supervision in this state. There was
no repetition in what I was saying. The level of
tedium is in the eye of the beholder and - -
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The ear of the beholder!

Mr MILDENHALL - Given the tedious
repetition involved in the point of order itself, I
would not have thought it was a serious attempt to
discuss the order of this house at all.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Forest Hill has raised a
point of order in respect to standing order 109. I
have been listening fairly carefully to the honourable
member for Footscray and have noted that he has
gone through various items, including introduction
agencies and also supervision and regulation. As
honourable members are aware, debate on the
Appropriation (1994-95, No. 1) Bill is broad-ranging;
so at this stage I find that there is no point of order.
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'Our responsibilities are hands-on', the funds say,
'We want prosecutions. We have told them, but they
do nothing'.
That is a serious impediment to the legislation
remaining effective. I would have thought that
situation would have galvanised the minister into
some sort of urgent action on this issue. However,
the minister Simply says, 'We are having a review
and we will look into it'.
Mr Leigh - What would you do about it?
Mr MILDENHALL - A responsive and
responsible minister would acknowledge the
seriouSness of it.
Mr Leigh - Like a responsible Footscray mayor
would have done, too - $10 million!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL - You're not going to trick
me like that!
Mr Reynolds - Talk to us about something that
you know something about.

Mr Loney - Just go at your own pace.
Mr MILDENHALL - Under severe provocation
I shall attempt to continue. To its credit the
committee then listed its own example of a
fundamental failure by the Office of Fair Trading
and Business Affairs to undertake its
responsibilities. It had identified that the fund had
allowed Customtone Kitchens to back register more
than 600 contracts without payment of registration
fees.

Mr MILDENHALL - The minister should have
sought to acknowledge the need for and accelerate a
review of the situation, to make some sort of
commitment to institute the results of the review, to
indicate to the community that legislation was being
drafted or that options for legislation were being
actively considered, and to give a timetable for it all.
At the moment we have heard nothing but silence
.
from the minister.
They are the reasons why it is inappropriate to
examine closely the budget changes in the Office of
Fair Trading and Business Affairs. There has been a
steady deterioration in its performance, a winding
down of activity and an off-loading of responsibility.
Therefore, I shall focus my remarks on my other area
of responsibility - namely, sport and recreation.

The committee understood that the office was aware
of the situation. The office responded by saying it
had considered a range of options regarding its
responsibilities, one of which was prosecution. The
committee also said it had been alleged that a
further 161 contracts remained unregistered. In
other words, 761 contracts were unregistered,
thereby constituting breaches of the act.

It is fair to say that the history of the government's
dealings and activities in the sport and recreation
portfolio has proved to be a microcosm of its
approach to government. That history contains the
essential characteristics of blundering, deception,
cronyism and the neglect of Victoria's interests that
have characterised the other more central
expenditure and principal budget areas of
government operations.

How many breaches of the act would it take for the
office and the minister to say, 'Let's do something
about it'? What did they do? They decided it would
be appropriate to warn the company of its statutory
obligations and to inform it that any repetition of the
offences would result in prosecution. What an
extraordinary dereliction of duty! What an
extraordinary situation! Although the office says,

The centrepiece of the government's activities in
sport has been the grand prix - in particular, the
way the process has been put together. I will save
my remarks on that for later! Although that is
probably the area in which the government has done
most damage to the goodwill and attitude to sport of
all Victorians, there are other spectacular examples. I
shall sympathise with the minister by saying that the
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damage has usually been caused by the Premier,
who, desperate for good news, has put a giant boot
into a delicate area of operations, thereby causing
problems, especially in his more spectacular
blunders.
Another very dramatic feature of the government's
performance was the Premier's bid for the World
Cup soccer final. Without the knowledge of the
Australian representative body, the Premier went
straight to the international soccer body, FIFA.

Mr Reynolds - But with the support of
Mr Wran. Tell the truth. Play the game.
Mr MILDENHALL - There has been a lot of
back-filling since the truth emerged. That is the
category into which I put the interjections by the
minister. In face-saving, salvaging, back-filling mode
the government has sought to put together a deal to
try to get itself out of a hole and to reduce its
embarrassment. It has tried to cut its activities in a
way that does not invite the ridicule to which it was
subjected when the news broke about the
application to FIFA for the soccer World Cup.
That international body had been supporting
another bid, and the effect of the Premier's action
was to embarrass Australians. He would not
embarrass the government because nothing
embarrasses this lot!

Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - Read the media reports!
Australians were absolutely shocked; they could not
believe it. They thought it was a joke. Well, it was
next to a joke! They are the sorts of bids we put in
these days at a moment's notice and written on the
back of a postage stamp. It was an interesting
application, however, Mr Acting Speaker, because it
did have the now-famous and familiar hand of
Mr Ron Walker in it - fascinating!
Mr Leigh - Who appointed him? Tell us that!
Mr MILDENHALL - The old delicate dab hand.
In response to a question at the Administrative
Appeals Tribunal about his involvement in this bid,
Mr Walker denied that he had ever used his public
position as Chairman of Melbourne Major Events
Corporation Ltd to advance his own private
interests. He was then shown - and it might have
been mentioned in this Parliament because I
certainly saw it - the bid document with a couple
of interesting clauses in it. One said Melbourne is a
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great place if you want to hold the soccer World
Cup final: terrific hotels - world class. The pick of
them - the Crown hotel! 'Come and stay at the
Crown hotel.' It did not say the Windsor, the Regent
or the Hyatt -none of the other five-star hotels. The
only one mentioned in this document to FIFA was
the yet-to-be-constructed Crown hotel - the only
one in which Mr Ron Walker has a personal
financial interest.
Another part of the document had a section on
entertainment facilities: Come to Melbourne: night
clubs; entertainment; terrific venues; relax!
Mr RICHARD SON (Forest Hill) - On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member
for Footscray has made reference to two documents;
he has given no identification of the source of those
documents, but he obviously has them. I ask - Mr Pandazopoulos - How would you know?
You were asleep!
Mr RICHARDSON - Only when you're
speaking, darling!
I ask the honourable member for Footscray to make
those documents available to the house. If he is
unable to make the documents available, he should
not continue to make reference to them.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan) Order! Is the honourable member for Footscray
reading from a document? If so, I ask him to make it
available to the house.
Mr MILDENHALl - I am not reading from a
document, Mr Acting Speaker. That particular piece
of information I have committed to memory. I am
relaying that memory to the house.
Mr Richardson - So you have no document?
Mr MILDENHALL - There is no document
from which I quote here. Obviously it did not sink
in: I was referring to a document and explaining its
contents.
Mr Richardson - You have just said there was
no document.
Mr MIlDENHALl- I do not have the
document here. There is a document, but it is not
here. That is the only difficulty I have.
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Dr Napthine - You are referring to your
memory of what you think is in the document?
Mr MILDENHALL - Yes, that is accurate.
Mr Richardson -TIlat makes it far more
credible!
Mr MILDENHALL - But it is nevertheless
accurate.
Mr Loney - Accuracy has always been one of
your big hang-ups, hasn't it?

The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! The injections
are disorderly.
Dr Naptbine - Are you using your
pornographic memory again?
Mr MILDENHALL -If I can conclude on the
point: the entertainment facilities were praised in
Victoria, but the only one mentioned says the
natural place to relax after the World Cup is the
Crown Casino - the only other facility in which
Mr Walker has a personal financial interest. The
soccer bid had two of those key characteristics, two
of the hallmarks of this government's approach to
bidding for international events and for getting
involved in sport: the conflict of interests and the
blundering around on the international stage.
Now we have the extraordinary news that the
Premier appears to take some pride in: that he has
now been elevated to the position of head of the
Victorian Soccer Federation.
Government Members - Hear, hear!
Mr MILDENHALL - How do we get ourselves
into these potential traps? We have a Premier
chairing a major sporting body in this state. It is
going to shape up; you can see this one coming a
mile off! What is one of the chief concerns of soccer?
Facilities. The chief difficulty that soccer has
compared with other sports is the adequacy of
facilities, and the rent clubs often perceive they pay
too much for in the Victorian context. Very often we
had the complaint that Olympic Park charges too
much. This one is coming a mile off: We pay too
much rent. We will go and see the head of our
sport - our advocate, our representative, our
leader - he will sort this out for us. He will go
down to that state-owned government facility at
Olympic Park and say, ''Let's drop the rent. Let's
sort out some sort of deal".'.
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At the same time, through his minister, he will be
promoting Olympic Park as a major sports facility to
operate in a financially responsible and viable way:
'Keep your fees at a commercial level. Make an
adequate return on the investment. You have a huge
facility entrusted to your keep, make sure you
operate it properly'.
But, hang on, what about my mates down in the
soccer federation? What will we do for them? The
government sets up these conflicts time and again:
the Premier is dropping himself into another conflict
of interest situation, another difficult spot. Again he
will be asked to represent a number of interests at
once, and his interests as an office-bearer will
conflid with his interests as the elected Premier of
the state.
Another issue is the government's implementation
of policy. This comes back to the minister. The only
initiative, the only Significant change to the Victorian
sport and recreation scheme in the government's
policy is the proposal that the Victorian Sports
Commission devolve the responsibility of funding
sport to the sport itself. The policy of the coalition is
Specific. It is a £inn commitment under the heading
'Sport Development 3.1'; not that the coalition will
investigate, think about or look at the idea, but that:
The coalition will establish a Victorian Sports
Commission which will replace the Department of
Sport and Recreation and be administered under the
Ministry for Sport, Recreation and Racing. Racing and
gaming will remain within the ministry.
Or, in hindsight, what is left of it.
The Victorian Sports Commission will be a statutory
authority reporting to Parliament through the minister
and will consist of nine persons on a
three-year / three-person rotation.
The government has done some work on this. It is
committed to it:
A corporate style of administration would enable sport
to control its own destiny, it would allow the hundreds
of volunteers now administering sport in Victoria to
have a say in the administration of their own
organisations and would lead to a higher delivery of
funds to the grassroots level of sport.
The Victorian Institute of Sport would be administered
by the Victorian Sports Commission and the State
Sports Council would be abolished.
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All funding allocations would be approved by the
minister and the minister would also be able to set
policy directions and review the performance of the
commission. The commission would be funded by a
direct state budget appropriation and an allocation
from the proceeds of gaming machines as defined in
the act; it would also be able to contract sponsorship
from VicHealth and the corporate sector.
The Victorian Sports Commission will be charged with
the responsibility of developing and coordinating
policies and strategies to the year 2001 and with again
putting Victoria in the forefront of Australian sporting
administration.

lbat is the centrepiece of the policy, in fact the only
significant departure from the status quo.
The minister set up a working party to implement
this proposal, to get it up and running, to sort out
how to do this. Following the early formation of the
working party it set about its task. It took a while
and it went a bit quiet, but it did its job. The
chairman was Mr Graham Duff, the chairman of the
Victorian Institute of Sport. The working party also
included Ms Helen Armitage, the Chairman of the
State Sports Council and former Executive Director
of Victoria Sports; Mr Sam Coffa, the former
Director of the Victorian Weightlifting Association
and a well-known sports administrator; Or Peter
Frost, a former member of the Department of Sport,
Recreation and Racing and Assistant Secretary to the
Department of Premier and Cabinet; Mr Michael
Scott, a fonner member of the Department of Sport,
Recreation and Recreation and now the Director of
Sport and Recreation; and Mrs Sally Ferry, a
ministerial adviser.
It was clear that the working party was not asked,
'Do you think this is a good. idea?'. It was clear that

it was given a brief to consider how implementation
might be executed. The terms of reference are as
follows:
To review the government's current role in developing
sport in Victoria particularly as it relates to the
administration of services and funding and the
development of policy initiatives.
To advise the Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing
on how a Victorian Sports Commission might be
constituted to enhance the development of sport in
Victoria with particular reference to:
identifying the commission's focus and impact,
particularly as it relates to policy development,
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program and service delivery and future strategic
planning directions;
identifying sources of funding and other forms of
support;
identifying possible structures appropriate for the
commission given the development of agencies
performing similar functions at the state and
national level;
identifying the role function and responsibility of
commission board members;
identifying the future formal policy and program
interface with other state and commonwealth
agencies involved in sport.

Not only is it a good idea that we look at alternative
models but also we should think about future debate
and how we might constitute this firm, irrevocable
commibnent of the coalition government to setting
up the Victorian Sports Commission.
The first meeting of the commission was on 25
January 1993. It met on 20 subsequent occasions.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL - If the minister furnishes
me with the minutes of the meetings, I will. As an
early focus the working party naturally dealt with
some threshold issues and how it might go about the
implementation of the Victorian Sports Commission.
It was suggested quite rightly that it must add value
to sport. We are not talking about rearranging the
deckchairs - Mr Maclellan - You spent all of your time on
the phone doing council business.
Mr MILDENHALL - To take up the interjection,
until this government threw out all the incentives for
public servants and others to participate in
community activities, there used to be fonnalleave
for elected councillors and mayors to - Mr Maclellan - But you didn't have that, so you
did that at work.
Mr MILDENHALL - Three hours a fortnight for
municipal councillors and 6 hours a fortnight for
mayors was able to be used for municipal
government. I must say that that was back in the
days when government valued local government
and when state government was not going around
beating up workers with baseball bats, sacking
councillors - -
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Dr Coghill interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - As the honourable
member for Werribee says, implementing a deficit of
democracy. This was back in the days when we
encouraged that sort of participation and
community service and when we valued the role of
municipal councils. It seems so long ago. It is sad
that even that passing reference invites reflection on
how governments approach the role of local
government and disparage and criticise that
contribution.

The threshold issues the working party dealt with in
its attempt to add value to sport were that the
Victorian Sports Commission should have the
capacity to influence the development of sport on a
statewide basis, that it be adequately resourced by
government and that it have an organisational
structure flexible enough to attract corporate and
other sponsorships and facilitate future marketing of
its services.
The relationship between sport and government was
clearly defined and there was to be customer focus
so that sport would be delivered on the basis of
developing cooperative partnerships. It was to set
standards for sports so that they could develop
operations in a way that reflected efficient
management practices, sports management and
standards of behaviour that discouraged violence on
the playing field, while encouraging coaches'
accreditation and development of policies
promoting future growth and a commitment to
excellence. They are common, consistent,
long-standing principles and objectives of
government involvement in sport.
The working party recommended that the
commission have a key role in sport and recreation
policy, provide advice to the minister, have the
capacity to liaise with all levels of government on
issues, programs and initiatives and have the ability
to develop programs associated with sports
development. That is an interesting
recommendation because with that description one
would have thought that the commission would not
focus on policy development.
The working party adopted a definition of sport as a
disciplined, officially sanctioned sporting activity
requiring adherence to stated rules and appreciative
levels of physical skill and/ or physical exertion and
delivery of sporting programs. The working party
also referred to appropriate programs, particularly
those related to physical recreation. That provision is
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a grab for larger resources because it is common in
the field to differentiate between sport and
recreation and leave Significant areas each with their
discrete identity.
The working party also referred to the development
of future sport and recreation facilities. The
threshold issues identified were expansive including value adding. They extended the
previously accepted roles of the Victorian Institute
of Sport and sport development programs within
the ministry to deal with facilities usually located in
another area of responsibility, including recreation
programs that were not commonly used in that area.
The working party took up the invitation to replace
the department and provide direct advice and
interface with the minister's office.
The working party needed to consider the context in
which it was developing the proposed commission,
so it spent some time understanding the existing
legislative framework, the overview and
administration of the Sport and Recreation Act 1972.
It referred to initiatives taken by the government
since 1992 and the government changes that brought
agencies together under the Department of Arts,
Sport and Tourism. Appropriately, it included the
existence of the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation as one of the major players and the role
of gaming machine revenue through the
Community Sport Fund.
The working party acknowledged the role played by
the Victorian Institute of Sport and its Significant
contribution to the sports scene. It acknowledged
that a Significant amount of sports-funded programs
were funded by other agencies but delivered by the
Department of Arts, Sport and Tourism. It also
referred to the viable part played by local
government in delivering sporting programs.
Obviously the report was written prior to the
government taking the baseball bat to local
government.
The issue of policy initiatives was explored in some
detail. The policy objectives of the division of Sport
and Recreation Victoria were familiar to me and
they appear to have changed little as a result of the
change of government. They have some common
features that go back to days when the Honourable
Brian Dixon was the responsible minister.
When establishing the Victorian Institute of Sport
the policies of the federal government are important
because, although it was not aware of it at the time,
the face of sport was rearranged dramatically by the
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successful bid of Sydney for the 2000 Olympic
Games. The role of national agencies was not
realised at that time, although it was anticipated.

The numerous government programs relating to
sport need to be brought together under the auspices
of the commission. The state sporting association
development programs have four subgroups: salary
subsidies; coach development and education and
development of officials; development of programs
for young people; and country sports education
schemes.
You would have thought that the introduction of
those programs would have been influenced by or
come as a result of the National Party's role in the
coalition, but these were longstanding programs and
were a traditional commitment to country people.
They were a strong tradition of this department and
a credit to those who initiated the policies.
Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - No; in fact you will find
that the hand of Nei1 Trezise is one that is - Mr Reynolds interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The minister is
disorderly. I will call him at the appropriate time.
Mr MILDENHALL - In the two years I have
been here all I have heard is, 'You speak too much',

'There was no tomorrow', 'You wasted all the
money' - we did this and did that, and now you
say we did not spend enough!
Mr Reynolds - You did reduce funding for sport
and recreation - 53 per cent
The SPEAKER - Order! The minister is
disorderly with his interjections.
Mr MILDENHALL - Mr Speaker, it is a rather
unsustainable accusation to make to a person who
was not part of government. It is like nostalgically
reflecting back to the time when state government
valued local government. I look back nostalgically to
the time when, as a public servant, I was not part of
government broad-brush budgetary allocation
decisions. I was part of the implementation, but I
think it is most unfair to infer that my role in the
previous administration was somehow connected
with the global funding figures that might have been
allocated to the Ministry of Sport, Recreation and
Racing.
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Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL - Well, am I the collective
'you' or the personal/you'?
The SPEAKER - Order! Would the honourable
member for Footscray please resume his seat. The
Chair will not allow the debate to progress with the
dialogue across the table. I ask the minister to
remain silent. The honourable member for Footscray
will ignore interjections.
Mr MILDENHALL - Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Other major areas of departmental expenditure also
had to be considered by the working party, in
addition to the country ones I mentioned that were
the products of the previous government's
initiatives. There were the women's sports
initiatives, the education and training area, the
Professional Boxing Control Board, the Martial Arts
Board and the Junior Sports Development
Campaign. A smorgasbord of programs was to be
incorporated into this Victorian Sports Commission.
The commission was to have a range of
responsibilities; for a small portfolio it was to have
structural and budgetary issues of the first order. We
are dealing with a very large component of the
operations of that ministry.
There was the healthy lifestyle component, the Vicfit
area, and recreation development programs which
included a disability services unit, a statewide
recreation development unit, a municipal recreation
facilities program and a community recreation
development program. Those key development
programs also included the statewide recreation
organisations, which were the appropriate
equivalent of the parent sporting bodies. They
included the Victorian Aboriginal Youth Sport and
Recreation Co-operative, a most important group,
the Playground and Recreation Association of
Victoria, the recreation officer salary subsidies, the
young Koori sport and recreation program, the
active seniors program, the women's recreation
program, a training and development program, an
outdoor recreation development unit and a local
recreation development unit
We needed to consider the role of the Victorian
Health Promotion Foundation and the amount of
money spent on sport. I picked up the annual report
of 1991-92. That was certainly leading with your
chin, because the $9 million that went to sport then
was to receive the baseball bat treatment too, or the
razor. The following year that was significantly
reduced.
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The Victorian Institute of Sport is a key component
of the Victorian Sports Commission concept. It was
another outstanding initiative of the previous
government, with the outstanding Or Frank Pyke as
its executive director, who is the father of the
outstanding Don Pyke of the West Coast Eagles. It
had quite a modest budget in national terms. The
Australian Institute of Sport runs on something like
$12 million or $13 million per annum, and the
Victorian Institute of Sport gets by with about $2.2
million from state government funding and attracts
Significant sponsorship and other sources of funds.
Mr Reynolds - How much? You don't know?
Mr MILDENHALL - I am endeavouring to set
the scene in this debate about a future sports
commission. Although it was not part of the
working party's report, I will be saying a few words
about the Victorian Institute of Sport and its less
than appropriate treatment and inadequate
recognition by this government later on. The
Victorian Sports Commission working party went
on to look at how much is being spent in Victoria on
sport in aggregate. All those components that I have
mentioned totalled around $33.25 million. You have
to appreciate that these figures have not been
updated. They will be significantly lower now
because in February 1993 the razor was sharpened
and there was an initial bite, but the limbs were still
intact; they were to be removed later on.
What sort of shape would the commission take?
Much of the information in the coalition's policy was
repeated but it was anticipated that there would be a
single board of directors under the aegis of the
department with arrangements similar to the VIS
approach as the principal government-funded
agency for sport and recreation programs in Victoria
and that it would include policy development,
coordination, quality control of programs and
program delivery - a powerful range of
responsibilities. Several options for organisational
structures are also mentioned.
It looked to the most effective way of arranging the
reporting structures with due regard to the
management theory of flat runs, policy orientation
and other options. Then it needed to progress the
issue and deal with organisational arrangements in
an attempt to ensure that it dealt effectively with
external agencies and was able to deliver programs,
enter into service agreements and have appropriate
levels of accountability, performance agreements
and resources. 'That is appropriate. It ended up
opting for a four-division management structure

523

responsible to an executive director. The key
management units identified were the VIS, sport
and recreation development, corporate affairs,
policy strategic planning and quality assurance.
Detailed descriptions of each of those matters are
available but I will not go into the details of the
qualities and approaches that were the nuts and
bolts of the commission's operation because I need
to make a few other observations about the
commission.
The working party found that in addition to a direct
service delivery approach implementing its own
responsibilities the commission needed to gain
access to other networks while they were available.
They include local government recreation
organisations, assembly networks and vohmtary
sectors. I can see some components that one might
have expected as a result of input by this
government, such as a sort of heightened emphasis
on non-profit community agencies. The government
has had as a deliberate part of its strategy the
downsizing of the public sector and a range of fairly
negative, aggressive and destructive approaches to
its work force. It has used the voluntary agency
sector as a way of providing a rationale or an excuse
for the treatment of its own work force in that
deskilling and downsizing.
Probably the hardest technical matter contained in
the report concerns the way the alternative legal
structures were identified and posted for analysis,
and although I do not think it was ever seriously
considered as an option, a stat~wned company,
statutory corporation or unincorporated association
was included. They are all reasonable options. In
that sense this is a good report. A good report does
not steamroll its way through a model; it provides
options and evaluates to give the reader or analyst
some confidence that the homework has been done,
that a proper level of debate has been conducted and
is contained within the report itself and that an
appropriate solution has been identified.
The trust option was the one to which most print
was devoted and was obviously the key option for
the working party because what was properly and
sensibly in the minds of the authors was that the
VIS, this extraordinarily productive group, had
achieved a great deal with very little and that it had
operated smoothly and seamlessly since its
inception, despite the funding cuts that had been
applied over the time of the - Mr Reynolds - Previous government!

APPROPRIA TION (1994-95, No. 1) BILL

ASSEMBLY

524

Mr MILDENHALL - Close examination would
not bear that out. There has been a steady reduction
of funding since 1992.
Mr Leighton - Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, in respect of the quorum just called by
the honourable member for Preston, I observed that
he was instructing opposition members to leave the
chamber. I shall quote from a ruling by Speaker
Edmunds, which was reported at page 1396 of the
Hansard of 14 April 1988. The former honourable
member for Doncaster, Mr Williams, called a
quorum. After the quorum was formed Speaker
Edmunds said:
The SPEAKER - Order! A quorum is now present
but, before I call the honourable member for
Thomastown, I direct the attention of the House to
what has been said at previous times about the
continuous calling for quorums:
... a member having sought to have the bells rung
again, the Chairman refused to ring the beUs
ruling that it was entirely within the Chair's
discretion whether he did so.
That refers to a decision made by Chairman Coyle,
reported in Hansard vol. 211, pages 1125 to 1127 in
1941. A second reference is made by Speaker Knox in
1942. Although a fair passage of time has elapsed
between those events and today I intend in the future,
if there are continuous disruptions of the proceedings
by calling quorums for no reason other than an
interjection suggests that somebody is attacking
somebody else -which is, in my view, a puerile
attitude to take - to exercise my discretion on the
matter of quorums and I shall refuse to ring the bells to
summon members.

Three quorums have been called during the past
little time. It seems when the opposition wishes to
deliberately set out to call a quorum it is quite
within your right, Mr Speaker, or the rights of the
Acting Speakers, to refuse to accept a member's
attempt to call a quorum. I suggest that the
honourable member for Preston should at the very
least be cautioned about instructing opposition
members to leave the house, because that was
obvious from what took place. I suggest that
perhaps you should use some discretion about
whether a quorum is called, particularly when it has
been demonstrated that there are so many members
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still available either in or within the precincts of the
house.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, firstly it is a serious accusation
that I was instructing members to leave the
chamber. I was not aware that I had that sort of
authority. The nub of the matter is the form under
which a quorum is required. It is not required under
standing orders. Standing orders require a quorum
for a committee but the need for a quorum and the
quantum of a quorum is established under the
Constitution Act 1975. Section 40 (1) states:
The Assembly shall not proceed to the dispatch of
business unless there be present exclusive of the
Speaker at least 20 of the members.

I put to you, Mr Speaker, that at the time I raised the
original point of order and directed your attention to
the state of the house, there were fewer than
20 members present. Therefore, section 40(1) was not
being complied with. The way I read the section, it
does not give any discretion to you, Mr Speaker. It is
a hard-and-fast rule and, notwithstanding whatever
might appear in standing orders or whatever the
precedents or previous rulings of former Speakers
may have been, they cannot override a provision of
the Constitution Act. I see that provision as being
hard and fast. To be in breach of that provision
would have meant the chamber was acting illegally,
which would be a grave matter during a debate as
serious as that of the appropriation bill.
Finally, I put to you, Mr Speaker, that if you wanted
to go down the path of previous rulings by former
Speakers, one point to be made is that they occurred
when a number of quorums had been called within
a short period. I believe it is probably an hour since
the last quorum was called. The overall concern I
have is that the Constitution sets a hard-and-fast
rule; and it does not provide you, Mr Speaker, or the
members assembled with any discretion.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have noted the
comments made by the honourable member for
Mordialloc. He is quite correct that previous
Speakers have ruled that if the Chair is of the
opinion that the calling of quorums has been used to
disrupt the house or interrupt debate, the Chair has
the discretion to act. The honourable member for
Preston was wrong when he quoted section 40(1) of
the Constitution Act as being absolute. I refer him to
previous Speakers' rulings on this question. The
precedent that I chose mentions specifically section
40(1) of the Constitution Act. It states:

APPROPRIATION (1994-95, No. 1) BILL
Tuesday, 4 October 1994

ASSEMBLY

On a point of order whether the provision of the
Constitution Act 1975, section 40(1) that enables the
house to commence its proceedings on any sitting day
has been complied with, Mr Speaker ruled there was
clearly a quorum present at an early stage and there is a
quorum within the precincts of the building.

I do not uphold the point of order expressed by the
honourable member for Preston.
Mr Leighton - It was not my point of order.
The SPEAKER - Order! It was not your point of
order, Sir; you are quite correct. I am refuting what
you tendered to the Chair as opinion on the point of
order. I have noted what the honourable member for
Mordialloc said, and I will take appropriate action
depending upon my judgment.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - What did the
working party recommend in a nutshell? We had an
unequivocal, detailed coalition policy that we would
have a Victorian sports commission. A working
party was convened but how do we implement it?
What did it recommend? By way of summary it said
the Victorian sports commission should incorporate
all sport and recreation programs currently
delivered through the department and the Victorian
Institute of Sport. In addition, it must add value to
the delivery of services to sport and recreation, and
to be customer-focused. It must play a key role in
sport and recreation policy development and the
provision of advice to the minister. It must set
standards to encourage sport and recreation to
develop efficient management practices. It must
develop flexible approaches to the direct delivery of
services, particularly at the local level. It should be
established as a trustee along the lines of the VIS. It
should be adequately resourced by the government
and have an organisational structure. It should be
flexible enough to attract both corporate and other
sponsorships in a way that will facilitate the future
marketing of its services.
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Mr MILDENHALL - For those who have been
listening closely, as I know the honourable member
for Ballarat East has -where is the controversy? We
have a clear policy, we have an expert working
party, we have unanimity, we have a blueprint, we
have the legal and organisational structure, the
business plan and the fund. What has gone missing?
Something happened, something was burrowing
away in the background!

Those involved in sport and recreation probably got
their first indication of that in the October 1993 issue
of Sportsview, the official publication of the Victorian
Sports Federation, following the submission of the
report.
Under the heading 'Sports Commission' it states:
It has been quite some time now since the minister
formed a working party and charged them with the
responsibility of reporting to him on the formation of a
Victorian sports commission.
Whilst we know that the group has met on many
occasions, there is growing concern in the sporting
community about the delay and lack of information
being provided.
The feeling from sport is that their desire to see a

commission established is still a priority and without
wishing to p~mpt any recommendations by the
working party, the commission must:
streamline the delivery of sport in Victoria and
assist the development of a comprehensive sports
system;
be more entrepreneurial in its approach to and
promotion of sport;
be provided with an increase in funds -

that is wishful thinking and a bit ambitious to appropriately develop sport, independent of
funds currently available through the Victorian
Health Promotion Foundation.

The working party unanimously agreed that the best
option available to the government for the future
development of sport and recreation services in
Victoria was to establish a Victorian sports
commission.

These parameters were established by the Vicsport
working party on infrastructure and funding following
the 1992 Sports Congress and remain fundamental in
October 1993.

The head of the VIS, Sam Coffa, was represented,
together with a couple of senior public servants.

We look forward to the recommendations of the
working party in the near future.

Mr Traynor interjected.

Even though something had happened internally,
sport was still right behind it. It said, 'Go for it; let's
do it. It is in your policy, it is in our policy. We have
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done it through sports congresses and all sorts of
things. Let's go for it'. However, in July or August of
this year a letter went out - I do not have a copy of
it here - which stated, 1t is off and is not going to
happen. It was in the policy and ready to go but it
will not happen because we do not want to fool
around with the VIS now that we have the Sydney
Olympics. We do not want to interrupt the focus on
elite sport. We want to make sure that we are still in
the centre of the action'.
The model - we have analysed it in great detail does not interfere with the VIS. It left it alone and
said, 'This is terrific; do not fix it if it is not broken'.
It enabled the VIS to continue to operate as a
self-contained unit within the sports commission. So
it was a letter from the minister containing a
proposition back to sport that had no foundation. It
must have been an enormous disappointment to
sport.
That disappointment was reflected in the September
1994 issue of Sportsview, which was the first
available opportunity for the matter to be debated.
The editorial section states that Vicsport joins in
wishing Michael Scott well in his new position as
CEO of the Office of Recreation, Sport and Racing in
South Australia. It states that his contribution has
been great, and goes on:
However his resignation, combined with the
announcement by the minister that the government
have decided not to proceed with the proposed
Victorian sports commission, may have serious
consequences for the future profile of sport in this state.

'You were wrong', says the Sports Federation. It
continues:
If Victoria is not careful, we run the risk of our sports
management expertise being recruited to other more
attractive career options. This phenomenon is not new
and over the years we have seen many sports managers
develop their skills in Victoria only to move on ...
It is imperative at this time, that we don't 'throw the

baby out with the bath water'. Serious thought needs to
be given to this issue and discussions must take place
to ensure we are able to get the best possible long-term,
secure results for Victorian sport.

They are putting the issue on the table with that
level of significance, saying that the future of
Victorian sport is called into question by this
decision of the government. It continues:
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There are sceptics among us who doubt the validity of
some of the minister's comments with regard to his
rationale for not proceeding with a sports commission.
However, that is his decision and we must work with
the minister, his department and other agencies to
redevelop appropriate infrastructure support, to enable
the 'appropriate progress to occur for all aspects of
Victorian sport' through to and beyond the year 2000.

In a plea to its constituents, the Sports Federation
states:
Sport, you must keep the pressure on to ensure you get
the best possible support, service and expertise without it your job will be that much harder.

Note the change in tone! Initially they were all for
this, it was part of their policy and they we were
going for it. Then there is the severe disappointment,
the lack of confidence and the disbelief. They say
they doubt the validity of the minister's comments!
Extreme disappointment is obvious in the change in
the editorial comments of the Victorian Sports
Federation.
The import of that is that the centrepiece and the
most Significant part of the coalition's sports
policy - the only new development proposed by
this government that was significantly different
from what was done by the previous government has gone! It has been abandoned. It is kaput!
Finished! What could explain this?
The simple answer is that with his colleague the
Treasurer disposing of the racing industry through
its new organisational format, Tabcorp and Racing
Victoria, the minister would have had almost
nothing to do. We would have had a self-governing,
self-sustained and self-contained sports commission
running sport and all the funding programs in a
devolved way. That would have been ideal! I do not
know why Treasury did not get wind of it and say,
'Usten fellas, why don't you go for it? We can
downsize and de-skill all the rest of the people in the
department'. There would have been no use for
them; the sport and recreation components of the
ministry would have gone; they would have been
devolved and contracted out. The racing
components would have gone somewhere else, and
the minister would have had nothing to do!
There is a fundamental problem with the sports
portfolio. The centrepiece is missing and the policy
will not be implemented. I suppose that has the
same sort of status as many of the other
commitments the coalition gave before the 1992
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election. I refer to commitments such as, 'This will
not cost you another penny. We are not going to get
stuck into people. We are not going to whack them
onto contracts. No-one will be worse off'. I suppose
it has been relegated to that status.
I would like to say a lot more about sport and I
would like to say a lot more about the way the
government has blundered, discriminated, deceived
and 'cronied' in this area.

poles on the corner of Bruce and Mary streets,
Preston. A low-voltage powerline was brought
down onto a high-voltage line. That caused
extensive damage to electrical goods in a number of
households, with some suffering up to $10 000
worth of damage to goods such as fridges,
televisions, microwaves, dishwashers and washing
machines. The tragic thing about this is that many of
those people are low-income earners. Some are
tenants who have no household insurance to cover
their losses.

Mr Finn - Cronied?
Mr MILDENHALL - Yes. We know that you
can 'staff up' an area; well, this is about 'cronying

up' the portfolio to the level required by the
government's standards. The government has
neglected the state's interests in its handling of the
sports portfolio.
Unfortunately time has caught up with me so I will
wait for another opportunity like this, which I
suspect may not come until tomorrow night! I will
not throw my notes away because I have some very
good material. I will continue my comprehensive
analysis and critique of the government's feeble and
disgraceful efforts in sport, which have brought this
state into such national and international disrepute.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr E. R. SMITH
(Glen Waverley).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

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

Power surge in Preston
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Energy and Minerals an
electrical power surge in a number of streets in my
electorate, which caused many thousands of dollars
damage to household electrical goods. I call on the
minister to intervene in the matter. In particular, I
ask the minister to investigate to see whether it is
possible to provide assistance to local residents.

On 25 August a truck owned by the Salvatrans truck
company brought down powerlines and two power

Ultimately they will have to claim on either the
council or the trucking company, but that is in
dispute. Indeed, both the council and the trucking
company are pointing fingers at each other and
ultimately the issue will be fought out by the
insurers.
In the meantime it means that some very
low-income households have suffered losses of up to
$10000 and may have to wait several years before
receiving compensation. I have advised them to seek
their own legal advice, but it is also unsatisfactory
that they should have to contemplate litigation in
this matter.
While the council and the trucking company may
choose to deny liability and blame each other, the
residents are left as the meat in the sandwich. I
believe the Darebin council in particular through its
electricity supply has some obligation to meet the
needs of the residents and should consider paying
compensation and then arguing it out with the
trucking company.
This is not a novel situation; from time to time there
are electrical power surges. Councils or electricity
suppliers will deny liability and residents can be left
waiting several years before being able to get
compensation. It is clear in this case that the
residents will ultimately have to claim on either the
electricity supplier or the trucking company. I do not
believe they should have to wait two years.
I ask the minister to intervene in both this case and
the general situation.

Saleyards
Mr BILDSTIEN (MUdura) - In the absence of
the Minister for Agriculture I raise a matter for the
attention of the Treasurer who is at the table. I know
that in recent times the Minister for Agriculture has
been encouraging members of the farming
community, particularly livestock producers, to look
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at all their options when it comes to selling their
prime stock. Farmers can consider a number of
options, such as the contract system with their local
abattoir, the sale of stock over the hook, the CALM
system through their local saleyards and, of course,
sales at the paddock.
I am keen to know what action the minister intends
to take regarding the future of saleyards throughout
Victoria because the opposition spokesperson, the
honourable member for Altona, has been
making-An honourable member interjected.

Mr BILDSTIEN - She would not have a clue,
and that is the whole point. She has been making
very misleading statements in the country press
about the government's proposal for the future of
saleyards. She has gone so far as to suggest that the
minister and the government intend to close
saleyards in centres such as Benalla, Sale,
Camperdown, Bendigo, Ballarat, Warmambool,
Mildura, Swan Hill and Kerang. She has created a
lot of unnecessary anxiety and concern among rural
producers in these areas through outrageous
statements suggesting that the government intends
to close country saleyards.
In her statement on 23 September the honourable

member points out that saleyards and market days
are an integral part of our rural communities - and
so they are. But her statements are way out of touch
with the thinking of the minister and the
government. I seek the minister's reassurance on the
record that he has no intention of closing the
saleyards and that once again the honourable
member for Altona has got it wrong. It is clear why
she has not been able to retain her preselection for
the seat of Altona and is now fighting to find
another seat to represent people in this place.
Ms GarbuH interjected.
Mr BILDSTIEN - I simply want a reassurance
from the minister that the saleyards are going to
continue.

St Augustine's Adolescent and Family
Services (Barwon)
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - I raise with the
Minister for Community Services St Augustine's
Adolescent and Family Services in Geelong. When I
previously raised this matter on 14 September the
minister replied making certain statements that were
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inaccurate and insulting to the agency. He said
St Augustine's was not an efficient agency, that it
had a unit cost of $72 000 per annum and that it was
funded to provide accommodation for 18 but only
ever accommodated 10.
I received a letter from Brother Trevor Parton of
St Augustine's which gives the real facts. The real
facts are that the minister's statement:
was based on the lowest average occupancy for quite
some time and this occurred last year sometime. Our
figures for this year have consistently been between 10
and 16. (The latter figure giving an average cost of
$45 000 and not $72 000 as in Hansard).
In the case of short-term care, 'one bed' might be
occupied by up to four or five kids in the space of a
year, so the notion of a per kid cost of $75 000 is not
accurate. It is only perhaps accurate for a child in care

for a very long period - these are the ones not suited
to community placement.

I call on the minister to apologise for his totally
unfounded allegations that the agency was not
efficient. In the light of that he should undertake to
get the correct information and review his decision. I
suggest the minister should visit Geelong and speak
to the people at St Augustine's to find out the real
facts and figures. In future I ask him to get the
correct information before he makes funding cuts to
crucial agencies. St Augustine's is an important
agency in Geelong. There will be no alternative
services when the West Court and O'Driscol units
are closed at the end of the year. Young people who
could be helped by these services will be turned
away with nowhere else to go. As Brother Parton
said in his letter to me:
We are at the end of the line, where community

placements have either broken down or are not
suitable. Our long-term boys unit which will hold five
from 31 December has a waiting list of nine.

The government is not only turning away children
on waiting lists and children who might front up in
the future, it is also turning away the boys already in
the units that will be closed. I call on the minister to
have another look at the figures and go and talk to
the people at St Augustine's. It provides an
important service in the region. There are no
alternatives in Geelong. The minister has made a
mistake. He got it wrong and he had better do
something about fixing it up.
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City of Springvale
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Planning, who is the
representative in this house of the Minister for Local
Government, the City of Springvale. The ecological
vandals in the City of Springvale, run by the power
broker in that area - the honourable member for
Springvale -are at it again.

I must say that the municipality has at least had the
good sense to sack the political adviser to the Leader
of the Opposition, Mr Reid, and that in all fairness
the new mayor is a rational and reasonable person. I
am delighted that there is now some commonsense
in the cOWlci1's approach.
lhat is leading to the end of their time. What I am
seeking from the minister is an assurance that after
the amalgamations or restructure has taken place a
thorough audit be conducted in the City of
Springvale on the use of funds and what they have
spent on campaigning to save their scrawny necks.
They have conducted things like phone polling, in
which they say 70 per cent of people were in favour
of the Dingley area staying in Springvale. I am
surprised it is not higher. In my opinion there were
two phone calls, and I should have thought it would
have been 100 per cent in favour of staying with
Springvale.
The honourable member for Springvale's skin must
be crawling because the City of Springvale, which is
what one would describe as a Socialist
Left<ontrolled cOWlci1, has hired the right wing
group known as International Public Relations, and
we are led to believe that more than $60 000 is being
spent on protecting the city from what it sees as a
threat from the Local Government Board.

I am not the one who has been consistently not
interested in these people, it is this particular
cOWlci1. There is a need after the restructure to look
at how and where they spent this money and
perhaps what involvement the honourable member
for Springvale had in helping to protect his power
base. lhat is what this is about. They have done a
deal, despite what they say, in moving to
Dandenong.

Police complaints
Dr COG HILL (Werribee) - I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. I ask him to ensure that a full
and thorough examination and investigation is
made of complaints made by Dean Lewis
Cheeseman and his wife, Sarah Jane Cheeseman, of
60 Hotham Crescent, Hoppers Crossing, concerning
an incident which occurred on 13 September 1994
commencing at approximately 1820 hours.
I have copies of statutory declarations made by both
of them at the Altona North Police Station. Dean's
statement reads as follows:
I have collaborated with my wife, Sarah Jane
Cheeseman, in the compilation of contemporaneous
notes in relation to the actions of the police members
from Werribee who executed a search warrant at my
premises on 13 September 1994 at 1820 hours and I
adopt those notes as my own statement.
I am not complaining about the members who were in

uniform, only the plain clothes members, four in
number, McKiterick, Woodhead, Devine and the fourth
whose name I do not know. I am not complaining
about their actions or behaviour at the police station.
In summary my complaints are:

The city already has internal public relations people
and has put up signs in and aroWld the Dingley area
saying that it wants to keep Dingley and Springvale.
After weeks of having the signs up fewer than 20
submissions have been presented to the Local
Government Board, mostly from funding groups
that are concerned with things like the regional
library and so on. A letter dated 14 September from
the chief executive officer, Brian Payne, said:
As you have been using all your influence to push for
Dingley to be separated from Springvale, the council is
entitled and, in fact, it is its responsibility to represent
its community in the best possible manner in this
matter.

(i)

The aggressive verbal attitude in front of and to the
children.

(ii) Lack of diplomacy and professionalism.
(ill) Personal embarrassment in joking about my wife's

underwear and sexual innuendo by McKiterick on
more than one occasion.
(iv) The derogatory and demeaning comments made by
McKiterick to both of us and the children, and
(v) The manner and where this strip search was carried

out (of myself).

Accompanying those two statutory declarations are
detailed notes. What appears to have occurred is
that these people are occupying a house which was
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previously occupied by people against whom
certain allegations had been made, and the search
warrant appears to have been for firearms that may
have been held or owned by the previous occupants.

Fortunately three weeks ago the Minister for Roads
and Ports announced that the government would
duplicate Wellington Road from Jacl<sons Road to
Stud Road.

The behaviour of the few police officers, who 1 do
not regard as typical police officers, was absolutely
disgraceful. For example, at one stage when they
were searching through some telephone book entries
and bits of paper the officer was asked why they
were being examined and he replied:

It is interesting to note from the study of the red

Look lady shut it or I shall cuff you as your smart arse
mouth needs shutting.

There are a series of such events. Later in the
evening after the husband, Dean, had been taken to
the police station and was still there, the officers
returned to the home and one of them - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Roads: traffic red spots
Mr WELLS (Wantima) -1 ask the Treasurer,
who is at the table, to direct to the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Ports in the other place the
RACV media release on traffic red spots, which was
issued last week and contains the following
statement:
The RACV conducted a survey of its members, through
its magazine Royalauto, requesting them to forward
their most hated red spots - the most frustrating
locations where motorists are often caught in traffic.

In the release the RACV spokesman said also that:
... the most common problems related to intersections
particularly when making right-hand turns.
'Almost half the total responses related to delays
turning right. Poor linking of traffic lights was also seen
to hold up traffic unnecessarily and many members
indicated that the road capacity was insufficient'

1 notice with interest that the most frustrating road
was Wellington Road from Jacl<sons Road to Stud
Road. In 1988 the same survey results were
produced and the fonner Labor government
completely ignored the report by the RACV and did
nothing about it, simply because the problem was in
the eastern suburbs. They knew they couldn't win
the seat so they ignored it.

spots that the top five intersections are in the eastern
suburbs and the top five road sections are also in the
eastern suburbs. This problem has not just arisen in
the last two years; it has built up over the past
10 years and was ignored by the former Labor
government. It did not care about the infrastructure
works in the eastern suburbs. As long as members of
the former Labor government were looking after
their mates and others in the western suburbs, they
couldn't give a damn about the people where the
population was growing the fastest - those in the
eastern suburbs. It is interesting also to note that 85
of the red spots are in the Knox area, the fastest
growing area in Melbourne. The roads just have not
kept up with the population.
I ask the Minister for Roads and Ports to have
Vicroads take the RACV report into consideration to
ensure that the electorate ofWantirna and its
surrounding areas are well catered for in respect of
road funding in the future and to ensure it is based
on necessity.

Taxis: service
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I ask the Treasurer, who
is at the table, to direct to the attention of the

Minister for Roads and Ports in another place
complaints about the taxi service, and I look for the
minister to spell out the protocols of conduct to be
followed by taxi drivers and what people should do
when they have complaints about taxi services.
Taxis have been in the news quite a lot recently with
the increase in the price of fares and the
government's regulation of the colour of cabs and
the standardisation of uniforms. Oearly a number of
improvements have been made to the taxi service.
The matter I raise is a question of the measurement
of the services and how the regulations are to be
followed.
In particular, I want to reflect on one incident that
involved a constituent in Coburg, his wife and a taxi
that they took home one eVening. The taxi driver
used a mobile phone, swore and became extremely
vulgar on the phone, basically leaving both
passengers shocked at his behaviour. He was also
belligerent, rude and drove in a dangerous fashion.
The passengers, attempting to get some sense out of
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the driver, ended up at the Brunswick police station.
The police witnessed the payment of moneys to the
taxi driver, however, clearly the passengers were not
satisfied and ended up having to take another taxi
from the police station to their own home.
Since that time, they have taken up the issue with
the local cab company. This matter has caused me to
be greatly concerned about issues of safety in cabs
and about the basic measures being taken currently
by the government to increase the community's
confidence in the service.
Oearly the intervention that is occurring within the
taxi industry is intended to increase the performance
of the service; however, one must ask the question
about whether citizens feel safe, what they want
done, and what protocols are followed, for instance
in the case like the one I have just outlined which
seems to be not an uncommon occurrence
unfortunately within the taxi service system.
I ask the minister what sort of remedies are possible
in our desire to see a much more improved taxi
service in Melbourne?

Bus services: Keilor-Melton
Mr CUNNING HAM (Melton) - The matter I
wish to raise is for the attention of the Minister for
Public Transport through the minister at the table.
The matter concerns the now urgent need for the
introduction of a bus service along the Keilor Melton
Road, in the eastern end of the Melton electorate.
The service would assist the families and young
mothers of Sydenham, Bellview Estate, Sugar Gum,
Settlers Rise and other emerging subdivisions in the
rapidly growing area.

The service could be achieved by extending the
existing Keilor bus service. I have raised this matter
in the house subsequent to the 1992 state election.
The minister at the time indicated confidently that a
service would be put in place; however, that was the
response in 1992 and subsequently he wrote to me
suggesting that there would be insufficient demand
for such a service at that point in time. Since then the
population in the region has increased Significantly.
Over the past two years on the Melton side alone
approximately 1000 people have settled and that
does not include Sydenham and new Keilor
residents.
The need for services is becoming very apparent as a
new shopping complex is to be built on the Keilor
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side of the Sydenham railway line. The developers
of that project are to contribute to a new relocated
station construction. The new subdivisions are
lengthy distances from the proposed station and
unless families have two cars, a tremendous burden
would be placed upon them. The minister is aware
that this area is a growth area. In fact it is the fourth
largest growth area in Victoria - that is after
Pakenham, Plenty Valley and Werribee.
I notice that the signs appear to be there that new
transport services are opening up or at least
extensions of existing services are being introduced.
The minister in the house today made great play of
the fact that bus service extensions in the Doncaster
area would service many thousands more patrons,
and three weeks ago the minister referred to the
extensions of the new bus services in the Greenvale
area. TItis came about as a result of a survey.
The minister has said in the past that some of these
services should have been introduced when the
Labor Party was in government. In fairness to this
request tonight the population at that time may not
have warranted such a service, but I would certainly
suggest now, because of the present population, the
minister should at least survey the area or better still
put on a trial bus service to gauge the people's
support in this rapidly expanding area.

Sl Albans spastic accommodation
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services
which concerns a letter I received from Bob and
Dulcie Chancellor who do not live in my electorate
but in Warragul. Nevertheless their son lives in my
electorate in the accommodation provided by the
Spastic Society of Victoria.
Mr and Mrs Chancellor are concerned that because
of the government's policies and changes to the
spastic society's special accommodation units at 47
Adelaide Street, St Albans, the accommodation
might be closed or sold or that the program will be
changed. They point out that their son is quite
comfortable and has the support of the day centre.
The units were built on land that the Keilor council
had donated to the Spastic Society to provide a
service in the St Albans area. The letter I received
expressed concern about the contracting out of
services. The society has been negotiating with the
government for some time; but even with a funding
cut of more than $1 million, the government says the
society should be more prudent with its services
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including its face-to-face contact with clients. The
clients virtually have to buy services, which makes it
difficult for pensioners.
Again I raise a concern about a welfare organisation
in my district which provides an important service.
Recently I spoke in this place about the MS society,
but now the Spastic Society is concerned that many
people, including clients who support the centre,
will be affected. Many have bought houses in the
area so those in need will be close to the facilities.
The Rotary Club of Victoria provided money for the
construction of a swimming pool, and the
community has had an input into developing the
facilities. The first thing on the government's mind
seems to have been to close that down. We do not
need the burden - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Responses
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - The honourable
member for Preston raised a matter for the attention
of the Minister for Energy and Minerals. Although
the honourable member no longer seems to have an
interest in the matter, I will raise it with the minister
and have him supply a response.

The honourable member for Mildura raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Agriculture. That
will be brought to his attention.
The honourable member for Bundoora raised a
matter for the Minister for Community Services
regarding facilities at St Augustine's in Geelong. I
will raise that with him.
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The honourable member for Mordialloc raised a
matter concerning the City of Springvale. I will raise
that matter with the Minister for Local Government
in another place.
The honourable member for Werribee raised a
matter for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services involving a Mr and Mrs Cheeseman and
allegations of a search of their premises, supposedly
for fireanns. I will raise that matter with the minister.
The honourable members for Wantirna and Coburg
raised matters for the Minister for Roads and Ports,
the former concerning neglect by the Labor Party of
red-spot intersections and sections of roadway - in
particular, Wellington Road between Jackson and
Stud roads. I will raise that with the minister.
The honourable member for Coburg raised
complaints about taxi services and the question of
the establishment of protocols for the handling of
complaints. I will ensure that the matter is raised
with the minister.
The honourable member for Melton raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Public Transport
seeking the extension of a bus service along the
Keilor-Melton Road. I will ensure the matter is
brought to the attention of the minister.
The honourable member for Keilor raised a matter
concerning the Spastic Society property and services
in his electorate and the service for constituents
whose parents live in Warragul. I will raise the
matter with the minister and ask him to respond
directly to the honourable member.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 3.35 a.m. (Wednesday).

