PETITION
Wednesday, 30 November 1994

ASSEMBLY

2075

PAPERS

Wednesday, 30 November 1994

Laid on table by aede

The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. Delzoppo) took the chair
at 10.04 a.m. and read the prayer.

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

Health Services (Amendment) Bill
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:

Advanced Dental Technicians Qualifications Board Report for the year 1993-94
Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation - Report
for the year 1993-94
Altona District Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
Bacchus Marsh and Melton Memorial HospitalReport for the year 1993-94
Ballarat Base Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
Beechworth Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the

State of Victoria sheweth concern that the provisions of
the Health Services (Amendment) Bill 1994 completely
deregulates nursing homes and hostels in Victoria. The
1egisIation will mean that the care, welfare and human
rights of residents in nursing homes will be in jeopardy.

Bright District Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94

Caritas Christi Hospice Limited - Report for the year
1993-94
Ounes District Hospital - Report for the year 1993-94

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
By Mrs Wilson (40 signatures)

Laid on table.

AUDITOR-GENERAL
Response by Minister for Finance
Mr L W. SMITH (Minister for Fmance) presented
response by Minister for Fmance to
Auditor-General's report on ministerial portfolios,
May 1994, and special reports, July 1993 to
June 1994.
Laid on table.

Dental Technicians Licensing Committee - Report for
the year 1993-94
Deputy Ombudsman (police Complaints) - Report of
Investigation of Police Raid on the Commerce Cub
(Tasty Night Cub) on Sunday 7 August 1994Ordered to be printed
Dimboola District Hospital- Report for the year
1993-94
Eastern Suburbs Geriatric Centre - Report for the year
1993-94
Lismore and District Hospital - Report for the year
1993-94

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
COMMITIEE

Mercy Public Hospitals Incorporated - Report for the

Building and construction industry

Mt Alexander Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94

Mr Leighton (Preston) presented final report of
Economic Development Committee on inquiry
into Victorian building and construction
industry, and report on BLF assets, together with
bibliography and appendices.
Laid on table.

Ordered to be printed.

year 1993-94

North West Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
Northern Victorian FreshTomato Industry
Development Committee - Report for the year 1993-94

Queen Elizabeth Centre - Report for the year 1993-94
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Royal Children's Hospital- Report for the year
1993-94
Royal Dental Hospital of MeIboume - Report for the
year 1993-94
Royal Melbourne Hospital- Report for the year
1993-94

Royal Women's Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
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number of people waiting on trolleys in emergency
departments for more than 12 hours. He also said
that if more Victorian hospitals follow that lead the
implications for patients and staff trying to care for
them would be heinous. When the Minister for
Health says, 'Where is your evidence?' and 'Who is
saying this?' perhaps she might listen for a change to
the experts; in this case the doctor who is the
secretary of the ~tion responsible for providing
emergency care m our hospitals.

(two papers)

Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Children and Young Persons Act 1989 - S.R. No.

187
Meat Industry Act 1993 -S.R. No. 186
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 - S.R.
No. 185

Racing Act 1958 - S.R. No. 189

Tweddle CJWd and Family Health Service - Report for
the year 1993-94
Western Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
Williamstown Hospital- Report for the year 1993-94
Yana Bend Park Trust - Report for the year 1993-94
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Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I wish to move
the adjournment of the house for the purpose of
~g a definite matter of urgent public
unportance -namely, the aisis in Victoria's public
hospitals as a result of the aJU\OW1Cement last week
of massive bed closures at the Alfred Hospital and
bed closures at city and country hospitals.

ReqUired number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being pUl
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I move:
lbat the house do now adjourn.

Last week the Alfred Hospital announced that it was
to close 80 beds and cut at least 50 jobs as a result of
this government's slashes to the health budget and
the retrospective capping of the case-mix bonus pool.
When that announcement was made the secretary of
the V~ Emergency Department Association,
Or Michae1 Westmore, was quoted as saying that the
bed closures would inevitably mean increases in the

It is quite apparent that this minister is totally out of
touch with reality, totally out of touch with the
opinions of the medical profession. totally out of
touch with the opinions of the hospitals, totally out
of touch with what patients are saying, and, even
more extraordinarily it seems, totally out of touch
with her.own backbench members who are saying
that she 15 arrogant and uncaring.

Mr Wells - Name names!
Mr THWAITES - They know who they are.

Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The debate
cannot continue with a barrage of interjections. The
honourable member for Albert Park, in silence.

Mr A. F. Plowman - First with the truth!

The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! I warn the
honourable member I will take action against him.

Mr THWAITES - The baclcbenchers who spoke
with the Herald Sun newspaper made their opinion
of this minister quite dear; they made it very dear
that they believe this minister is totally out of touch.
Indeed, it may well be that the comments in the
Herald Sun were somewhat censored by comparison
with the real views of a number of backbenchers
about the health system and about what is going on,
because quite clearly they are feeling the electoral
backlash on this issue.
I cannot recall another minister of this government
who has had comments from his or her
backbenchers along the lines reported in the Herald
Sun: that the minister is arrogant, autocratic,
combative and totally out of touch with the
community. I cannot recall that being said of any
other minister for a good reason: this minister is
making a mess of it. Everybody knows thal The
doctors know it and the hospitals know it.
Everybody knows it, but apparently not this
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minister. She seems to be the only person in Victoria
who does not know. The Premier knows it. He had
to defend her at the Liberal Party conference. This is
the same Premier, was it not, who defended John
Hewson? What did he say? 1 have absolute
confidence in John Hewson'. What happened to him
a few days later? He got the shove! They are all
talking out there now about how the new health
minister, Mr Birrell in another place, will be brought
in at some stage. It has been said around the traps
that Mr Birrell is going to be brought i n - -

Honmmzble members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The house is
whipping itself into quite a frenzy. The Deputy
Speaker might have to stay on his feet for as long as
it takes for members to tmderstand that there is an
achievable level of decorum in the debating forum
of this house, and I intend to achieve it. The
honourable member for Albert Park. without all of
that vociferous support!
Mr THWAITES - Certainly it is being said that

Mr Birrell, an honourable member for East Yarra in
another place, is going to be brought in to try to fix
the problems this minister has caused. Oearly,
people around the traps and certainly some of her
own backbenchers realise she hasn't got it. They
realise they are losing. That is why when the Herllld
Sun runs a poll asking, 'Have the budget cuts gone
too far?' more than 90 per cent of people say yes.
When the Herald Sun nms a poll on whether people
have confidence in the public hospital system, more
than 80 people say they do not. That is because of
what this minister is doing. She is destroying our
system. She says we have a good system. Of course
we have a good system. We had one of the best
systems in the world, but this minister is doing

everything she can to undermine it.
When the Minister for Health came to power the

very person who canied out the recent report on the
emergency departments, Or !an Brand, carried out a
review stating that the Victorian health system led
the world. But now his own report points to
fundamental problems in our emergency
departments which are directly attributable to this
minister's policies, to the bed closures and to the
budget cuts. That is what it is about: bed closures
and budget cuts.
Mr Elder - Have you read the report?

Or Naptbine - Read the report!
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Mr TIIWAITES - I have read it. You ought to
read it. You are trying to cover it up. We also know
that you are not only going to cover it up, you have
taken out all the recommendations that cause you
any problems. That is the climate of fear that
operates in this place. The minister was on the
phone to Or Brand very shortly afterwards
screaming at him, 'What are you doing letting this
out?' just as she is on the phone to the head of the
Austin Hospital and the head of any other hospital
who criticises her. She is not only the terminator, she
is also the minister who attacks, sacks and sues.
Anyone who criticises this minister gets attacked,
sacked or sued. She has allowed the head of the
department to sue a public servant in her own
department. Why? Because he had the temerity to
come out with some sort of adverse finding against
the department. I do not know whether she even
knew about it. "That seems to be the other problem
with this minister: she does not run the show. A
public servant is nmning the show. Unfortunately
for this minister, this public servant is on a huge
whack. He gets about $220 000 plus a bonus of
$44 000 - $266 OOO! On what basis does he get his
bonus? For improving the reputation of the minister!
I hope he is not getting paid his bonus this year,
because her reputation is at rock bottom.
The mUortunate thing about this minister is that
while the head of the department is getting all the
dough, she is copping all the blame. She is the one
the public reckons is responsible for wrecking the
system. Yet Or Paterson, who is getting his $270000
and presumably having a nice weekend down at the
five-star Vue Grand Hotel, seems to be aVOiding all
the blame. I would be pretty upset. It seems that the
reverse of the Westminster principle is the chiclcen
coming home to roost for this minister. In some
respects you can only feel sorry for her. She really
does not seem to know what he is doing. One day he
says, 'We ought to introduce co-payments for health
care'. But does this minister support that? That is
what he said the other day. It was not supported by
your federal colleagues. He is totally out of control
The crisis is partly caused by the fact that this
minister is not in control She either does not know
what is going on or she does not care. It is quite clear
that the closure of beds is leading to a crisis. You
ask, 'Where is your evidence?' Why don't you start
listening to some of the experts? They are not Labor
people or unionists, or whatever. What about
Or Peter Ritchie? What does he say? Even the
minister said he was right. He says:
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_. there is a problem of 'access blodc' that a.ffec:ts
emergency departments in this city. Pressures on
hospitals to increase 'throughput' of elective patients,
an overall reduction in the number of hospital and
psychiatric beds, and the deinstitutionalisation of
psychiatric patients are denying emergency patients
aa:ess to hospital beds and acute psychiabic beds
within a reasonable time.
There is also a shortage of aitical care beds. Thus
patients are forced to remain on trolleys in emergency
departments for prolonged periods.
Any further closures of hospital beds would threaten to
turn aisis into disaster.

Mr Treasure - Liar!
Mr TIIWAITES - A liar is he? You call US liars.
You call everyone a liar. Are you calling him a liar?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! I have all the
patience in the world. When we are prepared to
conduct ourselves in a manner befitting the chamber
rather than disgracing ourselves in front of some
school children in the public gallery we may
proceed with the debate. The behaviour has been
absolutely deplorable. I have been patient but I
intend to be patient no longer. If the house will not
conduct itself properly I will have no hesitation in
naming people and calling the Speaker back to the
chair to deal with them. I hope we can conduct
ourselves in a manner befitting the responsibilities
of our positions.
Mr THWAITES - Thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. That letter is &om Or Peter Ritchie, the
Secretary of the Victorian Faculty of the Australasian
College of Emergency Medicine. I should have
thought he is someone to whom we ought to listen.
He makes it clear that any further closures would
threaten to tum the crisis - he says there is a
crisis -into disaster, yet what is this government
doing? It is forcing the closure of 80 beds at the
A1&ed Hospital, 100 beds at the Royal Melbourne
Hospital and beds in hospitals throughout
Melbourne and country Victoria. It is happening
because of the budget cuts, the retrospective change
in the rules and the mismanagement. I emphasise
that this is a case of gross mismanagement. It is not
just a matter of budget cuts; in the middle of the
financial year the goal posts have been moved so
hospitals cannot: plan properly.
Honourable members opposite have referred to the
Brand report. What does it say? It refers to
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significant problems in our emergency departments
and says that the bloclcs in emergency departments
are due to the closure of in-patient beds. What is this
government doing? It is closing in-patient beds! The
report goes on to say that 'exit blodcs' persist
because priority is given to elective patients because
of case-mix funding and the deinstitutionalisation of
psychiatric patients. 1bis government is
deinstitutionalising psychiatric patients without
providing support in the community.
Those patients are turning up at the emergency
department of the Maroondah Hospital but there is
nobody to care for them and give them assistance.
One kicked a nurse in the stomach and another
assaulted a security guard. The hospital needs a
liaison officer for the treatment of those psychiatric
patients who are turning up at the emergency
department now that they have been
deinstitutionalised. 1hat would cost some $35 000,
about the cost of the junket this minister allowed her
bureaucrats and fat cats to take part in a week or so
ago.
The Brand report says the closure of in-patient beds

results in long-stay patients in emergency
departments. What else does it say? On page 34 it
says that the closure of in-patient beds results in an
increased incidence of requests for ambulance
bypass and inter-hospital transfers. Maybe the
government will release a different report, but the
Brand report in its unexpurgated and uncensored
form makes it clear that the closure of in-patient
beds leads to longer stays in hospital and means that
more people are lying on trolleys because no beds
are available.
I have visited the Alfred Hospital, as has the
Premier. I understand that when he went there he
was so shocked by what he saw that he rang the
minister and said, 'You had better have a look'.
Although she had been minister for some time, a
day or so after the Premier went to the Alfred
Hospital the minister herself went there. She should
have been pretty shocked by what she saw: people
lying on trolleys for up to two days in what can only
be described as completely inappropriate
circumstances.
What was done? The Premier said that something
had to be done and would be done, so the
government said it would open a new ward for the
emergency department patients. It went on for some
time. Eventually it got together a few dollars to open
the ward, but what will happen now? It will
effectively have to be closed because this uncaring,
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arrogant autocratic and out~f-touch minister has
slashed the budget and changed the rules in the
middle of the year. Now the hospital has to close the
very beds the Premier admitted had to be opened.
That is what will happen in hospital after hospital.
People will lie on trolleys for up to two days because
they are unable to get a hospital bed
Lest it be said that this problem has not been
exacerbated by the cuts and mismanagement of the
government, let us consider the figures pertaining to
the Alfred Hospital. They indicate that the situation
has worsened as a result of the budget cuts and
mismanagement. In July 1993,91 patients were
forced to lie on trolleys for more than U hours
because they could not get a bed In July this year
there were 222 such patients, which is a 144 per cent
increase. The minister keeps saying it is only a small
percentage of all the patients who go through the
system. Presumably if you are one of those 200 to
300, it is too bad because you will miss out. That
shows how out of touch the minister is. Some 300
people lying on trolleys for excessive periods does
not seem to matter to her.
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to sell the patient. You cannot make as much money
under case-mix because the old people are not
saleable'. The business units around the hospital do
not want them so these old people lie on the trolleys,
often unable to get the sort of care they need and
deserve. The doctors and nurses are upset and the
families are upset, but it seems this minister does not
care.

That is also reflected in the figures for ambulance
bypass. Ambulances are driving around Melbourne
trying to find hospitals that are open. In July 1992
the Alfred was on bypass 26 times. By July 1993 it
was on bypass 47 times and in July this year the
figure was 56, which is more than a 100 per cent
increase in ambulance bypass since Labor was in
government. This is happening around Melbourne
as hospital after hospital tries to cope with the
massive budget cuts and the mismanagement of the
minister.
The Brand report also referred to the need for

coronary care and intensive care beds and even said
that five public hospitals needed more intensive care
beds.

The percentages of total attendances indicate that in

JW\e 1993 some 2.83 per cent of people had to lie on
trolleys for more than U haUIS. By June this year the
figure had more than doubled to 5.81 per cent so
5 per cent of all people who go to the Alfred
Hospital lie on trolleys for more than 12 hours
because they are unable to get a bed. Does this
minister care? Does she have any understanding of
what that means for the human beings involved?

MI5 Tehan - Name them! Give me the place
where it says it.
Mr THWAITES - Page 70.

MI5 Tehan - Table it!
MrTHWAITES -I'm happy to table it The
report states:

Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Mr TIIWAlTES - That is right. You do not
count if you do not have private health insurance.
When asked about these issues the Premier said that
in many respects these people have chosen not to
have insurance. So apparently they can wait on
trolleys for two days. As Or Westmore said, this is
heinous because trolleys are not there for elderly
people to lie on. They are not comfortable; they are
rock hard and very narrow. People cannot get
proper care because the nurses are rushing around
doing far more than they ever had to do before.

Most of the people waiting on trolleys are elderly.
Why? Because they are not profitable under
case-mix funding. I asked one doctor why so many
of the people on trolleys were elderly and his reply
was, 'Under the new system we try to get them into
another ward but they are not saleable because these
days it is all part of the business approach.. You have

The five teaching hospitals (Alfred, St Vincent's, The
Royal Melbourne (RMH), Monash Medjcal
Centre-CJayton (MMC) and the Austin Hospitals)
average half a bed day open in their CCUs on the
figures provided by the coordinator's office.

The causes for this appear to be twofold;
an exit block from the ecu to the medical beds
with high occupancy rates in these hospitals;
the need to use ecu beds for the intensive nursing
of patients postangioplasty and
electrophysiologica1 procedures.

Mrs Tehan - Table it!
Mr THWAITES - I'm going to table it.

Mrs Tehan - We look forward to it
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Mr THWAITES - You1l get il I will even give
you the recommendation number. It is
recommendation 52:
That The Royal Melbourne, Western, Preston and
Northcote Commtmity HospitaL Alfred and _
Dandenong hospitals _ be encouraged to open
additional intensive care beds.

MI5 Tehm - 'Encouraged' to open additional
intensive care beds!

Mr TIIWAITES - What do you think that
means? It says 'encouraged to open additional
intensive care beds'. What does that mean?
MI5 Tehm interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! InteIjections
across the table are disorderly. They evoke
unnecessary responses, and the honourable member
for Albert Park should direct his remarks through
the Chair.
MI5 TEHAN (Minister for Health) - On a point
of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, the honourable
member is quoting from what he says is the Brand
report. I ask that he table the whole report to which
he has referred extensively.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The minister
has requested that the document, being the Brand
report, from which the honourable member for
AIbert Park has quoted, be tabled. Is the honourable
member for Albert Park prepared to table the
document?
Mr THWAITES (A1bert Park)Mr Deputy Speaker, I am happy to table those parts
of the Brand report from which I am quoting.
Mrs Tehan interjected.
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MI5 Tehan - I want the whole report.

MrTHWAITES -1 haven't even got it!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order!
Mr Thwaites -I've got excerpts which 1 will
read from and table.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! There has
been a long-held tradition in this chamber that when
the Chair is on his feet members remain silenl
The minister has requested that the document, being
the Brand report from. which the honourable
member for Albert Park is quoting, be made
available to the house. If the document the
honourable member has before him is what is being
referred to as the Brand report, will he now indicate
to the house whether he is prepared to make it
available at the end of his speech?

Mr THWAITES - I am prepared to make
available those parts of the Brand report which 1 am
referring to and which I have in the chamber. I do
not have in the chamber the whole Brand report.
Mrs Tehan - Do you have the whole Brand
report?

Mr THWAITES - 1 didn't know this was
question time!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair has
requested that the honourable member for A1bert
Park make available to the house the document he is
referring to as the Brand report. He has agreed to do
that with the document he has in front of him. I am
not interested in the debate about whether he has all
the report or half the report; I am interested in
whether he is prepared to table the document. He
has indicated that he is, therefore 1 will ask him to
do that at the end of his speech.

Mr THWAITES - That is what I've gol
MI5 Tehan - And you have referred to the
Brand report on at least three occasions during the
course of this debate. Mr Deputy Speaker, I ask that
he table the whole of the documentation that he calls

the Brand report
Mr 1HWAITES - I don't even have the whole
Brand report in the chamber. I am referring to
excerpts, and the minister has asked me to table
those excerpts. TIlat is what I will do.

MrTHWAITES - Thank you,
Mr Deputy Speaker. It seems that the cause of the
minister's problem is that I have said that the Brand
report says additional intensive care beds are
needed at certain hospitals, and the actual
recommendation is that those certain hospitals be
encouraged to open additional intensive care beds.
If there is some semantic difference between what I
said and what the report says I would be interested
to know what it is, but it is clear that the Brand
report recommended that there needs to be
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additional intensive care beds at those hospitals and
that is why it is recommended. This minister seems
to ignore even her own report, which says that
additional beds should be opened. She is going
a.rmmd dosing them and forcing the Alfred,
St Vmcent's and other hospitals to dose them.
St Vincent's Hospital is under extreme financial
pressure because of this minister and her policies.
What will be the probable result of that move? The
closure of coronary care beds in that hospital, also?
The minister does not seem to care. She has no real
concept of health care and, what's worse, she is
ignoring all the experts. It is not just the opposition
or the doctors saying this; unfortunately, even the
past presidents of three of Melbourne's major
hospitals came out last week and said that we are
heading to a catastrophe as a result of what this
minister is doing. When will the minister listen?

In the few moments I have left I will refer to what I
thought was a good editorial in yesterday's Geelong
AdtJeTtiser:
When a government starts attacking the media and the
previous government for its problems, there is usually
a fair chance it has a case to answer.
So it seems with the Kennett government and its
approach to Victoria's growing hospital crisis _.
U the government cannot see problems, current and.
looming, it is simply because it does not want to see
them. But the problems will not go away by ignoring
them or berating #!Very person who raises them..
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conclude by indicating that there is a way to address
the situation aroWld Australia if only the
commonwealth government had the wherewithal to
tackle the main requirements.

I am not prepared to lower myself to looking in
detail at the broad allegations and the statements
made by the honomable member for Albert Park,
who has established a reputation for himself as
being loose with the truth and flexIble with the facts.
He will say anything to give an impression of crisis
without any support or evidence.
In 199~94 Victorian public hospitals treated 61000
more patients than in the previous year. The figures
show quite graphically that 61 000 more Victorians
who presented to our public hospitals were being
treated. In 1992-93, 706 000 patients weighted for
complexity were being treated. In 199~94, 767 000
such patients were being treated. This year we
anticipate that a minimum of a further 30 000
patients will be treated. In other words, during the
past two years we will have treated nearly 100 000
more Victorians than in the past - that is, 2000 a
week more Victorians are getting into our public
hospitals. 1hat expansion of the system has never
occurred before.
There have always been small incremental increases
in the system - and I shall make these statistics
available to the house - but the dramatic increases
began at the beginning of July 1993 when incentives
were given to hospitals. When public hospitals are
treating that many patients there is automatically an
impact on the waiting lists. On 20 November 1986
Bill Bimbauer wrote in the Age:

It concludes:
Indeed, it is time the government stopped looking for
scapegoats and tackled problems where they really
lie - in its funding cuts and its broken promises ._

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I propose to
cover six main areas in response to the motion of the
honourable member for Albert Park. The first is the
number of patients treated in Victoria over the last
two years, which covers the question of access. I
want to look at the issue of waiting lists, which has
dominated the health debate in this state over the
past 10 years, and indicate how we have eradicated
urgent waiting lists.
I want to look at efficiencies in the hospital system
that are needed and would be required by any
reasonable responstble government I want to look at
quality issues in our state hospitals. I want to

When the Premier, Mc Cain. tw.ded the troubled
portfolio to Mc White in March last year, the
expectation was that health would be buried as a
political issue.

Mc Cain was so c:oofident in his minister that he made
the now laughable promise that public hospitals
waiting lists - then about 24 000 - would be halved.
by end of 1995. No matter what further promises have
been made, the fact is that the number of people
waiting for elective surgery today is about 30 000, three
times the figure in 1982, when Labor was elected.

Mr White clearly has not lived up to expectations or his
reputation, earned while he was Minister for Minerals
and Energy, as a tough and efficient 'fixer'.
During his 20 months as health minister, Mc White has
tried to reform cw:nbersome administrative
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arrangements in his department. introduce modern
management techniques to hospitals, and. isolate the
causes of the nursing shortage. One of the few groups
to benefit so far have been amsuitants, who have made
hundreds of thousands of dollars producing reports on
these issues.

In July 1987 the Australian contained a report
entitled 'Unhealthy figures, sickening statistics'. The
article written by Matthew Riclcetson states in part:
To put it bluntly, the Cain government's dreadful
record on elective surgery waiting lists is one of its
worst failures in its five years in office.
In the final year of the previous Liberal government,
1981-82. 8400 people were on the elective surgery
waiting list. At the end of his first term of office, when
the figure had ballooned to over 20 000, the Premier,
Mr Cain. acknowledged the gravity of the problem by
promising in his campaign speech to cut waiting lists
by half before the end of that year, 1985 _.
Since then, waiting lists have grown unremittingly,
reaching a peak of 35 108 early this year.

In February 1987, a few months earlier, the Age
carried a report by Simon Oarlce entitled, 'Cain's
promise a casualty of the waiting lists'. In November
1989 the Sun contained an article entitled 'Patients
"atriskin hospital bed crisis"'. In February 1990 the
Herald contained an article headed' Alarming rise in
hospital waiting lists'. It states:
VICtoria's public hospital waiting list has grown at an
alarming rate in the past five months, despite hospitals
trying to dear backlogs by giving preference to simple
cases of eJective surgery.

I now table the figures for hospital waiting lists from
July 1993 to 1 November 1994. They show that
category 1, urgent waiting list patients, was reduced
by 89 per cent; category 2, semi-urgent patients, was
reduced by Xl per cent; and the category total of
waiting list patients was reduced by 16 per cent. In
other words, no-one in this state who is waiting for
urgent surgery waits more than one month. The
doctors said that was acceptable. When this
government was elected in 1992 some 911 people
were waiting for urgent surgery. Now only one
person is waiting for urgent surgery over the
one-month agreed position.
The same figures show categorically the drastic

reduction in patients requiring semi-urgent surgery
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who should not wait for more than three months. I
ask that the table be incorporated.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! Has the
minister shown the table to Hansard, the Cedes and
the Speaker?

Mrs TEHAN - I have shown the table to
Hansard and it is acceptable for incorporation.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The normal
procedure is that documents to be incorporated in
HIlnsard must be cleared by the Oeries, the Speaker
and Hansard. H a copy of the document is made
available to the Clair the debate can proceed until I
satisfy myself that it is suitable for incorporation.

Dr VAUGHAN (Oayton) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, the procedure you are
intending to follow seems to depart substantially
from the procedure accepted in this house. Members
wanting to incorporate material in Hansard first
show it to the Chair prior to getting to their feet, not
half way though their speech. Under those
circumstances it may be appropriate not to rewrite
the rules at this time.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! I take on
board the point made by the honomab1e member for
Oayton that that is the correct procedure to follow.
'The opposition may refuse leave for incorporation of
the document and ask that the document be tabled
for the information of members. During the last
three weeks an agreement was reached between the
government and the opposition relating to the
incorporation of a document in H.anslzrd which never
met the requirements.

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I withdraw
my request for the incorporation of the material.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The minister
has withdrawn her request for incorporation of
material in Hansard but will table the material for the
information of all members.

Mrs TEHAN - While the former Labor
government was labouring under the crippling list
of people waiting to get into public hospitals it was
spending comparatively large amounts of money on
the hospital system. In other words, money was
being poured into the hospital system but the
waiting lists were getting longer.
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I refer briefly to two comments from the NichoIls
review, established by the former Labor government
in October 1992. It states:
Recurrent cost reductions of 11-14 per cent
($290 million-$360 million) of total state hospital
expenditure could be achieved while ma.intaining
Victoria's current level of hospital service delivery.

In 1993 the Victorian ComnUssion of Audit made the
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Mr John Ughtfoot of the Maroondah Hospital said:
No definitely not. There has emphatically been no
pressure on clinic:ians to discharge a patient.

Mr Harry Edgar of the Dandenong Hospital said:
I do not believe so.

Mr Ivor Davies of the Royal Children's Hospital said:

following findings:
No.
If Victoria had applied New South Wales average levels
of service as ca1ru1ated by the Commonwealth Grants
Commission to its hospitals, nursing home and mental
health services, then Victoria would have spent
$532 million less in 1991-92 on these services than it

Or David Campbell of 5t Vincent's Hospital said
that patient care is not compromised.

Mr lan Wolstenaoft of the Western Hospital said:

actually did.
Staffing levels are excessive in Victoria and a significant
determinant of cost inefficiencies.
Victoria has significantly more catering, cleaning and
administrative staff than New South Wales hospitals.
'The commission is unaware of any evidence that the
quality of services delivered in Victoria is significantly
above or below that in New South Wales.

During Labor's 10 years of rule and a staggering
blow-out in the waiting lists from 8000 to 30 000,
you still find from its own review that savings of up
to $532 million could have been made in 1991-92 in
hospitals, nursing homes and mental health services
with no comparative change in services.
Tables showing the reduction in the weighted acute
patient unit cost in the Department of Health and
Commwtity Services booklet Momentum, reveal that
Victoria produced increases in unit costs from $3550
in 1991 to $3715 in 1991-92, when the then Labor
government was desperately throwing money at the
health system to save its election position. but that
the unit costs were then reduced to $3240 in 1992-93.
Currently the weighted acute patient unit cost is
$2830, a reduction of nearly $1000. At the same time
waiting lists have been dramatically reduced

I refer to the quality of our hospitals. The Herald Sun
of 25 November asked six hospital chiefs what they
thought of the health system. The fifth question was:
Has patient care suffered?

Care within the hospital walls has not suffered, but we
need to pay greater attention to where patients are
going when they are discharged.

Six hospitals chosen at random have indicated there
is no concern about patient care. There has been an
increase in the number of public hospitals seeking
accreditation because of moneys being granted by
the department for hospitals seeking accreditation.
We require all hospitals to develop hospital quality
plans, something never done before. We have
established a patient questionnaire for Victorian
hospitals. Currently many hospitals are being
surveyed These are things that have never been
done before in our public hospital system.
Finally, there is no doubt that until the
commonwealth government addresses the decline in
private health insurance we will continue to have
demands put upon the public hospital system, not
only in Victoria but throughout Australia. Anyone
reading the press clippings around the nation would
see that. Because people are given no
encouragement or assistance towards maintaining
private health insurance there has been a massive
decline in the numbers of people with private health
insurance. 1bere has been a massive movement of
people into the public system. The commonwealth is
making no contribution towards that in any shape or
form.

Ms GARBUTr (Bundoora) - This minister is out

of touch with reality. She is swamped by paperwork.
She is looking at tables and figures but not tallcing to
the people in the community who can tell her what
is really happening in hospitals. Firstly, people
cannot get into the hospitals. People are dying while
waiting for ambulances. One of my constituents in
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Greensborough died waiting for an ambulance that
did not turn up. Secondly, people are being sent
home early. Women have been pressured to leave
hospital only two or three days after having their
babies, before breastfeeding has been established
and before they are comfortable handling their
babies. They are being pressured into going home.
The hospitals are putting pressure on families caring
for people who are very ill at home. The pressure is
being put on families. They will tell you, Minister.
One has only to listen to tal.lcback radio. People will
tell you that their family members are being sent
home and they are having to look after very ill
people. One way of reducing the waiting list is to
put pressure back on to families.

Beds are being closed and further beds are set to
close. The health system is in crisis because of the
minister's mismanagement She should resign - the
Premier should force her to resign. It is a crisis and
the minister cannot duck any further. The minister
has blamed anybody but has not taken the
responsibility herself. She has blamed the press, the
federal government and the former Labor
government
The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Bmtdoora is aware that she
must address her remarks through the Chair and not
to everybody in the chamber.
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Patients with chronic disease and their advocates will
not stand by and allow the gains of the past 25 yeaIS to
be lost.

We need people in the system to stand up and tell us
what it is like. In yesterday's Age another person
involved in the health system gave the minister the
same message. Or Peter Ritchie, secretary of the
Victorian faculty, Australasian College for
Emergency Medicine, is reported as saying:
Any further closures of hospital beds would threaten to
turn aisis into disaster.

He is predicting the aisis we face and that we are
headed towards disaster. Is the minister listening?
Not from what we heard today. We do not have to
go back very far - only two days - to learn that
this is an ongoing aisis. It is being spelled out by
people like Mr Harry Heam, who until very recently
was the President of the Austin Hospital, which
serves my electorate.
Mrs Tehan - He is not the president now.
Ms GARBUIT - No, but only by a few months.
He is reported in the Herald Sun of 28 November as
saying:
TIlere'll be a disaster because some major piece of
equipment is going to fail at the vital time.

Ms GARBUTI' - It does not change the fact that
the minister has this morning put the responsibility
anywhere but where it should be - that is, on
herself and on the government How many people
will have to tell her about this crisis before she will
face up to it? Doctors, academics and nurses in the
health system, not to mention the patients and their
families, are trying to get the message across, but
this minister is not listening.

He is not the only former president saying those
things. -The former presidents of St Vincent's
Hospital and Royal Melbourne Hospital have also
signed a document and been prepared to stand up in
public to say what is wrong. Or Tom Hurley is
reported as saying in the same article:

Today's Age contains a number of letters. The first is
from Or Laurence E. ~,a consultant
rheumatologist, who spoke about the impact on the
patients she sees. She states:

That is not the sort of thing the minister is talking
about Who else has to stand up before the minister
will take notice or action about what is happening?
Patients, families, doctors, former presidents of
hospitals, muses and other hospital staff will strike
to make their poinL Who else?

.As director of rheumatology at St Vincent's Hospital, I

have experienced the relentless pressure to reduce costs
in the outpatient department over the past two years
culminating in the imminent reduction in outpatient
activities in the hospital by up to 50 per cent.

This is not tinkering at the edges, these are
substantial changes. She also says:

_ the new cuts will force hospitals to cut services to
patients.

What really surprises me is that these people are
prepared to stand up publicly and say this sort of
thing because we know that a climate of fear and
intimidation pervades the health system, including
the commwlity services system, which is an
associated area of the health ministry.
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Recently we have seen the minister trying to clamp
down on people speaking out. We have only to look
at what is happening with hospital boards to see the
extent to which the minister is prepared to try to
silence people. When they come out and say what is
really wrong and. that she should be looking at
realities she says, 'Off with their heads'. That is what
the minister is doing around the state.

An example is the Kilmore hospital. The local people
were not prepared to accept the appointment to the
board of a local Liberal identity and seven members
of the board resigned in protest. They were prepared
to say that it was not good enough because it was a
government appointment and they handed in their
resignations. It is a similar story at Seymour.
Mr Perton interjected.

The DEPUI'Y SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Bundoora would assist the
debate if she could focus her mind on the Chair and
not roam around the chamber because when she
does that it incites people like the honourable
member for Doncaster, who is a permanent and
consistent disorderly interjector.
Ms GARBUIT - I am quite happy to turn my
back on the honourable member for Doncaster and
ignore him - it is well-earned!

I was going through some of the hospitals in relation
to which the minister has been causing trouble by
maldng political appointments to the board. I
mention the Seymour, Altona and Alfred hospitals.
At the Western Hospital three existing directors,
including a long-serving and highly respected
gynaecologist. Or Thoms, have been replaced by
three men from the southern submbs with no
experience of the western suburbs. Obviously those
new appointees are not in touch with the western
suburbs, would not know about the costs of hospital
care out there and would not be able to contribute to
local hospital services. Bendigo Hospital board
members have been forced off the board for political
reasons.
There is a whole list of political appointments that
are obviously designed to try to crack down on and
stop people from adding their considerable expertise
to the debate on what is really happening in the

hospital system. Of course, the real cause of the
crisis is budget cuts of $250 million - a huge
amount cut out of the system very quickly - at the
same time as the new case-mix system has been
introduced inflexibly without any sort of leeway
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being provided to make sure it is up and nmning.
The cuts have been implemented too quickly and
have gone too far and the minister is being inflexible
by not recognising that.
What sort of crises are we seeing? We are seeing
pressures for early discharge of patients from
hospitals. People are going home too early and
while they are still ill, putting pressure on families.
At the same time assistance for carets in the
community has been cut.
We see that emergency departments are failing to
cope with what is coming through their doors and
we see people being left on trolleys for 48 hours.
That is two days on a trolley, or if you like to
redefine it - the minister seems to be into
redefining things -a bed on wheels. It means
patients are sitting in corridors and do not have

rooms.
Ms Marple - The nurses still walk by.
Ms GARBUIT - That's a comfort! Emergency
departments have been the subject of a report that is
a damning indictment of the government's policies.
The report is again an example of great expertise
being brought to bear on the problem, of people
from within the hospital system trying to tell the
minister what is the reality and what the impact of
the cuts have been. But the minister is not listening,
is she? She is not listening to anyone!

The report states that emergency departments are
having to deal with decreased budgets, which is
having an impact on staffing levels; with an inaease
in the number of aggressive patients; with an
increase in the number of patients who present as a
consequence of the abuse of alcohol and drugs; with
budget restrictions leading to inadequate clerical
and administrative support, so that doctors and
nurses sacrifice their time and expertise and cannot
do what they are trained for because they have to go
off to find documents, put data into computers and
so on; and with a greater demand caused by the
deinstitutionalisation of psychiatric patients.
The report talks about exit blocks from emergency
departments. That funny use of language simply
means there are no proper beds for patients to go to
so they have to lie on trolleys in. corridoIS. We all
know what that is because we have been talking
about it and people have been saying that is what
has been happening to members of their families in
casualty or emergency departments.
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The report also finds that there are insufficient
intensive care beds, that the intensive care units are
constantly working under considerable pressure and
that there are inadequate bed numbers to meet
regional demands.
The report finds that SO per cent of major hospitals
consider that they have inadequate resources to
meet trauma demands. Those are the sorts of things
that the people of Victoria worry about when they
hear about them. The people of Victoria expect a
top-quality hospital system and they are not getting
it because of the mismanagement of the minister.

The report talks about coronary care services and
finds that five teaching hospitals, including the
Austin Hospital, which serves my electorate,
average half a bed open each day in their coronary
care units.

Ms Maple - You mean they have to share it?
Ms GARBUIT - I do not know. Is that what
half a bed each means, that you have two people on
trolleys? There was comment in the report on
nursing workload and qualifications. The report
finds that the workload of emergency nurses has
inaeased dramatically where there is difficulty in
gaining access to critical care beds.

Across the system people are trying to tell the
minister what the real crisis is, what is really
happening in hospitals and what is happening to
people. They are saying that people are suffering
because they cannot get the help that they need, they
are shot out of hospitals too quickly and they cannot
get ambulances on time. The minister should be
facing up to the aisis, recognising that it exists and
doing something about it Instead, she is dreaming
up all sorts of excuses.
The minister says it is the media's fault, for heaven's
sake; that it is the fault of the former Labor
government; or that it is the fault of the federal
government It is your fault, Minister! You are the

one who should be facing up to the problem and
doing something about it!
Or NAYIHINE (portland) - It would be a pity if
this debate went further without any true discussion
about the health system as it exists today and as it
should be looked at in the future in deciding what
will provide the best health outcomes for the people
of Victoria and Australia.
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Unfortunately we have heard a continual line of
political drivel from the opposition with no real
assessment of where the health system is at present,
where it is going and how we can provide the best
sort of treatment and best structure of health system
for Victorians and Australians for the future.

The honourable member for Bundoora is stuck in the
1950s in her attitude to health systems and,

wUortunate1y, the honourable member for Albert
Park is stuck back there with her. They are talking
about a health system that applied in the 1950s,
about counting beds as being a way of assessing
how effective a health system is rather than talking
about the number of patients treated.
The honourable member for Bundoora is suggesting
that mothers and babies should stay in hospital for 7
to 10 days after the birth of a baby. That is
inconsistent with modem medical technology and
with what the world is saying is good for mothers
and babies. Indeed, I should have thought the
honourable member for Btmdoora would have
understood the needs of mothers and babies. I
recommend that she should read a World Health
Organisation conference report by Marsden Wagner
on the whole issue of maternal care entitled Pursuing
the Birth Mm:hine. The search for appropriate l1irlh
technology. Page 237 of that report says:
Consensus was dear _. the importance of keeping sick
newborn babies in hospital and, pezhaps surprisingly,
the importance of releasing healthy women and
newborn babies to the home.

Further, page 238 says:
In 40 per cent of all births in the Netherlands, mother
and baby are discharged from the hospital within 24
hours of the time of birth. Another 35 per cent are born
at home, so that 75 per cent of Dutch babies are in their
own homes at no later than one day of age. The practice
of discharging healthy mothers and babies within 24
hours of birth is rapidly gaining acxeptance in many
countries in western European and North America.

Consensus was reached by all of the participants
around the world at that conference that mothers
and babies should not be kept in hospital beyond the
time they can benefit from hospital diagnostic and
therapeutic measures. So they should not be kept
there for rest and recreation, which is the 1950s style
that the honourable member for Bundoora is
participating in. What we are saying is that this is
symbolic of the new medicine, symbolic of the
changes that are happening in medicine. People do
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not want to be in hospital; people want to be at
home. So what we have to do is to devise techniques
to provide those services for people in their own
homes.
What we are doing with the changes in medical
teclmology are exactly that The motion referred to
bed closures at the Alfred. What did Or Peter Eisen,
Director of Medical Services, say about the bed
closures? He said that we do not need those beds.
He said that medical technology is such that we do
not need those beds. He said medical technology is
now such that we can treat as many, if not more,
patients with fewer beds. That is what he said when
he was quoted about those bed closures because the
honourable member for Albert Park has not caught
up with the fact that we now have laparoscopic
surgery, arthroscopic surgery. People can now have
an appendicectomy, who do not have to sit in
hospital for two weeks with an incision ranging
from 3 to 4 or 10 centimetres - major abdominal
surgery that happened in the SOs, 60s and 70s. We
now do it through keyhole surgery through the
navel You can be discharged after an
appendectomy within 24 or 48 hours. We are using
the beds more efficiently. The Auditor-General
issued a report in May this year - and the
Auditor-General is certainly not someone the
opposition would dare question!

Mr Thwaites interjected.
Or NAP'llDNE - The Auditor-General said, of
the 20 000 beds we have in Victoria, there are 1100

beds-Mr Thwaites interjected.
The ACfING SPEAKER (Mr Cooper) - Order!
The honourable member for AIbert Park is aware of
the rules of this house. He has been continually
injecting and I ask him to cease inteIjecting.

Or NAP'llDNE - The Auditor-General's report
highlights the fact that changes in medical
technology mean there are 1100 more beds than is
necessary to deliver health services for the people of
Victoria. What are we talking about here? We are
tallcing about 80 beds being closed at the Alfred,
when the Auditor-General has said there are some
1100 too many.

The inteIjection of the honourable member for
A1bert Park is quite right. He said Or Paterson said
the report is out of date. And absolutely right he is!
It is the only thing he has ever said that has been
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right or truthful in this place in the time he has been
here.

He is right about that. The Auditor-General
concluded that the government ought to make
decisions to close hospitals. Or Paterson said that
tmder the case-mix arrangements that is not the way
it necessarily will be done, that market forces will
decide. They are exactly the comments of
Or Paterson. So quite clearly the closure of the beds
at the Alfred reflect what is happening as a
world-wide trend.
Yesterday I was fortunate to meet people from
Stockholm, Sweden. Members from the Stockholm
Health Council said that they were dealing with
exactly the same issue. They were closing beds at
their hospitals in Stockholm because of the change in
the natme of medical treatment and the change in
the natme of health needs.

If the honourable member for AIbert Park really has
some interest in the health field he would do well to
read TOWIlTtis a Natioruzl Health Policy: A Discussion
Paper produced by the health ministers' forum led
by the federal Labor minister at the time, Senator
Richardson. The forum highlights the targets for the
year 2000, and says:
At least 60 per cent of all surgical procedures will be
performed on a day only or ambulatory basis.

I predict that that is an underestimate. At the
moment in the United States, 40 per cent is being
done in day surgery or ambulatory surgery. Across
Australia it is 25 per cent. Victoria is ahead of the
pack, and we are further ahead of the pack in our
private hospitals.
Nevertheless, some 60 per cent will be done as day
surgery and ambulatory surgery. What effect does
that have on the need for hospital beds? What effect
does the reduced length of stay have on the need for
hospital beds? What it clearly says is that the
number of hospital beds and country hospital beds
is a totally inappropriate way to measure health
services. The way to measure health services is to
calculate how many patients are being treated. AIe
their health needs being met, and are we delivering
the community base services that are needed for
elderly people who need care in their own homes?
That is the real challenge for the future development of primary care. That is what is being
led in Australia by the Victorian Health Minister,
Marie Tehan. and Or John Paterson at the Australian
Health Ministers' Forum. They are leading the
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development of primary care in this COl.Ultry, and
that has to be supported. So that is the challenge for
the future.

Oearly for political reasons, the opposition is stuck
in the 19505, stuck in the old monolithic,
thousand-bed hospital approach to health care,
instead of being with it in the 1990s. The figures for
the delivery of health services in this state show that
more services are being delivered at a more efficient
rate than they used to be, more patients are being
treated and surgical waiting lists are going down.
What is the effect of all that? The effect of all that is
that the previous federal health minister, Neal
Blewett, in his major retirement speech to
Parliament devoted considerable time singing the
praises of the Victorian health minister and
Victoria's health reform. I quote from the ffimsIlrd of
10 February 1994:
The central issue for the health system is the worlcing of
the public health system. and I can be completely
bipartisan here. I believe that the hospital reforms
introduced by Mrs Tehan in VICtoria are the most
imaginative set of reforms to deal with the hospital
system in this country in the last half a dozen years. I
notice that they are now likely to be taken up by other
Liberal and tabor govemments aroWld the coW\try.

Not only that, they have been taken up across the
world.

Mr Thwaites interjected.
Or NAPTHINE - I am glad the honourable
member for Albert Park says we support case mix
because he has been very reticent to say that out in
public.. I am glad he supports case mix because case
mix is an essential reform. Case mix means we are
delivering better health services.
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I shall give a summary of the sorts of things we are
achieving. Some two years ago 700 000 patients a
year were treated in Victoria. At that stage hospitals
told us that they were working flat out, as hard as
they can go. This year, with the reforms this
government has introduced, we will have treated
close to 800 000 patients. The honourable member
for Albert Park earlier interjected with those figures
and said 'Oh there has always been growth'. That
percentage of growth is well above anything that
has been achieved in the past decade! Well above! It
is well above the growth rate in terms of the
population; it is an extraordinary result and a great
credit to the hospitals and to the people who work in
the hospitals.
On top of that, the bane of the life of the previous
government the bane of life of health systems
throughout Australia, the bane of the federal
department of health was 100 000 people on the
waiting list aaoss Australia. And in this state the
waiting lists kept growing and growing, despite
various changes of health ministers and various
promises by the previous government. What has
happened Wlder this government? As the Minister
for Health has said, there has been a significant
reduction in the numbers on the waiting lists. I seek
leave to incorporate in Han.sard a table, which gives a
comparison of the number of people on the waiting
lists at 1 July 1993 and the number at 1 November
1994. It clearly shows that there has been a massive
reduction in the number of people on the waiting
lists. The table has been cleared with Hansard and
with the Chair.

LemJe granted; table tlS follows:
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VICTORIA: ELECTIVE SURGERY WAITING LIST, 1993-1994

I July 199]

I July 1994

I Nov 1994

"Change:

I Ju"3I

New'"

" Change:
I Ju194·
I Nov94

1.356
11,650
15,612

188

153

-8~

8,373

8.468

-27%

15,710

15,0)

-I"

-19%
1%
-2%

ALL CA TEGORlES TOTAL WAITING

28,618

2",271

2",0)0

.16"

-1%

Category I. Waiting> One Month

911

13

1

-I~

-92%

S,569

3,095

3.230

-4~

4%

Category I Total (Urgent)
Category 2 Total (Semi-urgent)
Category 3 Total (Non-urgent)

Category 2, Waiting> Three Months

Or NAFTHINE -Qearly we are treating more
patients, we have reduced that massive waiting list
and particularly - -

Mr Hamilton - And copped more flak!
Or NAPTHINE -:- This was particularly for
people waiting for heart bypass surgery and other
life-saving surgery. On top that, concern has been
raised by the community about emergency care.
What is the bottom line with emergency care? The
bottom line is what Or !an Brand said in his recent
review of the emergency and critical care services in
Victoria's public hospitals. He concluded:
If a person is injured or develops an acute illness
helshe will be treated in Victoria as well as anywhere
in the world.

So if you are going to have a heart attack, you are
better off having it in Victoria than anywhere else in
the world. This is the best place in the world to have
a heart attack! Not that I am recommending that

anybody have a heart attack. However, the
emergency services in Victoria are equal to any in
the world and we should be proud of that.
The minister quoted from the Herald Sun with
regard to quality. Despite the rhetoric from the

opposition and the lack of facts coming from the
opposition all the quality measures reveal that there
is no diminution of quality. Indeed, there is plenty of
evidence that quality has actually improved. We
have put emphasis on efficiency, because the best
way to run an efficient hospital is do it right the first
time, and not make mistakes and not get infections.
Do it right the first time! That's the way to get it
right improve your efficiency. That is what is
happening in our hospitals.
In the few minutes remaining I shall address the
issue of Saint Carmen Lawrence, who is running
aroWld the country wringing her hands about the
health system. She thinks she is gOing to be made a
saint faster than Mary McKillop or Mother Teresa!
The reality is that she is failing to address the real
health issues in this COWltry. The real issues
surrounding the blow-out of health costs are the
increase in costs of GP visits under our Medicare
system., which are growing at 9 per cent a year.
There is no move to cap those costs and no strategy
from the federal government to deal with the
problem.
The other significant cost is pharmaceuticals, which
is growing at a similar rate. The federal government
has no idea how to deal with it. The numbers of
people with private health insurance is plummeting
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and that is adding billions of dollars to the cost of
public health services in the states. But Or Lawrence
is doing nothing about that The system is going into
collapse and chaos, and she is doing nothing about
private health insurance. If the commonwealth
government wants to have no private health
insurance, it wants to have a 100 per cent national
health service, it has to fund it. However, the reality
is that in 1988 approximately 54 per cent of our
public hospital funding came from the
commonwealth. In 1993 the figure was 47 per cent.
So the commonwealth government is even ripping
money out of our public hospital system. It is
perpetrating a great lie about who is responsible for
the decline in any of the health systems in this
country. The commonwealth government has to
accept its responsibility and do something about it.
Indeed, when Or Lawrence was Premier of Western
Australia her own health minister, Keith Wilson,
resigned in protest.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr IUchardson) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
have never heard a more appalling response to what
is clearly a crisis in Victoria's public hospital system.
It does not matter whether you call it a crisis, a
catastrophe or a collapse or whether it is just total
chaos. Whatever c-word you use, that is what is
happening today in the Victorian health system. The
Minister for Health sits at the table shaking her
head. What we have seen today is a typical
government response to a massive community
problem. It is the blame game: you blame somebody
else. We just heard the honourable member for
Portland, the minister's assistant, getting into the
blame game business, blaming somebody else. It is
Or Lawrence's problem.. Or is it the media's
problem? Is it the commwrity's problem or the GPs'
problem because they won't work at weelcends? It is
not the minister's problem!

Again she washes her hands of the crisis in
Victoria's health system. From way up there in a
Collins Street ivory tower - a big office which
overlooks the city and which is so high up you
cannot even hear the ambulance sirens -looking
down at the new carpet in the $500 000 office
renovations that you, Minister, approved, I suppose
things do look pretty good. You shake your head,
but the reality, Minister, is that you are totally out of
touch with what is happening.
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The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of
the Opposition should address the Chair and not
address the minister directly.
Mr BRUMBY - You have to ask, Mr Acting
Speaker, about the priorities of this government and
the way in which this health budget was put
together. When the funds became available the
minister probably said, 1'll have $500 000 for my
new office - that is what it will cost I want some
new windows. I want some new furniture. I want
some new carpet on the floor'. That was the first
allocation. Then it would have been. 'Or Paterson, I
don't care how you spend the rest of it, as long as
you get your bonus and as long as you do your best
to try to restore my crumbling image in the eyes of
the Victorian community'. The result is that we have
absolute chaos in the health system in Victoria. It is a
total crisis; a total collapse.

We saw the blame game played to perfection again
today. Everybody else is to blame for the crisis in the
Victorian hospital system. Yesterday the minister
was on the radio blaming the media. At the Uberal
Party state council at the weekend the Premier
blamed the media. I would be worried, Minister, if I
were you, about the Premier backing you, and
saying that you are doing a superb job. This is the
Premier who went out to bat for John Hewson, and
he lasted two days. At the weekend the Premier
went out to bat for Alexander Downer. What is the
date today? By December 6 Alexander Downer will
be no more. And who is the third leg of the trifecta?
It is the Minister for Health. Mrs Tehan. I would say
you have about two weeks left. You know the truth;
you know what your backbenchers have been
saying.
The ACTING SPEAKER. - Order! Will the
honourable gentleman please address the Chair.

Mr BRUMBY - They would not own up to the
Herald Sun, but we know who they are. We know
the ones who are saying 'autocratic'. Look at the
empty seats. They are the ones who are not in here
to support you.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! I appreciate
vigorous and colourful debate as much as anyone,
but I ask the Leader of the Opposition to restrict his
remarks to the terms of the motion. I ask the
minister at the table not to respond to what she may
regard as provocation.

PUBLIC HOSPITAL BED CLOSURFS
Wednesday, 30 November 1994

ASSEMBLY

Mr BR.UMBY - There are empty seats
everywhere. There is no-one in the house to support
the minister at this time of great crisis. We know
who they are. We know the ones who have said this
minister is arrogant, autocratic and out of touch. We
know she is headed for the dustbin of history
because she will be replaced by the member in
another place, Mr Birrell.
The government says there is no crisis. Let me just
run through the list. We have a crisis in a whole
range of areas in the emergency departments.
Hundreds of people are having to wait on trolleys
for up to 48 hours. We have high levels of
ambulance bypasses. We have shortages of qualified
nurses. We have a crisis in the ambulance system as
well. We have Victorians who actually are dying
while waiting for ambulances. We do not have
enough ambulances to cope with emergencies and,
for the benefit of government members in the house,
ambulances have been cut from 84 to 54.
There are 150 fewer ambulance officers, and this at a
time when the minister can find $35 000 for posh
conferences at the Vue Grand Hotel. She can spend
$500 000 on a ministerial office while the Premier
and the Treasurer are swanning it arotmd Japan
having a nice time at that pretty ordinary little pub,
the Imperial Hotel Yet they carmot find any money
for health services. We have a aisis in the rural
system, where hospital after hospital after hospital
has been closed. This Premier has caused a domino
effect. This minister is closing one hospital after
another and denying decent Victorians proper
hospital care. We have a crisis in psychiatric services
where there has been a cutting of acute beds without
providing community support.
As I say, Mr Acting Speaker, if you are up there in
the ivory tower - is it 25 or 30 floors up? - with
the insulating glass, the new carpet and the $500 000
renovations, it does not look much like a crisis, but
there is a aisis out there. Who said there is a crisis?

The Victorian Hospitals Association and the
Australian Medical Association have said there is a
crisis. The heads of medicine departments at three
major teaching hospitals have said there is a crisis.
Or Tom Hurley, Mr Tony Sa1mann and Mr Harry
Heam. all former presidents of major teaching
hospitals, have said there is a aisis. Hospital chief
executives have said there is a crisis. The College of
Emergency Medicine has said there is a crisis. The
Australian Nurses Federation has said there is a
crisis. How long does the list have to be before this
minister, this Premier and this government accept
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that there is a aisis in the public hospital system in
Victoria?

That is what we want to know. We can go through
the newspaper clippings one after another. One says
'Health cuts doing serious damage to teaching
hospitals'. You can read the comments by Or Colin
Jolmston, T. John Martin and Richard Larkins, who
are distinguished and eminent Victorians. They
never came out like this against the Labor
government! Not once have so many Victorian
groups criticised a government for its destruction of
the public hospital system, but that is what is
happening now.
They are not groups that are sympathetic to Labor.
Rather, they are sympathetic to your side of politics,
Minister. One by one they are finding the courage to
stand up and say there is a real crisis, not a
fabricated one, in Victoria's public hospital system.
Government members shake their heads and do not
believe this because they do not like the truth. 1his
government has lost its priorities.
A press clipping from the Ballarat Courier of
29 November headed 'Health service crisis claims health phone-in reveals concern over funds cuts'
reports on a phone-in during which 41 callers
specified incidents of concern about the Ballarat
Base Hospital.

MI5 Elliott interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Mooroolbark may not care about those 41 people,
including the woman who was hospitalised for five
and a half days after being given only 15 minutes to
recover from a CAT scan, but these are real people
who are concerned about hospital treatment. The
minister and the government do not seem to
understand it.
In a sense, the most interesting story concerns the
Treasurer. On the same page an article headed 'No
more money for hospitals' states:
Treasurer AJan Stoclcd.ale yesterday ruled out any
funding increase to alleviate the alleged crisis in
Victoria's hospitals, saying the budget was set and
would not be altered _.
'When you tackle the empire, the empire strikes back.
And there are a lot of people who found it comfortable
to work in the system the way it used to work before',
Mr Stockdale said from Japan ._
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He is over there swanning around at the Imperial
Hotel This is the Treasurer who created the concept
of the gravy train and who is saying there is no more
money for hospitals. The annual report of the
Department of the Treasury, which has just been
released, reveals that in corporate services, the
section of the department that looks after the
department head and the Treasurer, expenditure on
travelling and subsistence -presumably that
involves food, savouries and the liquor cupboard for
the Treasurer and friends - is up by 40 per cent and
incidental expenses are up from $200 000 to
$650 000. The Minister for Health spent $35 000 on a
health conference at the Vue Grand Private Hotel
and the Treasurer is swanning around the Imperial
Hotel in Japan, but the government is telling people
to cut their cloth. Look at the department's own
report! What it says is true of most departments
tmder this government. It is telling Victorians to go
from champagne to lemonade when all the ministers
are shifting from lemonade to champagne.

Honourable membcs interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - You might not like it, but it is all
in this report! It is another issue that shows the
priorities of this government. The minister is up
there on the 30th floor. You set the budget-The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr lUchardson) Order! The Leader of the Opposition should address
the Chair.

Mr BRUMBY - When Or Paterson came along
the minister sorted out the money for her office and
the bonus payment for Or Paterson and said, 'I do
not care how you spend the rest. Things look fine for
me in my new office with my new furniture and my
new desk'. Honourable members opposite do not
get the message. Do we have to go through all the
people and all the articles one after another? Here is
one! It says, 'Hospitals bed crisis' . You blame the
Herald SIDI for this too, do you? A survey by the
Consultative Council on Emergency and Critical
Care Services says there is a health crisis.
Here is another: 'Third World care'. That is not bad.
Who is saying that? A rabid socialist? No, the
Australian Medical Association. Its Victorian
president, Or Peter Beaumont, says we are heading
for Third·World care. Can't you get that through
your thick heads? Here is another: 78 beds go in
new cutbacks'. The people saying this are specialists
at the Alfred Hospital Professor lim says two
patients died at Box Hill Hospital because of
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cutbacks, but then he was gagged and has not been
able to speak publicly again.
We have to look at the way this government tries to
resolve the problem.. A little bit of pork-barrel.ling is
going on at the moment. 1here is money for some
hospitals and some MPs, but only those whose votes
the minister needs to keep her position. She is happy
to provide money to those hospitals because she is
desperate for support from the backbench.
Mrs Tehan inteljected.
The ACllNG SPEAKER -Order! The minister

will restrain herself.
Mr BRUMBY - You have no substance at all and
you know nothing about the health system and the
crisis it is in. The government is now appointing all
its cronies to hospital boards so that next year when
the crisis continues there will be nobody on the
hospital boards to criticise the government. TIle
Kilmore, Seymour, Altona and Dandenong
hospitals, the Alfred Hospital, the Lome
Community Hospital, the Western Hospital and the
Bend.igo Hospital are all examples where, in recent
weeks, prominent and active members of the Liberal
Party have been appointed to hospital boards to
replace longstanding, decent community members.
The reason is to hush up the hospital boards so that
next year when there is still a aisis the government
will not be criticised by hospital boards.

Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - What an astonishing
performance from the Leader of the Opposition! At
least it is predictable. Let me be more specific. I am
not sure whether I am more impressed by the
histrionics in the first part, the pseudo concern
through the middle, or the finger·pointing and
misrepresentation in the last part. The Leader of the
Opposition held up the Herald Sun and
misrepresented Professor Um, who wrote to the
minister to say he cannot be held responsible for
media reporting and that he was outraged by
non-factual comments in the Herald Sun of
25 November, the very article the finger·pointer on
the other side was holding up for the edification of
the house.
Professor Lim has also said he would have pointed
out in his letter of 24 November that the truth has
not been quoted. Never mind about quoting the
truth; that is not important to the opposition so long
as it can make some sort of political point. Let us
take the actual words of the man rather than making
things up. Is the truth a little too hard to swallow? In
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the eminent words of an American politi~ there

they go again!
What have we heard in the speeches of the
honourable members for AIbert Park and BlUldoora
and the Leader of the Opposition? The same sort of
thing we have seen over the past year. It is part of an
organised campaign to undermine public confidence
in anything. It is easy to do. The opposition did it
with mental health and ambulances, and today's
debate is 110 differenL It is about public hospitals.
We are supposed to be debating the moti~ but
having listened to those speeches I wonder whether
the opposition has even read the adjournment
motion prepared by the honourable member for
AlbertPark.
Nothing in that motion was referred to by either of
the last two speakers. Honourable members may
recall that the honourable member for Portland
referred directly in his contribution to the Alfred
Hospital as mentioned in the motion, and refuted il
Where was the argument of the honourable member
for AIbert Park on that point? It was simply missing.
One could be forgiven for thinking the motion was
cobbled together in some sort of organised
campaign to undermine public confidence; and it is
possible to do thallf you are cynical enough you
can do that because you can manipulate things to
produce whatever you wish to in the public arena.
As long as you do not look at the facts and the
outcomes, you can get away with iL
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could have made copious reference, and that is the
annual report of the Department of Health and
Commtmity Services. That is where the outcomes
are documented. If you want to make some sort of a
case, have a look at the facts and outcomes in there
and refute them. None of the three opposition
speakers did thaL I am delighted to acknowledge
my indebtedness to both Or John Paterson and
Or Michael Walsh for their contributions in the
annual report because that is the document we must
examine, as did the minister and the honourable
member for Portland.

The present honourable member for Pascoe Vale - I
hope he will come back as such once he has
contested the federal election - continued in this
vein: 'If we just say disgrace, crisis and intimidation
often enough we hope it will pass into the public
lexicon. If we tell a lie often enough just maybe it
will become the truth'. However, it will not work
because for the first time in the recent history of
health care the minister has put patients and clients
first.
Being a provider is important and valued in our
community but it means you have to earn the right
on the basis of cost and quality. The two government
speakers pointed out both the cost effidencies and
the quality of service being delivered in Victorian
hospitals. Was the point tackled from the other side?
It was noL 1bat is too difficult because you might
have to refute facts and that would be difficult

indeed.
The honourable member for AIbert Park and the
Leader of the Opposition were grinning away
during the last speech, which emphasises to me that
they do not believe what they are putting before us.
The Leader of the Opposition rabbited on about
carpets and the 30th floor and whatever else, but as
to looking for outcomes and getting to the motion, as
the Minister for Health and the honourable member
for Portland did, he was not interested in that
because that would be a bit too close to the facts.
What the opposition has done is more than
irresponsible; it is worse than misrepresentation and
it is worse than being misleading. YDU mention
disaster or a climate of crisis or intimidation and
hope if you tell a lie often enough you can make it
become the truth. You can cynically manipulate
what happens in the public arena if you are
irresponsible enough and contemptible enough to
do that, and that is what we have seen today.
The honourable member for AIbert Park came into
the chamber today with a document to which he

I argue that we need to look at outputs of our
programs and how throughput has been inaeased
and how quality has improved as well. I was
particularly disappointed by the contribution of the
honourable member for Bundoora. About a month
ago I had some confidence in her and, thinking she
was a reasonable bet, I took 10 to 1 on her for the
opposition leadership. However, she will have gone
out in the market since then as a result of her
contribution to this debate, and I am a little
disappointed about that
I want to refer to the report of Or Michael Walsh in
the armual report of the Department of Health and
Community Services for last year. The honourable
member for Portland mentioned the introduction of
case mix on 1 July 1993, and I was delighted that he
actually documented for the first time the support of
the honourable member for A1bert Park for case mix.
We do not hear that in the public arena, but today in
this house he has given the stamp of approval
to--
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Mr Thwaites intetjected.
Mr DOYLE - You disagree with case mixr do
you? Is that what you are telling us?
Mr Thwaites intetjected.
Mr DOYLE - You support case mix? I am
delighted to hear it. But the Leader of the Opposition
said in a blythe, throw-away line, 'You never heard
any complaints when Labor was in charge of the
health portfolio'. I would have thought the Minister
for Health and the honourable member for Portland
had accurately documented the complaints. I won't
go into them again, but I will make this comment
upon what was the budget and previous hospital
funding system based in the Labor years? History,
bluff, and 'Piecemeal dealings between state offices
and state hospital administrators', says Or Michael
Walsh. It was a case of the open~ed budget, the
budeting of more and more money into the system.
What did that approach achieve? Were more
patients treated? No, they were not. Were waiting
lists reduced? No, they were not. Did taxpayers get
value or were they even offered accmmtability for
their dollar? No, they were not. Yet today the
opposition has the nerve to come in here and bleat in
the usual general terms without looking at the
outcomes that are clearly documented in the
Auditor-General's report, in the multiplidty of
reports referred to by the minister and the
honourable member for Portland and in the
department's own annual report. They have the
temerity to bleat generalisations without once
looking at outcomes or facts.

One member of the Labor Party has some integrity
in this argument, and that integrity can be found in
the retiring speech of Or Neal Blewett which has
been mentioned on a number of occasions. He
supported what the minister is doing in Victoria.
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her for five months and she just will not do it'. The
level of private health care in Victoria is a critical
issue. I would like to quote David Westmore's
contribution in this moming's Herald Sun. The Labor
Party wants to rule out entirely the whole question
of federal and state partnership and the levels of
private health insurance. I will quote what David
Westmore says in this morning's HenzJd Sun under
the heading 'Blame Canberra for Health Crisis':
In fact the federal government has resolutely resisted
any alterations in the Medicare arrangements and
continues to double or triple tax people who take out
private health insurance who also have to pay the
levy.The system is in serious jeopardy because of the
continuing decline in private health insurance and the
public system is overloaded and underfunded again
thanks to the continued reduction in payment to the
states from the federal government.

It is not the government saying that I quote this
moming's letter because it does happen to be
consistent with the argument we put forward and to
be the truth. The tabor Party will not quote
anything about outcomes or facts because that
would be too difficult.
Despite the pressures the minister has commented
on - she pointed out that a record number of
patients were treated in Victoria's public hospitals in
1993-94 - the in-patient separations from public
hospitals increased by almost 9 per cent from
705 600 in 1992-93 to 765 800 in 1993-94. TIlat is a
measurable increase and an outcome. Nowhere was
that point tackled by the other side. It means more
people are being treated and, as the honourable
member for Portland said, they are being treated
with better technology. This morning Allan Hughes
has been quoted. In the Herald Sun this morning he
said:

The favourite line from the opposition is, 'You are

blaming someone else'. We don't blame other people
but what we are saying about health - it is a
misapprehension to think anything else -is that it
is a partnership between the state and the
commonwealth, and the level of private insurance in
this state is of aucial importance above and beyond
its importance in any other state - and the
opposition conveniently ignores that.
I have heard the minister say, 'Any time Carmen
Lawrence is down here, we will talk to her'. I have
heard the Minister for Aged Care in another place,
Mr Rob Knowles, say, 1 have been trying to talk to

Rapidly advancing technology, including new drugs,
surgical techniques and sophisticated non-invasive
diagnosis has caused patient stays in hospitals to
reduce rapidly. Hence less need for acute hospital
in-patient beds.

That is Allan Hughes. He was quoted by the
opposition in support of its argument this morning,
but have we heard what David Westmore or A11an
Hughes said in this morning's papers? We have nol
Why? Because the facts and outcomes they
mentioned are not consonant with the
misapprehensions of the opposition. Members of the
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opposition wish to cloud the real debate with
intellectual dishonesty, something of which they
should be ashamed.
We are offering outcomes to people, which can be
seen in the annual report of the Department of
Health and Community Services. For the first time
one can look at the number of people on waiting lists
and see that during 1993-94 it has decreased
significantly. One can see that as hospitals
responded to the opportunities, incentives were
provided.
The Minister for Health quoted figures regarding the

waiting lists for public hospitals, but the figure that
stands out to me is that the number of people
waiting for hospital treatment fell by 15 per cent
from 1 July 1993 to 30 June 1994 and that the number
of people waiting for urgent treatment, the
category 1 patients, plummeted 86 per cent over the
same period. Members of the opposition did not
pick up the facts from the annual reports of the
hospital system; they were content with their usual
generalisations.
In the brief period I have left I shall refer to some
comments made by the honourable member for
Albert Park. He quoted from the editorial of the
Geelong Aduertiser but was not keen to quote an
article from the same paper of 28 November 1994
entitled 'Hospitalllwill remain efficient'''. One
would have thought he would have referred to that
article which was particularly germane and
pertinent to this debate. The article states:
GeeIong would avoid a drop in health care services
which had been predicted for all Victorians, a Gee10ng
Hospital official claimed last night
Board president. MI5 Patricia Heath, said the hospital
planned to maintain its staff and service levels into next
year _.
But she disagreed with former presidents of three
Melbourne hospitals, who yesterday warned
government policies would inevitably reduce Victoria's
level of health care.

The board president of the Geelong Hospital is
saying that it will deliver high-quality services and
obtain high-quality outcomes.

we should not count beds as a measure of hospital
care; we should count the number of patients who
have been treated and what they have been treated
for.
The government has instituted a number of

significant projects for hospitals for 1993-94. For
instance, capital expenditure is being outlaid for the
completion of major capital projects at the Werribee
hospital, the Peter MacCallum Cancer Institute, the
Royal TaIbot Rehabilitation Centre at the Austin
Hospital and the Preston and Northcote Community
Hospital day theatres, as well as the Box Hill
Hospital.
In this motion the opposition is not relying on the
published outcomes or the available facts. It has
quoted at length excerpts from the Brand report, but
has done so selectively. It leaves out the parts with
which it disagrees. If honourable members want to
know what the Brand report says, they should read
its conclusion where Professor Brand pulls the
report together:
If a person is injured or develops an acute illness he or
she will be treated in Victoria as well as anywhere in
the world.

Professor Brand is saying that Victoria's health
system is equal to any in the world and it is second
to none. If the opposition wants to debate the
supposed crisis in the health system it should be
intellectually honest. It should look at the conclusion
of the Brand report; it should look at public hospital
patient outcomes and the facts about waiting lists.
Take those into consideration.

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I also wish to
contribute to this very serious debate, and I trust the
house is treating this matter seriously. The motion
addresses what is clearly a crisis in the public
hospital system. Indeed, the honourable member for
Malvern made his most significant remarks at the
conclusion of his speech when he said, in effect, that
'we are happy to have the lowest common
denominator'. That is an admission of what is
occurring in our hospital system.
There are two very clear reasons why there is a
crisis. The first is that under the policies of this
government more people are getting sick. That is no
wonder.

I have visited many parts of country Victoria on
behalf of the minister and looked at the needs of
bush nursing centres. As a result of that I agree with

the honourable member for Portland who said that
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H01W1lTable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER -Order! I warn the honourable

member for Portland that he is disorderly in
inteIjecting while out of his place. I also warn other
honourable members on the government side to

cease int:erjecti.ng.
Mr HAMILTON - The second and most
important reason is that there have been major cuts
to the health budget That is what caused the
problem. The government can defend the
indefenslble if it likes; it may quote figures to
substantiate its case, but it does not change the
fundamental fact that there have been massive cuts
in the health budget They have not necessarily been
initiated by the Minister for Health but have been
determined as part of government policy. H you rip
hundreds of millions of dollars out of the health
budget you will have problems. That is why every
newspaper in Victoria is saying the same thing:
there is a aisis in the hospital system.
The government wants to shoot the messenger. That
is absolute rubbish. The newspapers tend to reflect
community perceptions. It is not just the thousands
of people who are coming to my office and the
offices of every other member of Parliament
complaining about the problems within hospitals.

Mr Ryan - They are nol
Mr HAMILTON - It is amazing that members
opposite can say that their constituents do not go to
them complaining about the hospital system.. It
indicates that they do not listen. Thousands of
patients in the hospital system are complaining
about what is happening with their treatment
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say that, in most cases, the minister has responded
to the serious criticisms, but so she should.
The point is that people are complaining, and it is
not just ordinary people who are complaining. The
Australian Medical Association, probably the most
powerful trade lUlion in the country, is complaining
about the state of the hospital system. The Victorian
Hospitals Association - not necessarily a socialist
organisation - past presidents of various hospital
boards, three leading medical professors,
associations of orthopaedic surgeons, surgeons and .
senior medical officers, hospital board presidents,
nursing associations, health unions, leading doctors
and thousands of patients are complaining about the
present crisis in the health system. The list goes on.
The government would have to have an ostrich
mentality to say nothing is wrong.

How can the government be so blind as not to have
some perception that there is a problem within the
hospital system. It is unbelievable that honourable
members opposite say nothing is wrong. Of COUJSe,
one of the real problems is that members of the
government do not see the real issues because they
have dollar signs stuck in front of both eyes. TIle
numbers of people treated are rolled out, the dollars
spent and so on, but nothing is said about the
amount of money taken from the system or the
number of people who are dissatisfied. That is the
crux of the argument
The people are dissatisfied with what is going on.
One cannot hide from the problem. Have a look to
see what the community is saying throughout the
state, particularly in those country areas that still
have hospitals which have not been closed.

Hcmourable members interjecting.
Before the last election there was a lot of discussion,
The SPEAKER - Order! I warn the honourable
members for Gippsland South and Malvern that I
shall take action against them if they persist with
their interjections. The honourable member for
Morwell, in silence.

Mr HAMILTON - The complaints about the
hospital system are not being made simply by
members of the opposition. As elected
representatives we have every right to direct to the
attention of this so-called respons1ble government
the complaints of patients of the public hospital
system. These people are concerned about their
treatment, the service they receive and the fact they
are sent home from hospital too soon after their
operations. It is our responsibility to direct those
complaints to the attention of the minister. I should

as you would know, Mr Speaker, about the future of
the Moe hospital. Indeed, guarantees and promises
were given by the coalition, as was probably the case
throughout country Victoria, that the hospital would
not close. The promise was, 'We will save the
hospital'.

Or Naptbine interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Portland wants a day off to watch the
whales in Portland bay he should continue with his
present behaviour.

Mr HAMILTON - We have what is developing
into the Forsyte Saga in relation to the Latrobe
Regional Hospital. I am convinced that the hospital
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board does not know what is going on because there
have been dozens of reports. We almost have a
Dutch auction in the Latrobe Regional Hospital:
going, going, gone.
Three weeks ago an honourable member for
Gippsland Province in the other place announced
that the government would spend $32 million for a
new greenfield site for the Latrobe Regional
Hospital One week later he announced - I feel
sorry for him on this issue - that only $17 million
would be provided. Last Friday the chief executive
officer of the hospital said there is no money from
the government for a new hospital.

Who is one to believe; what is going on? Stupid
announcements are being made. It is amazing the
government has not done what it has done in the
education area - that is, forbidding anybody to
criticise the system. These days teachers are not
allowed to make political comments. That is how
Hitler ruled Germany.
The Latrobe Regional Hospital board announced

that it wants to close the hospital at Moe, transfer all
the services to Traralgon and spend some
$15 million on upgrading that campus. The residents
of Moe say the government cannot take away
something it said it would maintain. They want
access to an acute care hospital The argument is
revisited. Oearly the people of Traralgon do not
want to see their campus go to Moe, either.
We are looking at changes to health care. Regardless
of how the government members may bleat and
moan, the community is concerned about changes.
They have had change after amazing change rushed
upon them in the way health services are delivered,
especially in the country. I expect that country
people are no different from city people.
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does not know what is going on. The third player the Gippsland campus of Monash University - has
now come into the argument saying the suggestion
should be considered and that the development of a
teaching research hospital is certainly something
that should be considered.
Or Napthine - You agree with that, do you?

Mr HAMILTON - I do not have a problem with
that; it is certainly an area that should be examined,
but what should not be examined is the latest
proposition that was reported last Friday in the
newspapers that it would be a private hospital The
government will close down two public hospitals
that have served the community well and over
which the community has complete ownership.

Oosing a public hospital that has served the
community well to build a private hospital is
something the community will not accept, and
neither should it. Why should a public hospital be
closed and a private hospital opened? How will the
new hospital be built? The prospect of Monash
University being involved as a teaching research
hospital is attractive. It would be a great thing for
the whole of GippsJand, not only for the Latrobe
Valley. The question is: who will pay for it?
The commitment of $32 million was reduced to
$17 million and then to nothing. Will the hospital be
built for nothing? That is not the end of the story. As
every honourable member in this place would
know - if they do not know I do not mind telling
them - the Latrobe Valley has suffered greatly as a
result of the restructuring of the electricity industry.
Workers have been sacked in the name of economic
rationalism. That is one of the reasons why people
get sick. If one is Wlder stress one will end up sick.

If unexplained, irrational changes are made, there
will be a reaction. There is no doubt about that. You
can have all the numbers in the world, but if you do
not take the people along with you on those changes
you will lose them. That is what is now happening;
the government has lost the support of the
community; the community has lost confidence in
the health system.

The honourable member for Portland laughs. He has
no understanding of or empathy with the fact that if
people are under mental and psychological strain
they are likely to end up as patients in a hospital. We
do not want to get to the stage where the answer to
the problem is, 'Look, 111 be all right if I don't break
a leg and have to go to hospital'. 1bat was a
statement I heard the other day on the radio. What a
terrible sign of confidence in our hospital system1

Some weeks ago the board of the Latrobe Regional
Hospital said it thought it would be a better idea if it
had a new greenfield-site hospital. It had the
audacity to suggest that it should be put in the
Morwe1l-Traralgon corridor where there is a
planning ban on any new development The board

The government must learn that when there is such
a lack of confidence and so much criticism in the
community it had better start listening. There is
nothing more sensitive in or more important to the
community than confidence in the health system. If
a person gets sick that person expects to be treated
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properly. Public criticism is now causing the
government a problem, and that is clearly and
fundamentally the result of the reduction in the
health budget.
House divided on motion:
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Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - I move:
That this house congratulates the government on the
improvement in VICtoria's finances which the
government has achieved since October 1992.

Ayes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Brads, Mr (TtllLr)
Brumby,Mr
Carli. Mr (Tdltr)
CoghiU. Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
DoUis,Mr
Garbutt.Ms
Haermeyer, Mr

Hamilton.. Mr
Leighton. Mr

Loney,Mr

Marple,Ms
MkaIlef,Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Sandon.Mr
SeiIz,Mr
Serc:ombe, Mr

Sheehan.Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan,Or
Wilson,Mrs

Noes, 56
Ashley,Mr
Bild.sben, Mr
Brown.Mr

Clark.Mr
CoIeDwl,Mr
Cooper-,Mr
Davis,Mr

Dean.Dr
DoyIe,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott. Mrs (Tdler)
Firul.Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman. Mr
Henderson. Mrs (Teller)
Hyams,Mr
Jasper,Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John.Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh.Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr

Motion negatived.

Madel1an, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
NapttUne, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin,Mr
Perton,Mr
Pescott,Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman,Mr A.F.
PIowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Ridwdson. Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E..R.
Smith,. Mr LW.

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

I can find great authority in support of the motion I
have moved from the Auditor-General of the state
who, in his report of March 1993-94 entitled Fi7umce
StIltemmt tmd Report of the Auditor-General, stated:
The major focus of the government's current financial
management strategy is to reduce the impact of debt
charges on the budget Work force reductions and
improved debt management are integral elements of
this strategy.
In my report on last year's FinJm.ce Stlztement, I referred
to various measures adopted by the govemment which,
if sustained, would improve the state's financial
position. For the year Wlder review I can now report
that the fiJwlcial reform momentum has been
maintained as indicated by the following not
inconsiderable achievements:

the consolidated liabilities of the state reduced by
around $55 billion, which included a reduction in
unfunded superannuation liabilities of around 20 per
cent; and

the overall outcome for the year after discounting the
impact of various significant one-off transactions and
the repayment of borrowings was a surplus of
$798 million compared with a deficit of $1.1 billion in
1992-93.

That statement was not only made by the
independent Auditor-General but was in fact
supported by the spokesman on finance matters and
Leader of the Opposition in the other place, the
Honourable Theo Theophanous.
Or Vaughan interjected.

Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Oayton may interject and try to call into question
the integrity of the Auditor-General but I put it to
the house that the Auditor-General enjoys the
confidence of the people of the state far more than
does the party of which the honourable member for
Oayton is a member and which he represents.
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The state's improved financial performance can be
measured on a range of different categories, but
most important of all is the - Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Footscray interjects and asks about the human cost I
will come to that, but in response to the interjection I
will quote a statement made by a former American
president, and perhaps the honourable member for
Footscray might like to listen:
I favour the policy of economy, not because I wish to
save money, but because I wish to save people. The
men and women of this country who toil are the ones
who bear the cost of the govemmenL Every dollar that
we carelessly waste means that their life will be so
much more the meagre. Every dollar that we prudently
save means that their life will be so much more the
abundanL Economy is idealism in its most practical
form.

I am surprised that the honourable member for
Footscray keeps interjecting because as I indicated,
not only the Auditor-General's statement supports
the government's performance; it was also
supported by his own party's statemenl Maybe the
honourable member for Footsaay should take into
account one of the great liberal reforming presidents
of the United States, Franklin D. Roosevelt who said:
Too often in recent history liberal governments have
been wrecked on rocks of loose fiscal policy.

1bat certainly is a statement that applies to the
Labor government that had previously been led by
John Cain and. Joan Kimer. And I am surprised that
the honourable member for Footsaay along with his
colleagues have not learnt their lesson. I quote a
Treasury document:
On current policy settings, Victoria's budget sector
financing transactions are pro;ected to fall from a peak
of $2.2 billion in 1992-93 to a low of $24 million in
1994-95, including receipts of $600 million from the
float of Tabcorp. With no further business asset sales
yet factored into the forward estimates beyond 1994-95,
financing transactions are projected to stabilise at
around. S300 million per annum over the remainder of
the projection period to 1997-98. The growth in interest
paid is projected to slow from an average of 11.5
per cent per annum over the four years to 1993-94 to
only 1.1 per cent per annum over the period 1993-94 to
1997-98.
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The document was recently prepared by Treasury
Corporation Victoria and is entitled VictoriJm
Economic Reuiew for the September quarter 1994. It
bears close examination and good reading, and talks
about the budget performance and outlook and the
fine outcomes for which the government has been
congratulated by the Auditor-General and by most
responsible commentators. The document continues:
'The primary vehicle for achieving these outcomes has
been the implementation of a strategy to return the
budget sector current account to a sustainable surplus.
SincE its commencement in 1992-93, the budget
strategy, which has involved both reductions in outlays
and new revenue measures, has resulted in a reduction
in the current account deficit of over $2 billion relative
to what would have otherwise occurred. As a result,
this financial year will see the achievement of a
projected $392 million current account surplus - the
first in over a decade.

That is a great tribute not only to the strength of the
government but also to the strength and
commonsense of the people of Victoria who elected
a government that had a tough mandate of economic
reform. 1ltis government had made it clear that it
would deal with the financial failures of the last
government and that it was going to deal with the
significant and serious debt and financing problems
of the state.
I seem to be using some American quotations today
but in preparing for today's motion I found a quote
that is quite apl It is by the then vice-president of
the United States, Adlai E. Stevenson Jnr, who said:
Government cannot be stronger or more tough-minded
than its people. It cannot be more inflexibly committed
to the task than they.

That is true. The actions that the government has
undertaken have been seen as necessary by the
people of Victoria. Although opinion polls are only
of marginal Significance, I point out that every
opinion poll conducted across the state indicates that
the overwhelming mass of the people of Victoria
approve and accept the financial management of the
state governmenl
Admittedly there had to be pain. The budget cuts in
health and education have meant that management
of institutions and organisations has had to change.
It means that people had to reorder their affairs and
these have been difficult things that the government
has called upon both people working for the
government and the general public to cooperate in.
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However, it is my view that the general public has
certainly worked hard and is willingly to turn the
state of Victoria around. While talking about
independent assessments of the government, one of
the finest commentators in the state, Mr Terry
McCrann, who has been employed by a number of
significant financial organisations in this country,
wrote an article in response to the government's
financial performance in the Herald Sun of 1 October.
He said:
Before the 1992 election, I wrote that the incoming
Kennett govemment would have to hit the ground
nmning_ The chaUenge for the new government was
to build a win-win future out of these assets while
managing the problem of our state liabilities.... First,
and unavoidably, was stemming the red ink - the
deficits caused by a state living wildly beyond its
means and, in the process, pouring more debt on to the
already astronomically high debt.
This was all exposed in the independent audit of the
state's finances by the I<imer government. released
before the election. It was summarised in the report's

chilling words: 'Victoria has a major debt problem' _.
This debt was not some theoretical balance-sheet
figure, remote and irreJevant to ordinary Victorians. It
meant that 25 cents in every dollar of state revenue was
soaked away upfront to pay interest and other financial
obligations.

That was 25 cents in every dollar of state revenue not
spent on health. on education, on transport - or in
paying off a tiny part of the debt or lowering state taxes.
So the incoming had no choice but to staunch the fiscal
red ink. It had to cut spending, and it had to cut it
brutally. Anyone arguing any different is really hoping
we could win some sort of multibillion dollar global
Tattslotto.

But aucia1ly, cutting spending was not necessarily the
same thing as cutting services. The Victorian public
service was bloated and overmanned - we were
paying for people and rorts and inefficiencies, not
services.

Crucial also was a strategy to rein in the red ink by not
driving people - and business - out of the state, as
that would only further shrink the revenue-raising
capacity and over time force even more reductions in
spending.
Some of the gap could be covered by new and
increased taxes - but only some, especially as there
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was so much fat in the system that could allow
spending to be cut without reducing services.
So how have Mr Kennett.. and more particularly
Mr Stockdale done? The answer has to be pretty well.

In making that assessment Mr McCrann joins the
overwhelming bulk of the people of Victoria. The
honourable member for Footsaay earlier challenged
me to talk about people and what has happened to
the people of Footsaay - Mr Thomson - The social cost!
Mr PERTON -Indeed the social cost. Let me
repeat 25 cents in every dollar of state revenue was
spent on debt-servicing charges. It was not spent on
health, education or transport. Unless a government
can have a sustainable surplus, unless a government
can maintain a balanced budget, it is incapable of
delivering the services that the people of Victoria not
only desire but deserve, and we are managing that

I shall now turn precisely to the sorts of problems
that the previous government had imposed. If we
are to talk about the success of this government and,
as the motion says, to congratulate the government
on the improvement in Victoria's finances, which the
government has achieved since October 1992, we
have to look at the position that existed prior to
October 1992 The Cain and Kimer governments
were appalling on every measure. I was elected in
the 1988 election. My first four years in Parliament
were marked by revelations of scandal and
mismanagement on a daily and weekly basis.
There was Tricontinental Corporation, the VEDC,
the Victorian Equity Trust and the funny-money
deals for the financing of the Public Transport
Corporation. Very recently yet more revelations
arose in respect of funny-money financing deals and
a deal stitched up between the then Treasurer
Mr Rob Jolly and the late Mr Larry Adler which
required the state to guarantee the tax liabilities of
the private infrastructure company, Ventura
Buslines Pty Ltd. When the High Court ruled that it
was a funny-money deal involving a false tax
transaction the state government itself became liable
for taxation of some $70 million on behalf of the
financier. That figure may blow out for the full
length of that deal.
Why did the government's finances and the state of
Victoria enter into such a period of decline during
the late 1980s? During the period of the Cain and
Kimer governments, government revenue and
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expenditure expanded rapidly. The years between
1981-82 and 1991-1992 saw expenditure increase at

an average rate of 3.5 per cent per annum in real
terms. In 1981-82 government expenditure was
$5983 million. By 1991-92 it was more than
515 billion.
One of the major causes was the gross inefficiency in

the way in which services were delivered in Victoria.
The Victorian government spent well over the
Australian average in many government service
areas. TIle Victorian Commission of Audit found
that Victoria exceeded the Australian standardised
expenditure measures by the following percentages
over the period 1989-90 to 1991-92. Victoria's
education expenditure was 12.8 per cent higher than
the Australian standard. That in itself would not be
a bad thing if we had a balanced budget and if the
end product were was substantially better than that
of the rest of the country. I am not sure that any
measure exists, but at a time when the budget deficit
was more than $2 billion it was clearly an
unaffordab1e excess.
Victoria's health expenditure was 9.6 per cent higher
and state government welfare spending was 15 per
cent higher than the Australian standard. In relation
to debt - and this is probably the most serious
allegation against the former government Victorian expenditure was some 36.5 per cent higher
than the Australian standard. Expenditure on
Victoria's public transport system, which was
manifestly worse than any other state or territory,
was 17.1 per cent higher than the Australian
standard.

Yet even while the budget was in WlSUStainable
deficit, Victoria had one of the highest taxing
governments. Payroll tax was 8.8 per cent above the
average. Stamp duty on conveyancing - I still think
this is appalling - was 23.5 per cent above the
average. I do not understand why the state should
hold out its hand for an enormous grab when people
want to invest in family homes. Most Victorians, and
probably most Australians, regard that as one of the
worst aspects of the state taxation system around the
country. It is certainly an area that I urge the
government to reform. If we want people to invest
and build up their assets, we have to make it easier
and better for them to do so.
Petrol franchise fees in Victoria were 25 per cent
above the Australian standard and financial
transactions taxes were 10 per cent above. Once the
government gets the budget into sustainable surplus
it will examine that, because most Australians think
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it is pretty dumb. You put your money in the bank,
and you pay a tax. You pay your bills, and you pay a
tax. You engage in productive financial activity, and
you pay a tax. To my mind that is not a good way of
raising revenue to run government. I hope that over
the coming years the Treasurer will find that
Victoria is in a position to be able to lower those
taxes and therefore attract more financial activity to
Victoria.
Given Victoria's massive deficit, given the
pump-priming policies as Rob Jolly once described
them and given the former government's
entrancement with the model established by the
failed American presidential candidate, Michael
Dukakis, when he was running for office in the state
of Massachusetts, one would have thought that with
a $2 billion surplus the Victorian economy must be
really bumping along. But the fact was that it was
not. When the recession hit Australia it hit Victoria
harder than most
Victoria was already suffering. Throughout the
course of the Cain government its Department of
Industry, Technology and Resources kept delivering
reports estimating that Victorian growth would be
1 per cent below the average through to the turn of
the century. That department kept changing its
name at massive expense. At one stage it changed its
name four times in 18 months! God knows what the
cost of new designs for reports and letterheads was.
TIle department blamed the difference at that
time - I believe quite rightly - on the federal
government's tariff policies which meant that the
Victorian manufacturing sector would continue to
decline while the service sector continued to increase.
While there is a lot to be said for the gaining of extra
Australian jobs by the export of services,
nevertheless Victoria has a long and proud history
in manufacturing. The recent report issued by the
Minister for Industry and Employment reveals that
Victoria and Melbourne are highly competitive
compared with most advanced countries. Indeed,
Victoria is highly competitive compared with a
number of its Asian neighbours, and that must
always be taken into accoWlt
If we are to congratulate the government on its
performance since October 1992 we must look at the
situation before this government came to power. In
relation to economic indicators the Victoria's
unemployment rate was 10.5 per cent compared
with a national average of 9.8 per cent. An even
greater indictment of the former government is that
youth unemployment in Victoria was 26 per cent
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while in the rest of Australia it was a mere 21.7 per
cent. What greater indictment of a government can
there be than that it offers no hope of jobs or careers
to its young? I congratulate the minister for his
comnumity employment program and the focus
now on the young unemployed. It is a fine policy. It
is the sort of responsibility that state government
should be taking upon itself.
Getting the finances of a state government right is
only one element of the equation. In the end the state
government's finances are merely an indicator of
how those at the top of the policy-making tree, those
who bring government services to the public, are
managing their responsibilities. Most important of
all is the private sector - the people who are out
there doing things for themselves. What has the
change in government done? Just prior to the
election it appeared. that Victorian industry had
almost gone on strike. There was no investment or
employment growth, just a general feeling of
malaise and bad feeling.

Of course, that is why we had the October 1992
election result. Labor was swept from power with
vehemence because the people had lost all faith in it.
Instead, they had faith in the model that the coalition
had put to them.
What has happened under our stewardship, as the
Premier likes to call it? Gross state product has grow
by almost 11 per cent. It is slightly below the
national average but that is because we have come
out of a really hard period. What is most significant
is that although throughout the 19805 we had a
government predicting that Victorian growth would
be 1 per cent below the national average, we are
now only 0.2 per cent below the national average.
That is important for this reason; despite the tariff
policies that continue to make it difficult for
Victorian manufacturing and require employers to
analyse each element of their expenditure, Victorian
industry, working against considerable
impediments, is managing to compete in the
international environment.
Why do I say that and what proof do I have? The
fact is that Victorian exports are growing at a faster
ra te than exports in any other state. In the year to
June 1994 Victorian exports grew by 9 per cent
compared with the national average of 7.6 per cent.
With the reduction in government expenditure one
would expect some reduction in growth rates. What
is really exciting is that since the election private
new capital expenditure has increased by some
25.2 per cent from roughly $3 billion to almost
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$4 billion, which is significantly better than the rest

of Australia.
The change in Victoria is 9.5 per cent compared with
4.5 per cent for the rest of Australia. This
demonstrates a vote of confidence, not only on the
part of Victorian business but also on the part of
international business, in the successes of the reform
process and in the future of Victorians. That is what
we have to come back to. We are talking about the
wonderful people of Victoria, who are more skilled
than most of their competitors in the Asia-Pacific
area and who have dramatic intellectual properties,
drive and dynamism. The secret to success in
Victoria is not just the government sector or getting
the budget right; it is the budget's ability to inspire
the people to greater heights in their work and
productivity.
On page 3 of today's Age is a report about the
Premier signing a new deal with Japanese
entrepreneurs to grow a new product for Victoria:
green tea. It is an exciting achievement. The
honourable member for Northcote giggles, but he
giggled about a lot of things when his party was in
government. I think he was universally regarded as
the second worst Treasurer in the history of the
state, the worst being the infamous Rob Jolly. When
concerns were raised about Tricontinental, Mr Jolly
used to give Bill Moyle a call and say, 'Bill, is
everything okay?' and Bill would say, 'Yes,
everything is okay'. That was the extent of that
Treasmer's responsibility.
Mr Sheehan interjected..
Mr PERTON - Any man who can nm down the
finances of the state as badly as he did and who is
respons1ble for such massive losses is pretty aook.1t
was an appalling performance. If the honourable
member for Northcote does not think so he stands
indicted by his own words.

Where else is Victoria going? More than 50 000 new
jobs have been created since the election of this
government. Some 50 000 people who were
unproductive and disillusioned now have jobs. 'That
is very important. What is even more interesting is
that the reduction in the unemployment rate has
been achieved at the same time as the dramatic
growth in the participation rate. As the honourable
member for Northcote would acknowledge and as
the minister well knows, these are real votes of
confidence that the people of Victoria can get a job
and that the state is going somewhere.
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The increase in jobs to date is not the only important
factor; another is that it is continuing. The latest
figures from the ANZ job advertisements index for
September 1994 show that in that month 6319 jobs
were advertised. For September 1992, the last period
of the Labor government, a mere 3202 jobs were
advertised, so the number has actually doubled.
That is a real vote of confidence in what is
happening in Victoria. Why can the government
take credit for it? It has been prepared to make the
tough decisions. As I said earlier, a government
cannot do that unless the people have elected it,
have faith in it and are prepared to go with it.
1n relation 10 the major areas of government

expenditure I am sure no-one would have wanted to
see a reduction in spending in health or education if
it could have been avoided. The $22 billion deficit
and the massive debts outlined by the commission
of inquiry and the Auditor-General himself show
that we had to cut our cloth to fit the circumstances.
I have to congratulate the ministers concerned in
both those portfolios for managing budget
reductions in a way which enhanced service.
I will not repeat the arguments that have just been
put during the earlier debate on the health system,
but the clear indication is that case-mix funding is
working. I have visited hospitals in my area and it is
agreed that case-mix funding is working. It has
meant a major increase in the number of people
being treated in hospitals and. a massive reduction in
the waiting lists. 1bat is an undeniable improvement
in the system. I stand full square with the Minister
for Health when she says the greatest indictment of
the federal government is the collapse of private
insurance coverage because it is a simple equation.
The health budget is established by the mix of
private and public expenditure. If private
expenditure drops dramatically it is clear that there
will be a problem in the health system, not only in
Victoria but also around the country.
Education is a most difficult area in which to achieve
cost reductions. Between 1982 and 1992 Victoria had
a government that was prepared to accommodate
the teacher unions' every demand. It is a pity that
the teacher unions did not demand increases in
maintenance and capital I think the public
perception was that all the teacher unions were
asking for were increases in wages and conditions
for their members.
We have done well in introducing quality provision
of service. You, Mr Acting Speaker, are probably
very proud to have Schools of the Future in your
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electorate and you have probably been involved in
the presentation of charters to those schools. You
would know the pride with which those schools
have dealt with change, established their charters
and set about the process of developing the reforms.
I cannot speak for your area, Mr Acting Speaker, but
in the Doncaster area it has been an undeniable
success.
Schools are undertaking exciting and innovative
programs. Donbum Primary School is offering new
computer programs, and Doncaster Primary School
is now working with the private sector to ensure the
provision of new computer equipment to make it a
regional leader in providing computer education to
its students.
Secondary schools such as Doncaster Secondary
College and East Doncaster Secondary College are
schools of the future, actively establishing new
programs in language and other areas and
providing education 5elVices that compete with the
best quality private schools in the state. I, for one,
am very proud of the way schools in my area have
dealt with the budget cuts and not only accepted but
enthusiastically endorsed the reforms that have been
so ably led by the Minister for Education.
In respect of other areas great credit has to be given
to the Minister for Industry and Employment. Under
the last government there was appalling
mismanagement and waste. I well remember the
Veneto affair. It sounded like a pretty good idea to
have a trade fair to Italy essentially funded by the
private sector with a state contribution of some
$50 000. However, after the addition of all sorts of
odd events, including the export of trees and the
construction of cardboard cut~ts that melted in the
rain, and through a series of bungles the government
contribution increased from $50 000 to $1 million. It
might not sound much in a budget sector that was
haemorrhaging at the rate of $2.2 billion a year, but
if that is an indication of the way things were being
managed in the department that was meant to be
leading industry policy one can only shake one's
head and. wonder at what was happening in other
departments.
At that time the government was entranced by
giving grants in the most extraordinary
circumstances. I remember, for instance, the story of
a sauce-making factory near Pakenham owned by
the Suntory Corporation. It was a Japanese company
with a higher turnover than the entire state, but its
curry sauce factory was paid for by Victorian
taxpayers. When the company had run its
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experiment for long enough and decided it did not
want to make sauce in Victoria it shut down the
factory and sacked the Victorian workers. What was
the net benefit for Victoria? It was yet another
increase in Victorian debt and lost job oppommities
for young people who had taken up work in that
factory.

We now have a department working with business
to establish databases so that we can compare our
performance with the rest of the world and
encourage international business to come to Victoria
and establish their businesses. We are also
encouraging Victorians to invest in their own state.
One can only hope for the election of a coalition
government at the federal level or one can hope that
the existing federal government comes to its senses
and actually sets about making the task of saving
somewhat easier. The Australian savings rate is very
low compared with our Asian competitors, and the
net result for us is a much greater need for
borrowing in the Australian financial sector and by
Australians themselves.
I hope a federal government establishes in the near
future a system whereby people are encouraged to
put their savings, other than those locked away in
big superannuation funds which are increasingly
being managed by unions, away for their old age or
invest them in family businesses without being
slugged by the absolutely horrendous taxation
regime currently applying to our savings. I still
think most people believe it is absurd to pay a full
rate of tax on the money you earn when you pay a
full rate of tax on the earnings you obtain by saving
for the benefit of all Australians, but that is probably
a topic for another debate and perhaps even another

place.
In summary my case is that in 1992 Victoria was at a
standstill and the state government was numing a
substantial budget deficit While running that deficit
it was also nmning government services at a level
that was hopelessly inefficient, despite the fact that
in many government service areas Victoria had the
highest rate of expenditure of any state. There was
no ability to determine whether the quality of output
in Victoria was any different from that of any other
state. If we could have shown that the output in each
of those areas was of better quality than the other
states I would have said it was justified to spend the
extra money, but that was clearly not the case.

We came to government in October 1992 with a
tough program which, as the Auditor~eral said,
has been implemented strongly. The result is a
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massive boost to the confidence of Victorians and a
massive increase in the growth rate in gross
domestic prod~ despite the negative views of the
former tabor government and the advisers to the
honourable member for Northcote, who was then
Treasurer.

The growth in Victoria has not been spurred by
government spending; it has been spurred by the
private sector. Real private consumption has
increased and public consumption has increased
only marginally, if at all The growth has come from
the people of Victoria, not the government of
Victoria.
The growth in private investment in Victoria is a
massive vote of confidence in Victoria not only by
industIy but by the ordinary citizens who are
re-establishing small businesses and going about the
business of making Victoria competitive. How are
they doing that? They are not just waiting for a lift in
the Australian economy; they are travelling to Asia,
Europe, and the United States to sell Victorian
products. The evidence not only shows a 9 per cent
increase in sales in the last year but also the fact that
Victorian businesses are doing better than anywhere
else in Australia.
The government has set itself a hard task. but I am
proud of the statistics. I am proud of the fact that we

are getting out there and competing with the world
and that we are providing jobs for young Victorians.
I am proud that the government sees it as very
important to its task to contribute to its own
financial arrangements through its strong moral and
ethical leadership.
Mr SHEEHAN (Northcote) - One of the greatest
comforts the opposition can draw from the remarks
of the honourable member for Doncaster is that the
ignorance and gullibility of the government
backbench continues unabated. H anything is
guaranteed to ensure the early destruction of this
government, it is that profound ignorance,
gullibility, and preparedness to accept the
propaganda that comes from the Premier, the
Treasurer and senior figures of the government

The reality is that Victoria has the lowest rate of
growth in mainland Australia, the worst
employment prospects, the greatest exodus of
people to other states and a widening crisis in the
education system.
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The SPEAKER -Order! I must interrupt the
honourable member. He shall have the call when the
matter is next before the Chair.

Debate intemlpted pwsuant to sessional orders.
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The honourable member for Albert Park need only
look at the report of the Auditor-General tabled in
September. He indicates that of Victoria's 21 000
hospital beds there are at least 1100 too many. That
is based on national perceptions and calculations of
the number of beds used per head of population.

Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. unti12.04 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Dandenong Hospital
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to her statement that bed
closures do not matter and her statement in the
house yesterday that no-one dies in Victoria because
there are no waiting lists at Victorian hospitals, and I
ask: is it a fact that Dandenong Hospital has just
decided as a result of the latest bed closures to
cancel one in five elective operating sessions, which
will increase its waiting list by 20 per cent?

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - The
honourable member's question is in two parts. He
asked firstly whether beds are an important
component in assessing the effectiveness of a health
system. "There is no doubt that with modem
technology and modern advances in surgical
procedures fewer beds are needed in the health
system. Approximately 20 years ago it was
imperative that every small town and major suburb
had access to hospital beds that would be used by
patients for an average of two to three weeks.
I have referred before to the examples of modern
technology which enable surgical procedures to be
carried out in days rather than weeks. Anyone who
looks at the system can see clearly that we should
place less reliance on the availability of beds and
more appropriately look at the number of patients
being treated. I have indicated previously in this
place that 10 years ago a person who underwent an
appendicitis operation would be in hospital for
two weeks. TIle same operation today can be done
by day surgery so the patient may be in hospital for
two or three days.

The hospital system is treating more patients and
has fewer beds. As I said yesterday in this place, the
hospital system treated 60 000 more patients last
year than the previous year and will treat nearly
100 000 more patients this year than it did in 1992-93.

We could have resources spread armmd
metropolitan Melbourne, provincial Victoria and
throughout the state not being used. That may make
the honourable member for Albert Park happy
because he could say that all these beds are available
but not being used, and with an occupancy rate of
60 per cent - Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, my view is not at issue. The
question was plain: has Dandenong Hospital
decided to close one in five operating sessions,
which will increase its waiting list by 20 per cent?

The SPEAKER - Order! I have indicated to the
house on several occasions that it is not up to the
Chair to direct a minister how to answer a question.
I believe the minister's answer is relevant

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - Not only

am I relevant, but I feel it is too good an opportunity
not to teach the honourable member for A1bert Park
something about the health system, because he is
certainly not learning about it any other way.

During the past 18 months we have changed the
nature of waiting lists far more effectively than was
ever done during the 10-year period of the former
Labor government

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the interjections do
not cease I shall call the next question.

Mrs TEHAN - The principles that apply to the
reduction of waiting lists will continue to apply.

Tourism
Mr SPRY (Bel1arine) - Will the Minister for
Tourism advise the house of any recent
developments in the government's strategy to have
Victoria included in major wholesale holiday
programs and what that will mean for the tourism
industry of Victoria?
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The SPEAKER - Order! The question is very
broad. I ask the Acting Premier to limit his answer to
a reasonable time.
Mr McNAMAKA (Minister for Tourism) - I
thank the honourable member for his question and
acknowledge the deep interest he has in the tourist
industry, particularly in the Be11arine Peninsula. Last
month I was proud to release a new tourism holiday
brochure called Jetset VICtOria. The brochure has had
remarkable success in a very short period.
For the first time people can use a brochure to buy a
package holiday for Victorian destinations. That
could not be done under the previous
administration. 1bat major shortfall was identified
by Tourism Victoria when it launched the strategy
document at the end of last year. As a result of this
new initiative, there has been a tremendous
response not only for Jetset but also for Ansett
Airlines and Qantas. They have been intmdated with
requests from people who wish to holiday in
Victoria.
As a result of the successful initiatives commenced
by this government, over the past U months
Tourism Victoria has had the best year in domestic
tourism it has ever recorded. For the first time
Victoria is creating many more tourism jobs than
any other part of Australia. For the first time
Victorian tourism is leading the growth market in
this important segment of Australia's tourism
industry. Over the past 12 months Victoria's
domestic tourism figures showed a massive increase
of 14 per cent lbat is well above the national
increase of 6 per cent In fact, the second best state in
Australia, Queensland, could achieve a growth rate
of only 8 per cent. For the first time Victoria is leaps
and bounds ahead of the rest of Australia.

Compliments should be paid for the industry
reforms that have been made in this state, the new
strategy document that has been developed by the
professional board of Tourism Victoria and also the
administration of Tourism Victoria which has linked
other parts of our very important tourism markets
such as the snowfields, which in the past have not
been promoted. The Minister for Natural Resources
works closely with Tourism Victoria to market what
is in some respects an underrated segment of the
tourism market. Not many Australians or Victorians
know that our three major downhill snow resorts
individually attract more tourists in about 20 weeks
than Ayers Rock does in a year.
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I am proud to represent part of that area. As a result
of the recent initiative, Qantas and Ansett have
proposed joint marketing campaigns, something the
former Labor government was never prepared to do
in the past. A recent five-week campaign with
Ansett encouraged people to come to Melbourne to
shop. Two weeks into the campaign Ansett
telephoned us and said, 'Please stop advertising, we
are sold out; there are no more seats available'.
Qantas wanted to be part of the program. Together
with Tourism Victoria it laW\Ched a program selling
visits to Melbourne early next year to attend the
Ford Australian Open. Although it was to be a
four-week campaign, it was sold out after only a
week.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise those
interjecting that they are wasting question time.
Mr McNAMARA - I thank Jetset, Ansett and
Qantas for being in partnership with Tourism
Victoria and this government, and look forward to
the results. There is a feeling of optimism in this
state compared with the ethos of the previous
government when Victoria was regarded as a state
nm by the Guilty Party. Interstate people referred to
Victoria as the rust-bucket state; it was referred to as
the state of insolvency. But Victoria is now
recognised as the best managed state in the country
and it is leading in tourism.
That is being recognised with a new spirit of
enthusiasm. It is pleasing to see the Premier, the
Treasurer and other senior ministers being warmly
welcomed overseas and the new enthusiasm for
people to invest in and visit this state. The only
drawback in Victoria is the attitude of opposition
members who, whenever there is something
positive, can only carp, moan and whine. In fact, the
opposition members are becoming the knockers of
progress in this state. I call on the opposition to get
behind this government and support the initiatives.

Dandenong Hospital
Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to the answer she gave when she
said it was important to see how many patients - -

Mr Elder interjected.

The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Ripon has been interjecting continually
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when questions are being asked. I ask him to remain
silent. And that goes for other government members.
Mr TIlWAITES - My question relates partly to
the answer the Minister for Health gave when she
said that it was important to see how many patients
are being treated. Is it a fact that her department has
told the Dandenong Hospital that it will be funded
only to treat £ewer patients this year than it did last
year? Given that this hospital services a major
population growth corridor of MeIboume, will the
minister provide additional resources to enable the
hospital to treat the additional patients who will
require treatment as a result of the dramatic
population growth in that area?
MI5 TEHAN (Minister for Health) - When the
government introduced case-mix funding in July
1993 it gave the Dandenong Hospital and a number
of other hospitals, especially those in the growing
outer areas of Melbourne, the opportunity to be paid
for the work they did.. We saw an unbelievable
growth in the number of patients being treated in
our public hospital system. We saw the growth to
which I referred across the system. There were some
60 000 additional patients because hospitals were
being rewarded for the work they did

In addition to the funded contracts between
hospitals, including the Dandenong Hospital, and
the department. in 199~94 they had a contract of
arrangement that gave them access to funds of
$34 million in a throughput pooL Across the state we
saw growth of up to 16, 17 and 18 per cent.
However, on average growth was about 8 per cent.
There was phenomenal growth in the hospitals,
including the Dandenong Hospital. Because of this
remarkable capacity, in 1993-94 rather than having
humps, troughs and variations with hospitals
accessing a throughput pool of $41 milli~ it was
considered more appropriate that Dandenong
Hospital, like every other hospital, be funded for an
additiOllal 7 per cent of patients - that is, 2 per cent
added into the fixed grants and an additional 5 per
cent funded and assured for the 1994-95 financial
year.

Hcnunl7"able members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! It is impossible for the
Chair to listen to the answer and control the house
with the noise that is going on. If necessary I will
cancel question time. I ask the minister to conclude
her answer.
Mrs TEHAN - In addition--
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Mr Sandon interjected

The SPEAKER - Order! I have just asked the
house to remain silent. I warn the honourable
member for Carrum.
MI5 TEHAN - As well as the fLmded additional
5 per cent and the 2 per cent that was locked into its

base, the hospital has the opportunity of accessing
what is now a smaller but nonetheless effective
throughput pooL

I am quite convinced that the Dandenong Hospital,
as it did last year, will meet the requirement of
treating more patients, will continue to focus on the
category 1 waiting list patients as required and, like
the rest of the public hospital system, which will
treat on the whole more than 2000 more patients a
week this year, it will continue to give us very
acceptable waiting list figures.

Telecom: strategic alliance
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - Will the Minister
for Industry and Employment inform the house of
the benefits to Victoria of the state government's
strategic alliance with Telecom Australia?
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I thank the honourable member for
his question, and I applaud him because he is one
member of many on this side of the house who is
concerned to ensure efficiency, effectiveness and job
creation in this state.
I advise the house with respect to the state
government's strategic alliance with Telecom
Australia that on this first year of its anniversary it
has saved the state of Victoria $38.7 million. I pay
tnbute to my colleague and mend the Minister for
Fmance, who was largely responsible for the
renegotiation of this part of the agreement as it
relates to government services.

The benefits that have been achieved have been
achieved through competitive pricing;
rationalisation of communications, including, for
example, $9.1 million paid to the government for the
transfer of the Vistel network to Te1ecom and a total
of $3 million saved by linking agencies with a
statewide mobile radio network which Telecom is
both building and managing. That is very important
Mr Sandon interjected
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Mr GUDE - The honourable member for

Carrum asks by interjection, 'Where did it start? '.
That is a very important inteljection because
although the strategic alliance was originally
formulated by the previous government, about the
only thing that was of worth from the strategic
alliance the previous government negotiated was the
title, strategic alliance. The document itself was
worthless; it was a fraud and was not going to
deliver one cent to the people of Victoria. We have
been able to turn that around.

Only today Mr Doug Campbell, Group Managing
Director, Network and Tedmology, Telecom
Australia has given an indication of some of the
benefits that the alliance has brought to Victoria in
other areas related to my portfolio responsibility.
They include $1.3 billion worth of the contracts
awarded by Te1ecom to Victorian manufacturers
who are providing the infrastructure for Telecom's
Future Mode of Operations program, which is very
important, and the siting in Victoria of Visionstream
Pty Ltd, the Telecom company providing the
$3.5 billion information superhighway, with the
creation of 1000 jobs by December of 1995, which is
particularly important to the people who will get
jobs.
There is more, Mr Speaker! The benefits also include
the establishment of Telecom's national

telemarketing centre at Burwood, which will create
500 new jobs.

And there is still more! The benefits also include the
direct creation of jobs through the Regional
Headquarters program aimed at attracting
international businesses to Victoria. Companies
attracted to establish their headquarters in
MeJboume include Siemens, Nokia and Knight
Ridder.
And it does not stop there! The establishment in
Victoria of Telstra Ventures is further evidence of
Te1ecom's commitment to this state, and further
evidence of the resurgence of the business arm of
Victoria.

The strategic alliance also ensures that the state
government has an extra edge in that it is kept
informed on the latest technological developments
on information transfer and telecommunications.
That is particularly vital for us in the state of Victoria
because we are intent on becoming the multimedia
hub of Australia. The Premier has announced that
and a number of ministers are working with him to
achieve it.
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I announce today on behalf of the Kennett
government that another major company, Sequoia
Systems Ine. from Massachusetts, will make a
multimillion dollar investment by setting up its
regional headquarters in MeIboume. It is more good
news!

More overseas companies are recognising the
quality of development that is taking place in
Australia generally, but in particular here in
Victoria. They are recognising the critical mass that
is starting to come in terms of information
technology, the quality of the universities in this
state and the fine yOWlg men and women who come
out of those universities. "They are recognising that
we have a repository of research and development
that is second to none, not just in Victoria and
Australia but in an international sense.
The benchmarking study known as Advantage
MeIboume, which the government commissioned

and which was released yesterday - I give credit to
the Leader of the Opposition for indicating his
support for and recognising it - shows that Victoria
is on the move, that it has competitive advantages,
that the changes that the Kennett administration has
made in decreasing input costs, for example, almost
halving the cost of workers compensation, which is a
vital ingredient - The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the minister to
conclude his answer. He has been talking now for 6
minutes.
Mr GUDE - A result of the changes is that
Sequoia joins Oracle, Ericssons, Nokia and a whole
host of other companies that have chosen
Melbourne, Victoria as their home.
The changes that I have outlined and that have come

as a consequence of this strategic alliance bring
savings for the government and people of Victoria,
great investment for the state and jobs, jobs, jobs!

Health: advertising campaign
Mr THWA.ITES (AIbert Park) - Will the
Minister for Health inform the house whether her
department is planning an advertising campaign
over the coming months; if so, how much will it cost
and will she appear in the advertisements?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I fail to
understand where the honourable member for
Albert Park gets his information. There are some
very important new issues to be spoken about in the
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health portfolio and he asks: are we planning an
advertising campaign, how much is it going to cost,
and am I in it? The answers are no, no, no!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The house will come to
order.
The honourable member for Albert Park should
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HcmtJUrable members interjecting.
Mr Baker interjected.
Mr BROWN - I am resisting, Mr Speaker. He is
talking about Rudolph with the red nose, and you
only have to look--

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
minister will concentrate on his answer.

have more brains--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER. - Order! And if I can complete
the sentence: he should have more brains than to
make a noise when the Speaker is on his feet!

Mr BROWN - Mr Speaker, I resisted for as long
as I could.

This will be a boon for shoppers who will directly
benefit from the convenience of having their train
stop under the central shopping centre, Melbourne
Central, as that station is known.

Public transport: festive season
As an additional incentive the Met will be offering a

Mr DAVIS (Essendon) - Will the Minister for
Public Transport inform the house how public
transport intends to assist Victorians over the festive
season?
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) - I
thank my colleague for that important question
because December is traditionally Melbourne's
busiest month of the year. As is well known, the city
comes alive with shoppers and party goers getting
into the spirit of the festive season.. At this time of
year the government believes it is essential that
Melbourne is as accessible and as welcoming as is
possible.
Public transport is an important contnbutor' towards
opening up Melbourne for Christmas and the new
year. Consistent with the recently announced
Capital City Policy Project, the government will be
intrcxiucing a series of public transport initiatives
over the next months to make Melbourne's central
activities district even more accessible and enjoyable
to visit
For instance, on Sunday 13 November, the day of
the very successful Christmas parade in Melbourne,
the Met opened the loop for rail services and more
than 9000 people used the service via Museum
station.

In responding to what is quite evident public
demand at this time of the year, the Met will open
the loop on 4 December. The Museum station will be
open every Sunday until Christmas and also on New
Year's Day for the traditional stocktaking sales. That
will be a boon for shoppers who will directly benefit

special Christmas city shopper ticket on the
weekends leading up to Christmas. This is an
important announcement because it will help tens of
thousands of Melbourne and Victorian families. The
discounted ticket will allow two adults and up to six
children one day of weekend travel in zone 1 for just
$8.20. That is an enormous saving of $11.80.

HcmtJUrable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN - There is more! In addition, for
families who are living further out,. who have to
travel in two or three zones, the ticket will cost only
$14, which is a massive saving of $25.50.

Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
Mr BROWN - But, that is still not all! There is
more! As this commwlity is painfully aware, the
former Labor government turned its back on the
community on New Year's Eve. It was a shame. If
you stayed in the city on New Year's Eve under a
Labor government you had to walk home because
you couldn't get a taxi, which was the only form of
transport available.

With the introduction of this government's highly
successful Nightrider after-midnight bus service,
there now is a public transport alternative for New
Year revellers. Last year, which was the first New
Year's Eve when these buses ran, more than 4000
Melburnians stayed in the city and used the buses to
travel home between midnight and 4.30 a.m.
This year, in responding as this government does this can-do, support-the-commtmity government -
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to the obvious need, it will upgrade the Nightrider
bus services for New Year's Eve. Instead of
operating on the hour, the service will operate half
hourly, which for those bright lights sitting on the
back bench and front bench of the opposition, means
twice the service on New Year's Eve! Nightrider
buses will also nm to Craigiebum, Melton and
Bacchus Marsh; these new services were introduced
in May of this year.
As can be clearly seen, this government is
responding in providing better services to the
people who use them and need them. Unlike the
Labor government, which turned its back on those
needy people, this government responds on the
basis that it is Christmas and these heavily
disco\D\ted special tickets will give families the
opportunity to travel at a minimal cost and to share
in the festive spirit.
Honourable Members - Hear, hear!
The SPEAKER - Order! TIle time for questions
has expired.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
members for Bentleigh, Momington and Mordialloc
and, I might throw in the honourable member for
Tullamarine, to make their way. I warn them that I
will take action against them. 1bei.r behaviour is a
disgrace.

ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL

Debate resumed from 29 November, motion of
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals)

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - As I
said last night, the opposition opposes this
legislation, which it believes will have a devastating
impact on Victoria in the longer term. It will
inevitably lead to higher prices and will mean a
rotten deal for country Victorians. This legislation
will see the sell-off of valuable state assets, most
likely to foreign ownership. It will also result in
lucrative appointments being made by this
government to board positions.
I was interested to see an article on privatisation in
today'S Age. It was written by David Walker and
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headed 'New office created to handle asset sales'.
The article says there will be restructuring within the
Department of the Treasury and the Office of State
Owned Enterprises. I was surprised to see this said
about Or Peter Troughton:
1be move takes the current government electricity
reform head, Or Peter Troughton. away from
Mr Roux's oversight. in a move one soun:e said would
aid smooth development of the privatisation process.
Or Troughton will handle electricity privatisation.
Mr Geoff Frankish will be responsible for privatisation
of gas and the government's Aluvic aluminium
interest. Mr Mark Anderson will be in charge of water,
Mr Geoff Browne will handle ports, and Ms Deborah
Radford. the Grain Elevators Board.

The article goes on to discuss water. It suggests that
the Minister for Natural Resources, Mr Coleman,
may be trying to back away from suggestions of
privatisation of the water utilities during this term in
Parliament. The article goes on to say:
... polling shows that water is politically more sensitive
than any other state government asset _
Electricity privatisation has taken much longer than
many investors hoped; water privatisation will take
much longer.

This government is absolutely committed to the
privatisation of the gas industry, the Grain Elevators
Board, the electricity utilities and the water industry.
The only question at issue is the time frame. Last
night I said I have no doubt at all that the first
distribution company will be sold off in the second
quarter of next year. I have no doubt that that will
occur. Sales of other distribution companies will
follow. This legislation breaks up the generating
arms of the State Electricity Commission into further
small groups so that they can be sold off bit by bit in
the future.
The changes make little or no economic sense. There
is not an economic commentator anywhere in
Australia - indeed you cannot find one anywhere
in the world - who supports this approach. In New
South Wales the head of Pacific Power, Mr Ross
Bunyon, is rubbing his hands together with glee as
he sees what this stupid Victorian government is
doing to our electricity assets. There is no doubt that
Pacific Power, which is remaining as a single
generation wlit, will be able to produce power and
sell it to Victoria much more cheaply than Victoria's
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five separate generating units each competing
against the others.

that these changes are bad and that they will have a
devastating effect on country Victorians.

The other absurdity with this policy is that before
anyone would be interested in buying those
generation Wlits they will have to enter into
long-term contracts with consumers. There is no
way superannuation hmds or private sector
investors will buy a generating arm that has no
contracts, no commitments and sells on a daily, or
indeed hourly, basis into the electricity exchange they simply will not be interested. Superannuation
funds, major private investors or people investing
through things like infrastructure hmds want
secure, long-term contracts stipulating price and
supply. In other words, they want to see a rate of
return. H that is the case - and every economist
says it is - you have to ask what is the point of the
government going through this reform process. The
answer is there is no point at alL Victoria should be
maintaining the whole of Generation Victoria as a
unit. It should be kept in public ownership and it
should be competing vigorously with interstate
electricity generators such as Pacific Power.

MI5 Henderson - Another claim, another
innuendo, more carping!

The other concern I have is this legislation's impact
on country Victorians. In a recent speech in Sydney
at the Electricity Supply Association of Australia
conference Mr Shane Breheny said price differentials
between country Victoria and the Melbourne
metropolitan area are inevitable; it has to happen. I
put on the record again, as National Party member
Mr Peter McGauran has, that this change will have a
devastating impact on country Victorians. Over time
it willle.ad to higher prices and higher costs in the
industry. It will devastate particular primary
producer groups such as dairy farmers, who
consume large amounts of electricity. It will reduce
and ~ if not remove entirely, country
Victoria's competitive advantage.
The paper c:ircu1ated by the National Party federal
member Mr Peter McGauran suggested that these
changes will cost consumers at least 6 per cent more
and possibly as much as 31 per cent more. He said it
would lead to a loss of 7000 jobs in ccnmtry Victoria
and to undeniable economic and social dislocation.
We all know about Mr Peter McGauran. As a
National Party federal member he was prepared to
speak out against these changes. But he has been
silenced; he has been bought off. The Minister for
Corrections put a gaol in Mr McGauran's electorate
and that, if you like, is the buy-off for him to keep
quiet about electricity reform. In his heart
Mr McGauran knows, as many backbenchers know,

Mr BRUMBY - Listen to the whingers up there
on the govemment back bench, the ones who never
have the courage to stand up in Parliament and
speak honestly about the impact these changes will
have on ccnmtry Victoria. When talking about the
devastation Mr Stodcdale is wreaking on Geelong by
interrupting the power supply to Alcoa, you will not
hear a squeak from government members in
Geelong because, as Senator Julian McGauran says,
they are intimidated in the party room. They lack the
courage to stand up to Mr Kennett and Mr Stockdale.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member referred to a
number of ministers and, indeed, the Premier by
name. The rules of this place are that when referring
to honourable members speakers use titles such as
the Premier and the Treasurer. I ask that you,
Mr Acting Speaker, draw the honourable member's
attention to the rules of the house. It would be nice if
the Leader of the Opposition set an example,
particularly to new, young members on his side of
the house. H he genuinely aspires to higher office
one would think he would at least learn the
procedures of this place first.
The AcnNG SPEAKER (Mr Maughan) Order! I uphold the point of order and ask that the
Leader of the Opposition use correct titles when
referring to members of the house.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Earlier I mentioned quotes from Senator Julian
McGauran when he referred to Mr I<ennett and
Mr Stockdale. Of course I am very familiar with the
rules of the house, and I make a point of referring to
members by their correct titles. However, I was
endeavouring to accurately quote Senator Julian
McGauran. Next time I see him I shall remind him
that he should refer to them correctly and set
standards for other members of the National Party
to follow by referring appropriately to the Premier
and to the Treasurer rather than using their names.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected..
Mr BRUMBY - I was quoting Senator Julian
McGauran. Are you saying that I am not allowed to
quote him? Is that what you are saying?
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The ACfING SPEAKER -Order~ The Leader
of the Opposition will ignore inte!jections.
Mr BRUMBY -This legislation will devastate
Victorians, particularly COWltry Victorians. We have
already seen this government impose something like
$1900 in additional taxes and charges on the average
household in Victoria. A significant part of that is
the increase in the electricity supply charge to $33 a
quarter and, of course, the 10 per cent inaease in
tariffs. Under this legislation I have no doubt that
once the break-up occurs and the distributors are
fully in place, along with the generators, there will
be significant increases in supply charges to cOW\try
consumers. It is no secret that when supply charges
were discussed in cabinet last year there were
proposals to look at increasing the supply charge to
$75 a quarter. I have no doubt at all that that will
happen in some regions.
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the hairy-cl1ested rhetoric from the government, the
reality is that the substantive structural changes in
these industries and the dramatic productivity gains
occurred under the previous government. That is
when the hard work was done and the tough
structural changes and downsizing in the Latrobe
Valley occurred.
All Victorians acknowledge that there has been a lot
of hardship and that it still exists. There has been a
significant reduction in the work force, and in one
year alone there have been productivity
improvements of more than 18 per cent in the
Latrobe Valley. What is being proposed is
ideological claptrap that is not supported by any of
the commentators arotmd Australia. It will not
work. It will destroy Victoria's industry and open it
up to takeover by Pacific Power.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.

Mr S. J. Plowman interjected..
Mr BRUMBY - We have had fairly accurate
reports of that debate. I will not respond to the
inteIjections, Mr Acting Speaker.

In summing up the debate the minister might like to
confirm whether he has had advice from the Office
of State Owned. Enterprises within the Department
of the Treasury to the effect that the proposals being
considered will result in a loss of competitive
advantage created by having a single generating
company and whether muler those arrangements
Victoria can look forward to a massive price
increase, potentially serious brown-outs caused by
shortages, and insufficient investment. I W\derstand
that the minister and the Treasurer have been given
that advice. I shall listen with interest to the
comments of the minister, because I would not want
him to mislead the house.
In conclusion, I point out that under this
government there has been a significant increase in
electricity costs, a substantial increase in quarterly
charges and the 10 per cent increase in tariffs, and I
point out that between now and 2000 we will see
further massive increases. For rural consumers the
average tariff in September 1992, the last month of
the previous government, was $920. By 2000, under
the charges regime outlined by the Treasurer, that
will have increased to $1150, is a massive rise in both
monetary and percentage terms.
We oppose the legislation. The opposition supports
increased and improved efficiency in the electricity
industry and other state-owned enterprises. Despite

Mr BRUMBY - It is not so. Our federal
colleagues support increased competition. trade
between the states and a national competition
policy. That is quite different from the break-up into
little bits of the SEC As I did last night, I put it on
the record that the Premier of New South Wales is
not breaking up Pacific Power, nor are the Premiers
of Queensland, South Australia or Tasmania
breaking up their electricity utilities. When he wins
office in March the new Premier of New South
Wales, Mr Carr, will not break up Pacific Power.
Victoria is the only state embarking on this road. 1he
British experience is that it leads to absolute disaster
for consumers. We oppose it and we will be dividing
on the seamd- reading motion.
Mr McNAMARA (Acting Premier) - This
legislation is significant. We should discuss the need
for it because there is no doubt that Victoria's power
industry is in need of radical reform. We have seen a
major increase in the level of debt within Victoria's
power industry. It now has debts of more than
$9 billion, and the proportion of a person's regular
tariff going to debt servicing costs is in the vicinity
of some 40 or 50 per cent.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr McNAMARA - It is worth pointing out
what that situation is for a start. Obviously, the debt
is a matter of concern to the government The
opposition does not seem able to grasp the fact that
the remarks in the Hilmer report about national
competition are new issues that all state
governments are addressing and picking up. Ibat
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report is very much driven and supported by the
federal government
The federal government is particularly concerned

that Australia's major utilities become competitive
and move towards world-best practice so that our
future primary and secondary industries can
continue to be competitive with the rest of the
world. The world is a changing place with the
ratification of the GATT agreement and the move
towards the dropping of tariffs. Only recently the
Prime Minister attended. the APEC conference at
which targets were set to move towards free trade.
Although it is some years ahead, that trend is
becoming worldwide.
It needs to be made clear that points of agreement
have been made through the Council of Australian
Governments and that there is an acceptance of the
changes that are coming forward, the Hilmer report
and, more importantly, the national grid. It will
certainly have a dramatic effect on the power
industry in Victoria.
The national grid will come in in 2001, so we will
need to be competitive at that stage. A number of
situations made Victoria uncompetitive, and we are
now paying the price for the disastrous turnaround
and the creeping inefficiency that grew during the

Labor years. In 1982 - the Leader of the Opposition
says this is rubbish - Victoria had the cheapest
power of the eastern seaboard states. In 1992 it had
the most expensive power.
Mr Hmillton interjected.
Mr McNAMARA -The honourable member for
Morwe11 says we have jacked the price up. It went
up between 1982 and 1992! That is when we went
from having the cheapest to having the most
expensive power on the eastern seaboard. For a state
that is dependent on the manufacturing industry
that certainly made it very difficult for Victorian
industry to continue to be effective in Australia, let
alone overseas. The reforms the minister has
introduced are certainly far reaching and visionary.
We should commend the minister for the work he
has done in the very difficult task of addressing
some of the work practices that crept in during the
Cain-Kimer decade of mismanagement
We were also heartened by strong support from the
Keating government for the direction we were
taking with these reforms. To benefit Victorians we
first need to maintain a uniform tariff through to the
year 2000. In the next four years we will see tariff
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reductions of 22 per cent for small and medium
businesses; 9 per cent for rural and farming
enterprises; 9 per cent for residential users; and
22 per cent for the 40 000 pensioners. Those
significant benefits are locked into these reforms.
We need. to move towards some privatisation to
enable the debt to be manageable in the future. Some
of the benefits for cowrtry users are also significant
The uniform tariff will be maintained through to
2000. Honourable members will be aware that the
state will be broken up into five distribution
districts, two of which will cover country Victoria.
Not only will the eastern and western distnbution
districts cover all of rural and regional Victoria but
they will also cover the outer suburban fringe of the
metropolitan area. All the new growth areas of
Melbourne will be encompassed in those eastern
and western districts, so there will be plenty of
potential for new business for those areas.
The point the Treasurer has agreed to, thanks to the

representations of many rural members, including
the Minister for Energy and Minerals, means there
will be a write-down on the asset values of those
two distribution authorities by $440 million, which
we believe will lead to a reduction in the sale price
of some $1 billion. It is a significant subsidy
provided by the government and is a recognition of
some of the issues that needed. to be handled within
those distribution districts.
Another important issue is that of farming
enterprises. I think 80 000 farms outside township
systems were to have their distribution costs
equalised. to the nearest urban centre of 100 people.
A~ after productive discussions, those
distribution costs will now be equalised right across
the district That is a significant bonus to the rural
community and a reinforcement that from the fringe
metropolitan area of Melbourne out to Mallacoota,
Portland, Mildura, Omeo or wherever there will be a
uniform distribution charge. That is something for
which the opposition should be praising the
government because dearly it is a government for all
Victorians. This initiative certainly would not have
been undertaken by a Labor government, which had
little interest outside the tram tracks of Melbomne.
1bis government has a broader approach.
Another issue of importance is the role of the
Regulator-General in pricing control The
Regulator-General will certainly have some
intrusive powers in relation to controlling prices; in
fact, he will have an oVerriding role and certainly far
more power than similar positions as they operate in
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the United Kingdom. We understand the
shortcomings of the United Kingdom position, and
that is why the Regulator~ has been given
such intrusive powers. The ideal free marketeer
might see this as intrusive, but to ensure that we
have some protection for consumers, quite rightly,
the minister has included that provision. Many
people in the rural community see these changes as
a real bonus and an opportunity to achieve savings
andefficiencies.

Mr Hamilton - Name, names!
Mr McNAMARA - In fact, I will name a
number of names: one group that is probably one of
the largest users of power in the rural community is
the dairy farming industry. Its body, the United
~ersofV~,is~tiyputtmg

together a proposal to deal with one distributor.
Based on the weight of numbers, those farmers
believe they can negotiate some arrangements for
the benefit of their members. I certainly hope the
honourable member, who represents part of
Gippsland and who has many dairy farmers if not in
his electorate then certainly around the fringe, will
support the dairy farmers in that endeavour.
The argument put forward by the opposition is that
it does not accept the need for change, but clearly
there is a need for change. Not only is our electricity
authority weighed down by debt, but through the
mismanagement of the Labor years we have seen the
creation of surplus capacity. In fact, this state
Wlderutilises its power capacity by 40 per cent. 1hat
capacity has been paid for by the long-suffering
taxpayers and tariff payers of Victoria, and we need
to ensure that we utilise that underutilised capacity.
I am sure the honourable member for Morwell
would agree with me on that point because there
might then be more jobs in the Latrobe Valley.

The only way to use the additional capacity is to
have an efficient industry. Once we have the
national grid, if we do not have a more efficient
system the real danger is that that underutilised
capacity will grow -it may increase from an
underutilisation rate of 40 per cent to SO or 60 per
cent - and power will be generated interstate and
transferred into Victoria.
We have some real natural advantages with the
brown coal resources. As the honowable member
for Morwell said, it is one of the cheapest fuels in the
world. It does not have great value for other
purposes, so it has a specialist role in the generation
of power. We aim to get Victoria back to the
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situation that existed prior to the election of the Cain
government when Victoria had the cheapest power
not only on the eastern seaboard but throughout
Australia.

I do not think a link to Tasmania will be outside our
lifetime. We are already selling power to South
Australia, and we could well be the baseload
generator for eastern and southern Australia. If we
have a link to Tasmania we will then be linked into
the hydro-electric power in that state. That would be
handy for peak load while we would still sell base
load power generated from brown coal.

They are the sorts of reforms that will see industry in
this state become more competitive. Rather than
having our expensive generation capacity further
laid off, we will be utilising our capacity at 100 per
cent. Not only will we be generating that power
using that cheap source of fuel but, more
importantly, we will be providing jobs for Victorians.
It is worth noting that the initiatives introduced by
the Minister for Energy and Minerals are supported
by the federal Labor government. It recognises the
need to get Australia up to world-best practice, to
create efficiencies and to create competition within
the Victorian industry.

There is also scope for some generation capacity to
be more appropriately located as well as maximising
the value of facilities within the Latrobe Valley. For
instance, across the border in the Riverlna is the
Oaklands coalfield, an excellent supply of coal If a
national grid introduces a competitive market
throughout Australia it will not matter where the
power stations are located - borders will become a
thing of the past. The Oaklands generation capacity
could supply base load power to cities such as
Wangaratta, Albury, Wodonga, Shepparton and
other provincial cities in that part of the state. Those
initiatives will encourage industry to invest in
desired locations.
I urge the opposition to move away from its
ideological position on privatisation and look at the
future. I can see real benefits, as the minister has
foreshadowed, of five generation companies
competing with each other in a national grid and
with competition coming from interstate. That will
create world-best practice. It will challenge some of
the work practices and inefficient management in
the system and ensure that Victorians and
Australians will make the best use of their assets.
Country Victoria will not be the only winner from
the reforms; the whole state will be a winner.
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The Leader of the Opposition referred to an issues

paper compiled by Mr Peter McGauran, the federal
member for GippsJand, which goes back some
months to when there were only preliminary
proposals. The paper is old news when compared
with the final position. The opposition is behind the
times once again; it is not up with the current issues.
In fact, the document is redundant. It is ridiculous
for the Leader of the Opposition to suggest that
there is a link between the construction of a COWltry
prison and a redtmdant document that is not
relevant to today's debate. I have every confidence
that the process relating to the private prison was
correct. TIle honourable member for Morwell has a
case of sour grapes because he wanted the prison
sited in his electorate. One of the towns in my
electorate was in the running as a contender for the
prison. TIle same goes for the honourable member
for Shepparton and the Minister for Finance. There
were plenty of contenders. I can say clearly that the
decision was made on merit.
Victorians must decide whether they want to
stagnate and dwell in the past or move into the
future. They must decide whether they want this
state to have primary and secondary industries that
are competitive with world-best practice -let alone
with the rest ofAustralia - or whether they want to
stay with the same tired management practices, the
same work practice arrangements, the massive debt
that weighs down industry and an inefficient
electricity system that can sell only 40 per cent of its
generation capacity.
Victoria has some natural advantages. It has some of
the cheapest power sources in the world, energy
which is not readily available for other uses but
which is ideally suited to power generation. The
proposals developed by this government are
supported by the federal Labor government, which
is saying, 'Move into the 21st century; revitalise your
industry; get competition going and enable the
benefits to flow on across the board from generation
to distribution'.
I support these initiatives by the minister who will
long be remembered as the minister who dragged
the electricity industry into the 21st century and who
implemented reforms that provided a real future for
the state. It is not just organisations such as the
United Dairyfarmers of Victoria who support this
proposal; manufacturing industries and, I hope,
unions who represent those workers also support it
They should see the opportunities being made
available to create a real future for Victoria. If we are
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prepared to pick up these challenges Victoria will
have a future.
The Leader of the Opposition referred to ideological
claptrap. That is no way to talk about his federal
colleagues. It is outrageous for the Leader of the
Opposition to describe Prime Minister Keating in
that way. I know there has been a difference of view
between the Leader of the Opposition and the Prime
Minister because the Prime Minister expected the
Leader of the Opposition to support him on
uranium mining.
Mr Kilgour - Wrong faction.
Mr McNAMARA - No, they thought they were
the same facti~ but someone who had more
authority than the Prime Minister obviously had a
good hold on the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr S. J. Plowman inteIjected.
Mr McNAMARA - As the minister says,
obviously holding him in a place where he could not
wriggle! We know the past year has been very trying
for the Leader of the Opposition. He lost a spill
motion on his leadership, which made him SCWTY
around seeking support The honourable member
for Morwell was one of the people who voted on the
spill motion. He put him up for the high jump and
said, 1've had enough'. The honourable member
was righl A majority of members of the opposition
said, 'Get rid of him. He is a Jonah, he is a millstone
around our necks. How do we tmload him?'. 'The
opinion polls show time and again that the Leader of
the Opposition is running a poor second in a
two-horse race. He knows that his future is limited.
He should enjoy the position while he can! The
knives are out again. We have all heard the stories
around the traps that a challenge will be m01.U\ted,
possibly before Christmas. The Leader of the
Opposition keeps saying that the party is right
behind him, but the question is: with what?

I support the reforms that have been introduced by
the responsible minister. I believe they will create
initiatives for this state that will make Victoria
competitive and take it forward into the 21st century.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I have a major
dilemma: should I spend all of my time responding
to the remarks made by the Acting Premier or
become emotional and passionate about this
particular piece of economic vandalism? I shall aim
somewhere between those two possibilities.
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About 3000 Victorian homes will be without power
tonight Why? Because never before in the history of
this state have so many people had their services
disconnected because they cannot pay their
electricity bills. That is where this piece of economic
vandalism is heading. More and more people in this
state will have their power supply disconnected in
the interests of the economic 'irrationalists'.
In the spectrum of standards of public respectability
politicians do not rate too highly. Generally
speaking we are at least one rung higher than
used<ar salesmen. However, we are investing in a
typical example of a used<ar sales project The
Herald Sun of 23 July 1994 contains a photograph of
the Minister for Energy and Minerals showing his
smiling face and high forehead He is reported as
saying:
The government will privatise the distribution and
generation sectors of the electricity industry and this is
likely to reduce state debt by between $5 billion and
$12 billion over the next few years.

That is a 240 per cent range. H I sell a motor car and
the used<ar salesman says, 1'1) give you somewhere
between $500 and $1200 for it', I will think. 'What is
this bloke up to? He's going to rip me off one way or

another'. The Herald Sun article reported a range of
$5 billion to $12 billion. What a disaster!
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However, in this case the government does not own
the electricity industry - the people of Victoria do.
We paid for it, but now the used-car salesman is
flogging something he does not own in the first
place. It is a scandal as well as being economic
stupidity.

I shall add to the used-car sales analogy - and this
is a beauty! We have all heard used-car salesman
say, 'Sorry, your vehicle's not worth anything. We'll
take it off your hands, but we're not prepared to pay
you anything for it'. We have all done that,
especially with some of our children's cars. In the
same article the minister referred to the future of the
Hazelwood power station, one of the first big power
stations. It is great station with a wonderful work
force that is concerned about the future, and
rightfully so. He said, 'You have to keep working
hard to save your jobs'. These people have been
working their guts out to save their jobs. But what
happens? More and more jobs are being lost all the
time. Is it any wonder!
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, the honourable member
purports to be quoting what I said in a newspaper
article. He is using a lot of licence by adding his own
words. He should identify the quotes from the
newspaper rather than placing his interpretation on
those quotes, which I believe to be different

Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - A used-car salesman would
not be that rash, yet the minister, who is flogging off
our electricity industry and breaking up the
generation system, says the range is anywhere
between $5 billion and 512 billion. Five billion
dollars is a lot of money, but $12 billion is 240 per
cent more.
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, by way of interjection I asked
the honourable member to show me the newspaper
article. I should like him to make it available.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! The minister
has asked that the document be made available to
the house. Is the honourable member happy to do
so?
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I will make it
available. This is a used-car salesman's approach to
selling. It is even worse, because by and large the
salesman owns the car that is being flogged.

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The minister is
quoted as saying:
Because Hazelwood is old it may mean the capital price

of Hazelwood in the market will be relativdy low and
that will give significant advantage to Haz.elwood in a
competitive market so it is really up to you people at
the power station to continue the work that is going on.

It means the same thing to the workers. I live with
those workers and I am aware of the devastation
that is being caused by these so-<alled moves.

I shall ad lib what was said at a function I attended
last Saturday night when a former Liberal Party
candidate said to me, 'Well, you've got to do
something about this. Don't you realise that this
government has given away the Latrobe Valley?
They don't care what is going on down there.
They've given you away. What are you going to do
about it?'. I wish. I could do something about it to
ensure that the concerns of those people in the
Latrobe Valley are well known. It is a sad comment
when a member of the liberal Party tells our
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community -100 other people also attended that
event on Saturday night - that the government has
given the system away. If that person were in our
party he would be expelled. You cannot have people
running down your government What an utter
disgrace! I would expel the minister also; don't
worry about that!
The Deputy Premier spoke about efficiency. When
people who do not have a decent and proper
scientific background talk about efficiency you
know what they are talking about efficiency is a
euphemism for sacking people and putting them out
of work. lhat happens every time someone says,
'We are more efficient'. When they say, 'If we get rid
of another 200 jobs, we will become more efficient in
our hospitals', it means 200 jobs will be gone. The
only way these economic Neo-Fascist vandals can
think about effidency is to sack people and put them
out of work. Two wrongs don't make a right

I assure the minister and the house that I have been
consistent on this issue from day one, regardless of
which government was in power. When talking
about governments, I put properly on the record the
federal government position. It is not a coalition, but
we all know what it means, and we are all
suspicious when they get together. They supported
the recommendations made in the Hilmer report
commissioned by the Industry Commission. lhat is
a right-wing organisation. Quite rightly the Age
reports on 3 September 1994:
Professor Hilmer said that the needs of national
competition in power generation would be served by
three or four generating companies.

The Deputy Premier is supporting this legislation
which says, 'Not only are there three or four
generating companies in the whole of Australia, or
even on the eastern seaboard of Australia, there will
be six different generating companies in Victoria'.

Despite the illogical arguments he presented in the
first place, Professor Hilmer never ever argued for
more than three or four on the whole eastern
seaboard. You would not need to be Einstein or have
a PhD in physics to know that he was thinking that
Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria could
form operating companies - and until it was
destroyed ,Victoria had the best generating system
in the country, and I will explain why later. There is
some generating capacity in South Australia, albeit
nowhere near sufficient for its needs, which is why
we can sell power over the border to that state; and,
as the Acting Premier quite rightly said, we can get
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some sort of cable power link between Victoria and
Tasmania.
In respect of Tasmania, if we sack enough people we
may even end up with some economic benefit for
both states. The only people I have heard argue that
position so far are people with shares in the power
cable constructing companies that will make money
out of laying the cable. Of course, it is not unusual
for that sort of thing to happen in business.

We are breaking up a generating system and giving
away Hazelwood. power station. We owe
Hazelwood; Hazelwood does not owe us! In real
economic terms, if one starts apportioning debt - I
will take up the Acting Premier's comments on debt
in a moment because there has been a bit of sleight
of hand about the way debt has been moved from
one part of the SEC to another which has not yet
come to light but which will- and looking at the
real cost of putting power out of the power stations,
and takes into account the servicing of debt
associated with the construction of power stations,
one will realise that Hazelwood can turn it out more
cheaply than anybody because there is no debt
associated with that power station.
Loy Yang A has significant debt associated with its
constructi~ as has Yalloum W. So if you start
looking at the real cost of churning out electricity
from those power stations you will find that
Hazelwood can tip it out the best
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I am pleased that the
minister agrees with me because we need to be wary
when economists start mucking around with
engineering and energy projects. When I was the
treasurer of a sporting organisation in my area we
had an accountant do our books and by the time he
had finished no-<me could understand where we
were. Every year we had a loss and our bank
account increased! They are marvellous, and they do
those things on a bigger scale with organisations like
the former SEC and, probably, with government
accounts.
One wonders why there is all this mad rush toward
privatisation. We have heard that in some people's
terms there were too many underproductive
workers in the SEC. That has certainly changed. That
change started under the previous government and
by and large had the cooperation of the trade union
movement Some of us who have been around a bit
longer than most can remember that back in 1979 the
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state experienced a 12-week strike resulting in
power restrictions all over the state. There has not
been a brownout or major shortage of power caused
by Victoria's power workers since 1982 'That is a
measure of the cooperation of workers in the
Latrobe Valley, which produces about 85 per cent of
the state's electricity needs.

The move toward greater productivity has meant
that we have sacked a lot of people and have
wrecked the social fabric of a total community. One
small community has lost 8000 jobs! Who will pick
up the social cost of that? We end up with 8000
families out of work on unemployment benefits but
the economic rationalists do not count that as a cost
of the electricity industry. That has been flick-passed
and sent off to someone else by the government
It is forttmate that in this country we have a decent
social support system for people who are not
employed. Those people are picked up by the social
security system, which is paid for by the taxpayers.
The system also pic1cs up those people who have
mental breakdowns because they are out of work
and feel rejected and unwanted. We have marriage
guidance coWlSe1lors who look at saving marriages
that have been caused by these actions. We have
police to look after crime that is caused by
mischievous people who want to demonstrate
anti-socia.l behaviour. Who adds up all of those
costs? Let the smart-arsed economists start adding
up the total cost of all of the changes that result from
economic rationalism.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Morwell used an
wtparliamentary term. I suggest he consider using a
different word
Mr HAMILTON - They are smart-alec
economists - the meaning is still well intended. Let
the community start thinking about the total costs of
all these economic reforms. The people who live in
areas that have been decimated by these SO<alled
economic reforms understand that they include not
just the cost of the people working in power stations
producing power but also the effect of the total
change in the fabric of the community.

One of the things that has amazed me in the Latrobe
Valley is that people in commerce and business have
also seen their businesses decimated. Everyone says
this is a good thing, that it is the right way to go. The
only thing that is right about it is that it is right
wing! We have seen destruction of industrial areas
that the former Prime Minister of the United
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Kingdom. Margaret Thatcher, would have been
proud of in her heyday.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - This is something far too
serious to trivialise. We are talking about people,

and people are more important than dollars or
having the cheapest electricity in the state or in
Australia. When considering the cost of electricity
people should forget about what they pay when
they get their electricity bill- I nearly said 'SEC
bill', but that organisation has been destroyed in the
rampant destruction mode the government has been
in - because that is determined by government
intervention. We heard the Deputy Premier talk
about government intervention. The price of
electricity and the doubling of the quarterly
smcharge for having the powerlines, which are
generally eyesores, stuck up in front of your house
are things determined by government

The real determinant of how much electricity costs is
how much it costs to provide the fuel, or in our case
to mine the fuel, dry it, put it in the power station,
get the supply of water for the steam and run the
system. That is the real cost! The real cost of
electricity and power stations is not in itself
something that is fixed because brown coal power
stations are capital intensive. It is the cost of capital,
not the actual bolts and nuts that are used to build
the power station, that matter. H interest rates rise,
as they did, a brown coal power station will be
dearer than a black coal one.
There is a lot of research evidence to indicate that
there are some excellent qualities of electricity
produced from brown coal because of its reliability,
the quantity of the fuel and environmental impact in
terms of ash and emissions. Thanks to the research
that is being commenced by the old SECV those
qualities will improve and it is hoped - I almost
pray - that we will have even more efficient ways
of getting thermal energy from brown coal into
electricity.
They are the real costs of brown coal. If you are
looking at interest rates of about 8, 9 or 10 per cent, a
brown coal power station is cheaper than a black
coal power station. It does not have all the
off-station costs to your commtmity, considering
what has happened with so many other power
generating stations overseas that have ended up
with acid rain because of emissions of sulphur
dioxide and nitrous dioxide.
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Again, who counts the cost of the smog? We have
talked about getting energy balances. The scientists
are fairly dose to being able to do an accurate energy
balance of what is happening with a power station,
but the economists have never addressed the total
cost in their measures of efficiency.

contracts that has ever been written in this state, and
it was written by the Honourable Dick Hamer some
time ago when he negotiated the gas contract for
Newport.

The last thing I have to say on efficiency is that it
would seem that the government knows the answers
to and the reasons for improving the productivity of
the power industry in this state - if you believe
what the government's consultants are telling it! I
have problems with consultants because I have
never yet known a consultant that you were paying
good money to that did not give you the answer you
wanted! It will be like the lightning strike on the
road to Damascus when that happens! It will really
be something to behold; it will be tremendous! As I
said, I do not take too much notice of consultants'
reports because they always have some vested
interest in wanting to get another quid out of you
next week.

Mr HAMILTON - Henry Bolte? I think it might
have been Dick Hamer. Regardless of who it was, it
was a pretty good contract. I tell you what, Minister,
when they start to negotiate the next contract it
might be a different thing. That is why you might
want to opt out, because it is easier for BHP to nm
its own power station at Newport. But no, they want
to get into }eeralang so that they can switch their
power on and off. The whole of }eeralang
gas-turbine station will then be switched on and off
and nm completely from Melbourne. You do not
have to have anybody there - not a person! We will
have a great world We shall have all these great
industry things and we don't need any people.

Given that we have so much knowledge and
information on how to improve the power station,
why on earth would the government want to flog it
off? It wants to wipe its hands, it wants to do a
Pontius Pilate? If it all gets mucked up - I was
going to use another Wlparliamentary word - it is
not our fault! It is your fault, Minister, because the
buck stops with you when this tmeXpurgated
disaster occurs with the breaking up of power
stations that were designed and built as a system;
and that is how they work. The demand for
electricity is not the same all day, every day of the
week. It varies because people start factories, turn on
their lights, cook their dinner, and do all sorts of
things.
The system in Victoria was designed to work as a

system. Yet the government wants to break it up. It
has a base load, an intermediate load and a peak
load. They can be managed and they have been
managed in this state for 75 years so that we can
adjust them and provide efficient, reliable and safe
electricity.

But when you have them all separated out and
generator X over at Yalloum W wants to nm a bit of
extra power along the lines of, 1 will drop it off a bit
cheaper', this will mean that some of our other base
load stations will nm down, so you lose that, and
who will be happy with supplying the intermediate
load? Again it is a notion of, 'Well, we've got
Ess<rBHP; they have good gas supplies'. They have
a great contract with the government, one of the best

Honourable members interjecting.

Why would you want to break up a system which
has worked so well which cannot possibly work if
the aim is to make a profit by flogging off more
electricity from your particular generating station?
Who will balance the system? Who will balance the
greedy fingers of the new private owners? They
have no social responsibility. They have a
responsibility, and this is the way capitalism works,
to provide profits for their shareholders. It is a
notion of all care, no responsibility. Who will
balance the load when they are all separate? It defies
imagination to think how the system can possibly
work under these new deforms? I was going to say
reforms, but they are not reforms; they are best
described as deforms.
Nowhere else in the whole world has anything like
this been attempted. It does not satisfy even the
federal government's at least questionable motives
in what it wants to do with the power industry,
because you cannot get electricity and store it, then
let it go and come free when somebody wants it It is
one of those things that you make it when it is used;
it travels down the cable at three by ten to the eighth
metres per second and that is that! Every now and
again something goes wrong and you have to start
all over again.
I carm<>t see any advantage to Victoria, any cost
savings at all in breaking up this generating system.
None of the experts other than Or Peter Troughton,
who failed in New Zealand with the system there as
well, has demonstrated that it works and promoted
it. It is nothing short of an absolute potential
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disaster. I will personally feel very sorry for the
minister when the system is ruined, when there are

blackouts all over Victoria, when there may be the
same tariff charge all over Victoria, or the guarantee
of it - but nobody said anything about the
surcharge.
I have pensioners in my electorate who have $9
worth of electricity and a bill for 50 bucks because of
a S40 surcharge. That is what happens. So we will all
be paying the same number of cents per kilowatt of
energy used. I hope the minister responds - it is
something he could respond to seriously and
guarantees that we will have the same surcharge all
over Victoria. Is the surcharge going to be the same,
because the surcharge represents the cost of having
that service delivered to you and it costs a hell of a
lot more to have it delivered to Mildura than it does
to Melbourne? And, it costs a hell of a lot more to
have it delivered to Melbourne than it does to the
Latrobe Valley.
As I said, is the surcharge going to be the same all
over Victoria? If it is, the government is not even
consistent economically. The government is not even
economically consistent with the economic theories,
which are ftmdamentally flawed.

So will we have a common surcharge all over
Victoria? Will my surcharge in the Latrobe Valley
next door to the Hazelwood power station be the
same as someone's in Mildura? It ought to be; I do
not mind subsidising the people in Melboume
because I think it is important enough, but if the
government does that it is being economically
inconsistent:. So how can the government claim that
there is any justification whatsoever for this
disastrous exercise?

The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) -Order!
The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr TANNER (Caulfie1d) - listening to this
debate and the contributions of the Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for Morwell
has reminded me of an old Charlie Brown cartoon.
Charlie Brown wanted Lucy to read his fortune. She
said, 'Charlie Bro~ on the great ship of life there
are some people who face their deckchairs to the
rear so they can see where they have been while
others face their deckchairs to the front so they can
see where they are going. Which way, Charlie
Brown, does your deckchair face?' Charlie Brown
replied, 'I have never been able to erect my
deckchair'. Unfortunately that is the situation we
have today with the contradictions between the
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Leader of the Opposition and the honourable
member for Morwell.
Although I respect the honourable member for
Morwell, his contribution was very sad It
corresponded in many ways to the theme Gandhi
ran throughout India in the 19405 as that country
raced towards independence. Gandhi was
frightened of his nation when it gained
independence. He was frightened it would do away
with the cottage industries and that the new political
leaders of that nation would want it to enter the
New World. He could see that if that happened the
little cottage industries in the country villages
throughout India would become redundant and the
people would not have jobs. Gandhi wanted to hang
on to those jobs; he wanted to hang on to the
immediacy of maintaining employment in those
country villages.

However, the new leaders of that great nation
realised they had to drag India into the New WorId.
They realised that if they did not introduce change
and industrialise the country in a few short years
everyone would be doomed to unemployment They
realised that if India and its people were to develop
they had to compete internationally and, although it
meant pain, India's long-term future resided only in
accepting industrialisation.
During the speech of the honourable member for
Morwell the house witnessed a call to the Gandhian
India of the 1940s. The honourable member asked
why it was necessary to break up the SECV. He
asked: why break up the present system? He said if
there are new power stations in the future - and he
named a particular company - they will almost
certainly be natural-gas powered. He said those new
stations will need hardly anyone to work in them,
and that is the reality. That is what this government
and the Victorian and Australian communities must
face up to.

If the Victorian community is to prosper in the
future it has to be the most competitive community
in Australia, otherwise it will lose opportwlities to
other Australian communities. If our nation is to
prosper it must be competitive internationally. TIlat
is why we saw the great contradiction that was so
clearly exposed in the arguments of the Leader of
the Opposition and the honourable member for
Morwell, arguments that were refuted by the Acting
Premier. There is also an enormous contradiction
between those two members' contributions and the
attitude of the commonwealth government, the
Prime Minister and the previous Prime Minister.
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Those gentlemen of the federal Parliament realise
that if Australia is to prosper inefficiencies must be
reduced. 1l1at does not mean the present state
government is oblivious to the pain that might be
incurred by going down that road However, unless
this government faces up to this pain on behalf of
the Victorian community there will be far greater
pain in the future.
The society we inherited from our forebears was at
the forefront of the world Unless we introduce
changes now, we will hand on a different society to
the next generation of Australians. Hard decisions
have to be made for Australia. We are struggling.
Unless we turn our trade balance arcnmd we will
have grave problems in the future. Of more
immediacy is micro-economic reform - a
euphemism for increased efficiency. The honourable
member for Morwe1l said increased efficiency often
results in fewer jobs. However, by making Australia
more competitive internationally and the Victorian
community more competitive nationally, in time we
will aeate many, many more jobs and increase the
prosperity of everyone.

Interestingly enough, both the Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for Morwe1l
were not prepared to face up to the reason why this
government has to make these hard decisions now.
They did not want to introduce that element into
their arguments because it is embarrassing for them.
During the Labor government's 10 years of
economic mismanagement Victoria was reduced to
the pauper state of mainland Australia.. The coalition
government had to face up to those hard decisions.
When this government was elected to office in
October 1992, it faced a projected current account
deficit of $3000 million for the coming year alone. In
three years the coalition government has managed
to turn that around. At the end of this financial year
the projected current account surplus is $400 million.
Progress has been made in reducing the state's debt
When this government was elected it faced a debt
equal to 30 per cent of the gross state product. We
have already reduced that to 28 per cent and we
anticipate that in the next two or three years it can be
reduced to 24 per cent

It is important that the debt is reduced. Unless we
do so Victoria carmot compete with the other
Australian states which are averaging around 15 per
cent We can only reduce debt to those levels if we
are prepared to make hard decisions such as those
that have been made in education, public transport,
health and now in the power industry. That is why
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we have legislation such as this before Parliament
We are trying, and being urged on by the federal
Labor government and the federal Labor Prime
Minister, to introduce these changes. Only a few
short days ago honourable members will recall that
the Prime MiIUster was reported in the news media
castigating the states and saying they were not
doing enough quickly enough. He said if the states
did not get a move on the federal government
would take action irrespective of their wishes. Yet
last night and again today the Leader of the
Opposition on behalf of the Labor Party in this state
adopted a contradictory stance to that of his federal
government colleagues in Canberra.
This debate has revealed the conservatism of the
opposition. We assume members of the Labor Party
to be radicals, yet in this debate the honourable
member for Morwell and the Leader of the
Opposition revealed themselves quite clearly as true
conservatives.
Mr Hamilton - True believers!
Mr TANNER - It is a sad situation. The
contradictions in the Labor Party and the messages
its members are sending out make it difficult for the
Australian community to become internationally
competitive.

Last night we heard gloom and dismal predictions
from the Leader of the Opposition. He said we
would not be able to afford new power stations, that
there would be increased prices and that our power
industry would be eaten up by big, nasty people
from the other states. Today we heard the Acting
Premier speak, and what a contrast his contribution
was to that of the Leader of the Opposition! He was
full of positive thoughts and outcomes. He talked
about Victoria generating power to South Australia,
Tasmania and south-eastem Australia.
Unlimited natural gas resources from Bass Strait
appear to be available for the next half-century,
which will be of great benefit to our power industry.
It is almost certain that when the present generation
of power stations reach the end of their economic
lives - on present predictions that will be in the
years 2020 to 2030, although the period might be
extended if they are refurbished - we will shift to
power stations powered by natural gas. If not
enough gas from Bass Strait is made available on a
competitive basis there are unlimited supplies from
the North West Shelf.
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The Australian community as a whole will greatly
benefit from those supplies, but the state in the most
advantageous position of all is Victoria. People
talking about space exploration say that the
adventure has only just begun. So too has the
adventure with natural gas supply and power
generation just begun for the Victorian community.

The Acting Premier was saying, in effect, that we
must think of outcomes and not vested interests. The
honourable member for Morwell was saying, 'Don't
change work practices or close down power
stations'. We have to think of outcomes and benefits
for all Victorians and, in time, for the Australian
community.
There was contradiction between the Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for Morwell
when the honourable member for Morwell
mentioned the imminent loss of thousands of jobs. I
remember the Leader of the Opposition saying last
night that the previous Labor government started
the work practice reforms of the former SECV and
took the work force down-Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr TANNER - Not just 8000, Minister, but from
almost 23 000 to nearly 10 OOO! The previous
government certainly started the process.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr TANNER. - Also, Minister, the Leader of the
Opposition asked, 'Why are you doing this? There
are no more jobs to go. Where will the efficiency
come &om?'. I do not know whether the Leader of
the Opposition and the honourable member for
Morwe11 have had words outside the chamber but
the honourable member for Morwel1 said thousands
more jobs are to go. TIlat is a minor contradiction
between the respective positions of the honourable
member for Morwell and the Leader of the
Opposition, compared with their contradiction with
the federal government and the Prime Minister.
Only a few days ago the Prime Minister said there
would be the move towards micro-economic reform
that is so necessary in Australia whether the states
want it or not As I listened to the contribution of the
Leader of the Opposition I thought that he might be
an old follower of the Mouseketeers who appeared
on a program on Channel 7.

Ms Marple interjected.
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Mr TANNER - Perhaps I am showing my age!
The Leader of the Opposition was talking about a
fantasy land. Some of the things he said appeared to
be fantasies. He said what the government is
proposing is unanimously opposed around
Australia, but we know one person who does not
oppose it the Prime Minister! It is not unanimously
opposed; the Prime Minister supports it, and there
are many others.
Mr Hamilton - Are you going to vote for him at
the next election?
Mr TANNER - Despite his support for this
initiative I do not envisage voting for him at the next
election. However, I concede that he is not totally
foolish. The Leader of the Opposition also talked
about electricity prices and said that in New South
Wales, South Australia and Western Australia
electricity prices have dropped in recent years. That
is an interesting observation because those states
have coalition governments. He says this
government is about taxes, taxes and more taxes.
Why? Even if that were partially true, and I do not
accept that it is, why would there have to be
increased taxation in Victoria?

The honourable members for Morwe1l and Altona
have suddenly gone quiet. Is one of them prepared
to accept responsibility for the economic mess this
government inherited when it came to office? 1be
honourable member for Altona has an out in that
she was not here at the time of the previous
government, but that does not apply to the
honourable member for Morwell. He sat by and
watched the economic mismanagement occur. I had
a sense of deja vu when the Leader of the
Opposition was talking about taxes and more taxes.
I remember the leader of a government who in 1988
said in respect of taxes and a basket of goods that
'there would be no increases in taxes and, mark my
words, this is not a promise, it is a pledge'!
1herefore, I wonder at the gall of someone who
could get up and complain about another
government that has been forced to increase costs in
some areas because of the economic mess it
inherited from the previous government
Then the Leader of the Opposition went on a bit of a

wander and started talking about asthma, cars on
freeways and petrol prices. I looked around the
chamber and saw eyes drifting towards the ceiling
and I wondered when he was going to get back to
the bilL That is when he started talking about what
was going to happen to Victoria in 20 or 30 years'
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time. He claimed that this government was about
looking after its mates in big business.

will be further and greater unemployment problems
in the future.

I shall address that point a little more closely. The
government has said that the uniform tariff will be
maintained until the 21st century. That is a pledge
the government is giving and we will keep it, unlike
the previous government that used to say its
promises were not promises, they were pledges.
Regardless of what they were called, as soon as the
Labor Party was returned to government it set out to
break them.

'The honourable member for Morwell would be well
aware that when the tabor government came to
office in 1982 Victoria's unemployment level was
around 5.8 per cent to 6.2 per cent. When it left office
it was a multiple of that figure. Because of the
federal government's loosening of control of the
Australian currency, unemployment in this state
eventually skyrocketed to approximately 125 per
cent Under this government the figure has now
been cut back to 105 per cent and on current
projections a further decrease to 95 per cent will
occur by the end of this financial year. That is the
path the government has locked the Victorian
community into, and despite increased participation
rates in the labour force that have risen from the low
60s to approximately 63 or 64 per cent, that further
decrease is expected.

TIle government is saying that over the next four
years there will be reductions in electricity charges
of 22 per cent for small and medium-sized
businesses; 22 per cent for pensioners and 9 per cent
for farmers and consume:r5. The honourable member
for Morwell said that tonight 3000 homes will not
have electricity because people cannot afford to pay
their electricity bills. The first thing the honourable
member for Morwel1 needs to address is why those
people cannot afford their electricity - it is because
they live in a society that had to endure 10 years of
Labor government. There were not 3000 homes
without electricity back in 1982, but after 10 years of
Labor government that is apparently what we have
been reduced to. This government is promising that
over the next four years electricity tariffs and
charges for those households will be reduced by
22 per cent, and that is what we will deliver.
TIle honourable member for Morwe1I talked about

economic Neo-Fascists. I wonder what ex-Senator
Button would be thinking if he were sitting in the
chamber listening to that member's address? I
wonder what the present Prime Minister would be
thinking? He would have heard an absolute
repudiation of the policy that the present federal
government has followed for a number of years.
TIle honourable members for Altona and Morwell
should be aware of the recent economic paper now
being followed by the federal government that
attempts to reduce the number of long-term
unemployed in this country. To do this it must
reduce overall cyclical unemployment, and the
federal government is deliberately following a
policy of mi~onomic reform which will
eventually translate into improved efficiency. As the
honourable member for Morwell said, it means
fewer jobs in the immediate future, but he must get
out of his Gandhi-type mentality and realise that
unless the community is prepared to grasp the nettle
and tackle the inefficiencies in our economy there

The Victorian government has been prepared to take
the hard decisions in health. education, public
transport and now in the power industry. There is
short-term pain, and we are not oblivious to that
fact. H the honourable member for Morwell is
prepared to note the state government's
community-based employment program and its
success, he would know that 8000 jobs and training
positions have been created through the course of
this year and that the projected figure for 1995 is
11 000 jobs. They are not just training positions;
11 000 jobs are to be created for the long-term
unemployed.
One can see how the government is prepared to take
hard decisions while showing compassion to help
the unemployed and their dependants. The Leader
of the Opposition and the honourable member for
Morwell have a responsibility to the Victorian
community to resolve their contradiction with the
Prime Minister and the federal Labor government so
that we can have a consistent position &om the
Labor Party on this issue. Either they are for
improved efficiencies or they are against them.

The honourable member for Morwell wants to
return to the cottage industry mentality which
means a job in this village and a job in that village,
and the fact that the workers are paid nothing and
that we regress to eating bread only does not matter.
We need actions such as those being taken by this
government in the power industry to improve
efficiencies overall while showing compassion
through its community-based employment program
for those people suffering through such changes. In
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that way we can, in the long term, develop a better
Victoria and a better Australia. The Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for Morwell
are totally contradictory and are not exhibiting the
authority and leadership the Victorian commlDlity
deserves.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I begin by stating that I
do not mind that the honourable member for
Caulfield links the honourable member for Morwell
and me with Gandhi - I think that is a high
privilege and I will take it on board.

However, I presume the honourable member for
Caulfield has not been to India recently and viewed
the great poverty which exists Wlder the industrial
revolution he has been talking about Nevertheless, I
am pleased to speak on the bill because it is vitally
important to the people of Victoria that the
opposition opposes it so strongly.
It opposes it because the bill has a smell of death
about it. Not only does it spell the death of the
power industry as we know it but we know full well
that the bill means the death of many small towns in
Victoria.
It has as its base three major purposes: the first is to
split Generation Victoria into five separate
generation companies. They are supposed to
compete against each other and they are supposed
to deliver the same or a cheaper service than is
currently the case. However, it has been pointed out
by both the Leader of the Opposition and the
honourable member for Morwell that the power
industry in Victoria is extremely vulnerable. It is
virtually there to be picked off by the other
companies. Nowhere else in Australia have the
Premiers, be they of New South Wales, Tasmania,
South Australia - which are of the same ilk as this
government - or Queensland, determined to go
down this road of destruction.

Not one interstate government has said it will break
up its energy industry into five small generation
companies.
The bill also introduces an energy levy, ostensIbly to

cover any difference between the pool prices and the
price paid under the contract with Mission Energy
Loy Yang B. The third purpose of the bill is to
introduce a franchise fee payable by distribution
companies to reflect the value of franchises over
domestic and small electricity users awarded to
distribution companies.
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The people of Victoria have asked us to tell the
government that this is not the way to go. The
Leader of the Opposition and the honourable
member for Morwe11 have both said that the
Treasurer does not understand the electricity
industry. He is like a used-car salesman - the
government and the Treasurer are selling off
something that is not theirs. The government was
elected to look after Victorians and not to sell off its
electricity industry or cause its death.
The bill will make sure that the government and, in
particular, the Treasurer and the Minister for Energy
and Minerals go down in history as the people who

destroyed the Victorian electricity industry.
Victorians will look back and ask why they did this.
It is not in the interests of Victorians to have their
electricity industry taken away &om them. These
changes are not justified and, as I have said, no other
state has said it will contemplate such a carve up of
its electricity industry. In fact, no other country in
the world is cutting up its electricity industry into
small bits and pieces and then flogging them off.
Without doubt, it is the most ineffective way of
making sure consumers - people - are treated
fairly, and I sometimes despair of the government
understanding that
The government is obligated to ensure that the

people of Victoria receive power at a reasonable
price, but this is not the way to do it Unfortunately,
Victoria will pay the ultimate price. We have seen
what has happened over the past few years. I am not
the only person who is saying these things. The
Leader of the Opposition pointed out yesterday that
Mr Ross Bunyon, the chief executive officer of
Pacific Power in New South Wales said that the
electricity industry needs a true market and not a
contrived market. In his summary at a recent
electricity conference he said:
Markets are dynamic and cannot be contrived -

yet this is what the government is attempting to do.
Structures will evolve and change in response to
market dictates. We need a true market. not a contrived

market in which effective reform would collapse under
the weight of bureauaacy, overprescribed structures
and excessive regulation. We need a true market that
will ensure environmental advantage will be turned. to
competitive advantage. We need a true market based
on the principles of the National Grid Management
Council
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Mr BWlYon went on to talk about the position of
Pacific Power. He said that it will not occur with
Pacific Power or with a change of government in
New South Wales in March. New South Wales will
not go down this track. It will not break up its
generation industry into little bits as will happen in
Victoria. Distribution companies will not be broken
up.

It is important to recognise that the government is

selling out Victorians. These industries will be the
prey of raiders from other states, principally New
South Wales. They will be picked off, one by one.
Some people will not worry about that, but the
people of Victoria will want to know what has
happened to the electricity industry it once owned.
Already under this government 3000 people have
had their electricity supply disconnected. The
honourable member for Caulfield did not see that as
a problem. Many people are already suffering
because of the huge taxes imposed on them over the
past few years. The people who have had their
power disconnected by this government should be
added to the list of people suffering because of the
imposition of high taxes.
I want to speak about rural country towns which the
Leader of the Opposition said he has visited during
the weeks when Parliament has not been sitting. It is
a shame that some members opposite do not do the
same. 1hey should talk not just with the farmers but
with the small business people they purport to look
after. I was fortunate recently to visit 8oort, Swan
Hill, Sea Lake, Wycheproof and St Amaud. I am
pleased that many people were willing to speak to
me and they were pleased that I took the trouble of
visiting their town. Honourable members should
have heard the cries of despair from those people.
We know small rural towns have had difficulties
over the past 50 to 100 years. There has been a
continuing drift away to the larger cities. Over the
past two years they feel their diffirulties have been
exacerbated by the government's policies. They feel
let down and betrayed. They are desperate to know
who will care for them in the future.

This bill will add to their concerns because it will
increase the cost of electricity. The honourable
member for Caulfield said This is a promise and
this is where we will stand'. When the Premier was
the Leader of the Opposition he said that under a
coalition government not one person in this state
would be disadvantaged by one dollar. We have
seen what that has meant Every family in this state
has been disadvantaged by more than $1500 a year.
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Rural Victorians are in desperate straits; they feel the
government has pushed them into despair. That is
not how I remember rural Victoria during the years I
lived and worked there. Rural Victorians are
resilient people who want to put their shoulders to
the wheel to ensure things happen.
It is not good enough for the honourable ma;nber for
Geelong to interject during the contribution of the
Leader of the Opposition, 'Cheer up, Christmas is
cOming'. It is one thing to say tha~ but this
government is about show; it is about dressing up
things and making them gorgeous. The 3000 people
who have had their electricity supplies disconnected
since the government came to office do not feel that
Chrisbnas is the brightest time for them. They feel
they are not part of the show. That has been said by
people in all the areas I have visited, not only by
those in the grain-growing areas but also those in
areas such as Frankston and other outer suburban
areas of Melbourne. They say, 'What is this
government on about? Money spent on building the
casino and enlarging the spiral on the arts centre is
one thing, but what about us? It is all very well to
have showy areas but these people are feeling
oppressed. They want to know what the
government stands for. They are now saying that the
government stands for betrayal. They want to be
cheerful and feel there is hope for their towns. They
want young people to return and the National Party
to serve them, as it promised year after year. 1hose
people put aside small amOWlts of money to pay
directly into the National Party because they
believed it would represent their interests. They say,
'If only we had a leader who would stand up for the
old COWltry party values, one who genuinely served
the COWltry party and who stood apart from these
marriages that are leading us astray'.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mc Richardson) Order! Will the honourable member return to the
bill, which is about restructuring the electricity
industry.

Ms MARPLE - I wanted to share my thoughts
with a couple of COWltry people, Mr Acting Speaker.
But I will follow your direction to the letter. In his
contnbution the honourable member for Caulfield
talked about people having to take on the pain that
this bill will inflict because it will be all bright and
breezy in the future. It would be great if that were
so. However, experience tells us that what happened
in the United Kingdom was a disaster. If one
slavishly follows the American and United Kingdom
example with the sac1cings, the selling off of utilities
and privatising, all Wlder the guise of creating
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competition, which is what this bill seeks, rather
than true competition we will have almost pretend
competition. We will end up with many people
living in poverty.

I do not believe any member in this place wants to
see that This bill is taking us down that road. The
honourable member for Caulfield said, 'Don't
worry, everything will be rosy'.lt may be in
Caulfield if you are a mate or given a job - there are
some lucrative jobs in this carving up - but the
great majority of people, especially those in the rural
community, are dependent on cheaper electricity.
But I do not believe they will get it with this bill.
The environment is another concern. Australians

made a commitment not to add to the greenhouse
effect. We must ensure that policies are put in place
so that we use less power, not more. Yet this bill tells
us that through competition electricity will cost
more. If these companies have to make profits they
will want to sell more electricity, and therefore it
will cost more. They will want to sell more power to
make more profits. If that is the case those
companies will be worth buying. A company that is
dedicated to making a profit must say that the use of
more power will produce more profit We all know
that power stations are polluters. The breaking up of
the SEC means there will be no commitment to
cutting the greenhouse effect, and that will be a
disaster for the environment The bill means there
will be open slather in the marketplace and the
companies will have to flog electricity to
householders. They will have to say that their
company is better than the other company and we
should use more electricity.
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opposition to point out the fears, concerns and the
history of this form of false competition. This bill
takes us down the path of environmental and
economic disaster. It shows that the government is
not aware of the industry as a whole. As pointed out
by the Leader of the Opposition:
The 1994 annual report of Generation Victoria concedes
that if the generators are broken up they will be

WleCOnOIIlic.

It is stated at page 36 of that report
The national market may pose threats to Victorian
generators to the extent that it opens Victorian
consumers to the large b1oc:k. of generation controlled
by the single Pacific Power entity (which has capacity
well in excess of NSW needs).

The report goes on to talk about the system and how
it would work. It states that if you break up the
Victorian system into little bits, Pacific Power and
the New South Wales government will be able to
take it over. Of course, New South Wales will not
break up its industry; it will wait until the bill takes
effect further down the track and be ready and able
to pounce and to eat up the small bits and pieces
that the government, through this bill, will break our
power industry into.

It is important that governments are responsible and
plan ahead. The Victorian government, particularly
in this bill, is not planning ahead for the betterment
of Victoria. The bill is based. on the premise that
markets are everything. Unfortunately markets fail.
The marketplace is not infallible.

The honourable member for Caulfield implied that
because the opposition opposes the bill it is going
back in time. I suggest that this bill is going back in
time. It follows economists' views that this is the
way to go and therefore, the government says, 'We
are modem'. However, if you look at it from an
environmental point of view, we are going back to
the 1960s where we were encouraged to use as much
power as we could. We received gold medallions on
our homes, but we ended up paying for far more
electricity simply because we were using more. 1ba.t
is what this bill is about It will not only be a disaster
in economic terms, it will also lead to environmental
degradation.

The bill will result in the death of an efficient means
of delivering power. H the government continues
down the overall economic path this bill tells us it is
taking, it will result in the deaths of many small
country towns and the deaths of the careers of some
backbenchers on the government side. However,
they are probably so caught up in the rhetoric that
they do not understand that.

I do not care if the honourable member for Caulfi.e1d
says that I am living in the past and I do not care
that we are not ready to change simply because we
are objecting to this bill. I believe it is the duty of the

blame the victims, the people themselves, and will.
use some story about why it has happened.
Government members will say, 'It is not the
government's fault, it is your fault'.

In its brief history the government has proved to be
a high-taxing government. Now this bill will add
another charge on the people of Victoria. We will
have not only the record 3000 disconnections under
this system, there will be more. I suppose the
government will do what it usually does: it will
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Unfortunately for the government, the voters
understand that it is the government that is bringing
in this type of bill that results in so many people
paying more taxes, that it is the government that is
hell-bent on making sure that rather than achieving
the most efficient electricity industry possible it will
split it up and sell it off.
Mr CLAIlK (Box Hill) - I wish to comment on
some of the arguments raised by the opposition
against the bill I wish then to put on the record
some facts that will rebut some of the wild
allegations that have been made by opposition
members.
I will respond first to the argument of the
honourable member for Altona, the Leader of the
Opposition and other speakers about disconnections
of 3000 domestic customers from the electricity
system. The best way to help people who are having
difficulty paying bills, whether they be bills for
electricity, the home mortgage, petrol for the car or
the cost of food on the table, is to get them a job get them into productive work so that they can have
the dignity of employment, hope for the future and
some control over their own destiny.
After 10 years of Labor government in this state and
11 years of a federal Labor government that is
proving to be an uphill battle. The federal
government has been sucking the country dry with
its ever-increasing expenditure and its inability to
control costs, yet it has the nerve to talk about
raising taxes. It is the ordinary person who suffers
under that sort of regime, yet it comes from the side
of politics that purports to care for the ordinary
person.
The second point that needs to be made is that
electricity prices in Victoria increased steadily
during the tabor years compared with prices in
other states due to the steadily increasing levels of
debt in the former SEC as the former Labor
government drained more and more money out of
the organisation to fund its current account situation
and as a result of the political judgment made by
Laber to go ahead with the Lay Yang B power
station development at a time when it was not
justified on fundamentals but suited Labor for the
purposes of a forthcoming election campaign. The
former government poured billions of dollars into
the construction of an asset which, had it been
planned to come on stream sensibly, could have
been delayed and saved enormous increases in debt
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By contrast, the reforms of the present government
are driving down power prices for all Victorians,
including those who have most difficulty paying
their bills. The government is doing everything a
state government can do to assist people who are
having difficulty in meeting their electricity bills,
just as they are no doubt having difficulty meeting
other bills because of both the lack of employment
opportunities in this country and the tax rates by
which the federal government is bleeding this
country dry.
I wish now to comment on some of the arguments
raised by the Leader of the Opposition. He talked
about ctisaggregation and ran the argument that
no-one else around the world, or cert:amly around
Australia, is doing it. It struck me while listening to
his remarks that he is suffering from a really
old-fashioned Australian cultural cringe. In his view
we do not have the guts to stand up on our own and
be a world leader, to think for ourselves what the
best thing to do is in particular circumstances. His
attitude is, 'If we cannot find someone else around
the world in whose footsteps to tread, let's not do it
alone because we are not competent as Australians
to make the right decision on our own - we have to
have someone else holding our hand'.

In an earlier debate the honourable member for
Portland referred to the opposition being back in the
1950s. 1bis is yet another example of how the
thinldng of opposition members is about 40 years
behind the times. It is particularly ironic that that
comes from the Labor side of politics, which has
always prided itself on being reformist, on being
willing to look at issues on their merits, make
decisions based on reasoned argument and to try to
improve the lot of society. Label members are now
saying, 'No, let's not do it, it is all too dangerous, all
too worrying. There are too many uncertainties in it
Let's take the safe course and stick to what we
know, stick in the mud and let someone else
introduce the initiatives and reap the rewards'.
When it comes to looking at the facts, as distinct
from the mind-set of opposition members, there
have been other initiatives taken aroWld the world
on which the government is drawing. However, we
are going one step further than the rest of the
world - we are taking advantage of the experience
of other countries around the world. As the whole
course of human history shows, the way humans
succeed and the reason we have civilisations is that
one generation learns from the experience of
previous generations. That is exactly what we are
doing.
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Ms Maple interjected
Mr CLARK - I am not sure what the interjection
from the honourable member for Altona is meant to
signify, but she does not seem minded to look to the
future, to optimism or to improvement She prefers
to stick in the same old rut.
The other interesting thing that arose from what the
Leader of the Opposition and other opposition
speakers had to say was a continuation of their
citing of evidence, if you can call it evidence, of
people who have enormous vested interests that are
against the interests of this state. They cited
Mr Buny~ the head of Pacific Power, as one of the
main sources of their evidence as to why the
Victorian reforms will not work, just as in other
areas of public debate they cite Sheraton ID and

Alcoa.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr CLAR.K - All of these parties have great
personal and commercial interests in the matters in
dispute and, as the minister says, are hardly
objective commentators. In many instances their
interests are quite contrary to the interests of the
state of Victoria, yet the opposition seems to gullibly
pick up their arguments and cite them in this house
as though they were the gospel truth.
The opposition is playing into the hands of the
competitors of Victoria, playing into the hands of
multinational companies that one would have
thought Labor members would have viewed with
suspicion. One certainly would not expect the
opposition to back those interests against the
interests of this state.
Similarly, in a conservative vein the opposition is
sticking with this old notion that big is beautiful, the
nice great monolithic sort of structure that says,
'Don't worry about it, we'll look after all your
problems' - that is the one they believe to be best
We have seen in numerous industries that big is not
beautiful these days. Being small and flexible, a
business is quite often far more able to deliver
service and therefore far more available to earn a
return. One need simply cite the example of mM
and the computer industry. Some 20 or 30 years ago
if you bought shares in IBM you could not go
wrong. Yet the minnows in the computer industry
have come along and cut mM to pieces, and now
they are struggling to hold their place in the market.
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The opposition is sticking to the bureaucratic and
corporate dinosaur model of providing services,
where it is the small and agile businesses that are
proving to have the more successful track record in
the modern and international economy.
One hopes the opposition will start to realise that we
in this state and in this country have to be prepared
to change. We have to be prepared to match the rest

of the world if we do not want to become some
second<lass backwater of the world and have all
our citizens, including our most needy citizens,
suffer because we as a state and as a country cannot
raise the resources to look after them properly.

I now turn to the next issue that the Leader of the
Opposition raised, the question of electricity prices
in this state compared with other states. I will come
back to some more detailed evidence on this point
later, but the fact of the matter is that under the
Labor government, Victoria lost a competitive edge
that we should never have lost based on the
resources and the head start that we had in our
electricity industry. New South Wales and
Queensland have left us behind.

As I said earlier, Loy Yang B was embarked upon for
suspect motives, and it proved to be so mishandled
and so expensive that even those on the opposition

side of politics, who were passionately opposed to
privatisation, had to sell it because there was no
other way they could fund it to completion.

When we, on the government side of politics, raised
the price of electricity we did it honestly and openly.
If you refer to page 92 of Hansard of 28 October 1992
you can read the words of the Treasurer coming
right out and making it perfectly dear that we were
increasing tariffs by 10 per cent in order to raise
special dividends to contrIbute to meeting the
budget situation that we faced.
'There is no prize for working out who left us the
budget situation that we had to face. On the other
side of politics during the previous government's
term in office, it just quietly sucked ever-increasing
dividends out of the SEC, not for any useful purpose
but to put off the evil day of recognising that its
current expenditure was getting right out of hand.
The next point that the Leader of the Opposition
raised related to bringing in commercial boards. He
complained that the people who are coming on to
these boards are getting commercial directors' fees.
He complained that they did not have any
qualifications or, rather, any experience in the
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electricity industry. There are two simple answers to
that second point.

Pacific Power. So New South Wales is on the same
course as us in a number of respects.

Firstly, given that the electricity industry has been in
public sector hands with a few state-owned cartels
for so long, it is not surprising that there is a lack of
private sector expertise.
Secondly, when you construct boards you do not
simply base those boards on people who have
expertise in the industry concerned. You draw from
a wide range of skills and experience from an over
the place, from finance, from law, and from
managing other types of industrial enterprises. You
try to get a bit of lateral thinking and a bit of
brainstorming going on.

The Leader of the Opposition tried to raise some
argument based on the operation of the pool He
raised concern about spot prices and long-term
stability and so forth. What he does not appreciate is
that it will be completely open to consumers, to
generators and to anybody else who has an interest
in doing so, to enter into whatever private hedge
contracts they might want to. Just as we have an
effective swap market for interest swaps and
currency swaps and the lilce, so there can be a
secondary market outside the pool available for
people who want to hedge their long-term risks on
power supply.

You could well say that part of the problem with the
old SEC was that it did not have enough lateral
thinking coming in. It was too much focused on its
old and comfortable world. And, for the sake of a
few pennies in not getting in outside directors, it
wasted billions of dollars through misguided
investment decisions and it was not in a position to
stand up to government and tell them that the
government was getting it wrong with the strategy
the government wanted to impose.

The reason the power is to go through the pool is to
achieve the efficiency that the pool operator can
bring on stream at any one time that power station
contributing to the grid at the lowest price. 'That
would not readily be able to be done if power were
not fed through the pool If the Leader of the
Opposition is concerned about long-term stability,
that point has been addressed and long-term hedge
contracts can be entered into by any party who
wants to.

So you can sum up the opposition's attitude on that
point by saying it is penny-wise and
pound-foolish - that is a reasonable summary,
although you might question the first part.

The next point the Leader of the Opposition made
was to try to argue that consumers were to be
whacked with franchise fees on top of the tariffs that
the government has already announced. His
remarks were rather cryptic on that score, but I
assure the house that the tariffs for franchise
customers that the government has announced are
the tariffs that will stick.

The next point I comment on is the argument
relating to disaggregation. the argument that expert
advice is that it is not a prudent thing to do. I am
reliably informed that the government has received
no advice to that effect, except the unsolicited stuff
that comes out of the opposition and from
Mr Kenneth Davidson. The evidence and the advice
that the government has received is quite to the
contrary.
Mr Bracks interjected.
Mr CLAJU( - I will deal with the London School
of Economics and the honourable member will be
most interested in what I have to tell the house on
that point It is perhaps also worth adding that on
the advice I have received about New South Wales
there are already 25 distribution authorities
compared with 5 distribution business in Victoria,
and the majority of the New South Wales
distribution authorities are much smaller than the
Victorian businesses. On top of that New South
Wales has separated out its transmission grid from

The franchise fees will come out of the monopoly
profits of the distribution businesses. Extracting
those monopoly profits by way of a franchise fee is
the best way to do that in an industry that is still to
settle down. So if the opposition leader and the
opposition are opposing franchise fees, why are they
doing so?
Do they want them to accrue simply as windfall
gains to the taxpayer through higher dividends? Do
they want them to accrue as windfall gains to
shareholders if any of these business are privatised?
The opposition has to explain what it is that it
objects to. Certainly, these franchise fees will not be
imposed on top of the tariffs that the government
has laid down in the period through to deregulation.

Similarly, there were some muted complaints from
the opposition about the energy levy. I noted that
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opposition members did not push that point too
hard. It is not surprising, given that it's own
abysmal record is highlighted when one looks at the
franchise fee because it is the price that this state has
to pay for the take-or-pay contract that the previous
government entered into with Mission Energy in
respect of toy Yang B.
Although the involvement of Mission Energy has
brought enormous benefits in performance and
productivity to the Latrobe Valley the financing
arrangements are hardly anyttUng better than the
equivalent of a loan. The public has to fund the
interest in one way or another, and the imposition of
an energy levy is the way that will be done.

The United lGngdom experience was touched upon
by the Leader of the Opposition and other speakers.
It is worth referring to some facts on that matter
rather than the wild allegations that have been made
by the opposition.lnfcmnation has been provided to
the government by the electricity regulator in the
UK. He makes two cogent points on this subject.
First of all, in respect of customers who have
experienced increases he says:
Evidence gathered by the Department of Trade and
Industry in a large sample survey of manufacturing
industry suggests that the nominal average price
increase to the largest customers is around 20 per cent
since 1989-90. In real terms this equates to an increase
of just over 2 per cent. Individual customers could have
experienced larger price increases.

The increase in prices experienced by the very largest
customets is to a large extent a result of the withdrawal
of the favourable terms under which these aJStoIners
were supplied when the industry was in public
ownership. Furthermore, transitional arrangements for
the largest customers applicable in the first year after
vesting expired in March 1991.

The point worth malcing about that is the regulator's
expressed attribution of the price increases for those
customers to the fact that they enjoyed favourable
terms under the old regulated regime, and of course
aoss-subsidies. The experience is quite to the

contrary here in Victoria where business,
particularly small business -although I think it is
fair to say large parts of business - has been
aoss-subsidising other aspects of the system. The
reason which has been driving the price increases in
the UK is not applicable in Victoria.
Let us turn to the crucial issue of what we in Victoria
call franchise customers. They are referred to as
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tariff customers in the UK. The regulator says that,
in total, prices to tariff customers are approximately
6 per cent lower in real terms now than they were at
vesting. The regulator has supplied a chart that
confirms that downward trend in real prices.
Despite all the arguments of the opposition, the
evidence from the UK regulator is that for tariff
customers - that is, franchise customers - tariffs
have been falling. Perhaps coincidentally, UK tariff
customers have experienced to date a 6 per cent real
price fall which is just about equal to the real price
fall that Victorian franchise domestic customers will
receive under the pricing regime anno\.Ulced by this
government. So the concerns based on UK
experience are not well founded.
Before I turn to some of the specific evidence I want
to comment on rural prices, in particular the
remarks of the honourable member for Altona, who
seemed to be implying at some point something of a
dog-in-the-manger argument that if there is to be
any change to the old regime, even if everybody
benefits, if all cannot benefit equally we do not want
anything to do with it. As the Acting Premier made
very clear in his remarks earlier, the fact of the
matter is that the regime the government is
introducing will benefit everybody. You have to free
up the market to get the system operating in the first
place. Rural Victorians, along with all other
Victorians, will come out of this in front
In terms of rural development it is important to
recall that not only is rural industry in a sense
competing with metropolitan industry within
Victoria, it is also competing with rural industry
interstate. The driving down of Victorian electricity
prices gives our rural businesses a big competitive
edge with similar rural businesses interstate. If a
business is minded to locate rurally and is deciding
in which states to locate, such a competitive edge for
power in Victoria will be a big attraction.
I refer now to some specific evidence on matters
relating to power industry reform. Given the interest
of the honourable member for Williamstown, I will
start with the views of London Economics. I quote a
letter submitted by London Economics to the Age
newspaper. It was written by Mr Sam Lovick,
managing director, and is dated 23 September this
year:
Tim Colbatch's article on Wednesday 21 September
discussed the findings of the ESAA's report
1ntemational Performance Measurement for the
Australian Electricity Supply Industry 1990-91'. I
would like to make clear that although we supplied
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some of the supporting data and analysis, the
conclusions in the report are those of the ESAA, and the
ESAAalone.
Your report contained a quote from the report

Utilities owning more stations tend to have higher
efficiency scotes, suggesting that there are some
important scale effects.
Indeed there are. But what the ESAA report fails to
point out,. and what a closer examination of the data
shows, is that firms with less than 1000 MW of installed
capacity (half the size of toy Yang A) can be scale
efficient. Thus, the ESAA's report may well'suggest'
that the loss of these economies of scale would
outweigh. any benefits. The supporting evidence does
not.
I would not want the results of our work to give rise to
inappropriate policy conclusions, or to suggest that
current policy initiatives in the Australian electricity
supply industry are flawed.

That is what London Economics has to say on this

subject

In terms of international reform, most people know
that the me has been undertaking reforms. Other
countries moving along a reform path include the
United States, which is moving towards open-access
regimes, retail wheeling and deregulated and
competitive generation. There are reforms on the go
in Canada, Italy, Norway, Argentina, Brazil, Orile,
Australia, of course, and Sweden and Spain.
Different countries are taking different paths. As I
said earlier, we are learning lessons from all around
the world, building on the best experience,
disregarding the steps that have been WlSUccessful,
and trying to set the international pace and produce
the best results we possibly can in Victoria without
being nervous about being world leaders.
Needless to say, the experts on the subject are
mostly supportive of what we are doing in this
regard. I quote briefly from page 1 of an analysis
issued just this month by Potter Warburg entitled
'Electricity: A study of the Australian market':
The reforms in Victoria are consistent with
international trends in several countries, and appear
well designed. Similar reforms seem likely to follow in
other states.

The next point on which some evidence would be
useful is the cost of disaggregation. The analysis that
has been provided to the government by CS First
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Boston and KPMG is to the following effect. The
estimate of the establishment costs of disaggregating
Generation Victoria is something in the order of
$22 million to $27 million. However, if one compares
the annual costs of disaggregation versus the current
structure of Generation Victoria, the annual cost of
the disaggregated units is estimated at $25 million a
year compared with $35 million a year for the
current Generation Victoria; so we are looking at an
annual saving of $10 million, which is a pretty good
rate of return on the O1'\4H)ff costs involved. lbat is
what the experts are saying, contrary to what is
being suggested by the opposition.

I refer to a few figures on Loy Yang B just to firm up
the point that monolithic bureaucratic structures are
not particularly good news for the state. Going back
in history to 1976, when Loy Yang B was first costed
by the SECV, translated into 1982 values, the figure
was $2.848 billion. By 1982 that had risen to
$4.19 billion and by 1984 the cost had blown out to
$4.126 billion. It is now estimated that the
replacement value of the facility would be
$3.778 billion. and the calculation of the cost to build
it on best practice is $3.16 billion. Compared with
best practice the construction of the facility has cost
about $1 billion more, which is hardly a shining
example of efficiency. Despite the downsizing of
staff to which the honourable member for Morwe11
and others have referred, you blow a lot of savings
when you waste $1 billion. 1hat is one of the reasons
we have lost the lead in power prices.

In 1982-83 Victoria had the cheapest electricity prices
on the east coast of Australia. We led Queensland by
2.2 per cent and New South Wales by 8.1 per cent
By 1992-93 Queensland was in front, New South
Wales was 8.3 per cent behind and Victoria was
bringing up the rear at 125 per cent. YDU can make
adjustments on account of the 10 per cent domestic
tariff under the present government, but I point out
that it is only a domestic tariff. The figures I have
cited relate to overall tariffs. But even allowing for
tariff increases, we have slipped well behind the
pack, and the reason is not hard to find. It comes
from the inefficient practices perpetrated under the
previous government
When one looks at the evidence rather than at stories
concocted to suit one's preferences one can see that
the disaggregation of Generation Victoria into
competitive wlits is the right way to go, as is the
establishment of a competitive market It is working
overseas, and so far the limited competition in
Victoria has dramatically raised the productivity of
Loy Yang A in the Latrobe Valley. This government
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is not afraid to be a pacesetter, nor is it afraid to
think for itself. It is not suffering &om the cultural
cringe of the 19505 like the troglodytes and
stick·in-the-mud conservatives on the other side of
politics. We are happy to be judged by the
performance of our reforms and press on in the best
interests of the state.

Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - I rise from the
conservative side of politics, as the opposition is
desaibed by the honourable member for Box Hill, to
protect what has been desaibed as one of the
world's most successful institutions. Despite the
honourable member's letter disclaiming some of the
work of the London School of Economics, he did not
argue with the assessment of Victoria's power
industry as one of the most successful in the world
and as competitive as those of Canada, the United
States of America and other countries. It is an
equivocal1etter that goes to only part of the question.

In referring to some of the matters the honourable
member raised I should like to mention the
opposition's substantive points. The honourable
member began by mentioning the futility of the
opposition in talking about 3000 disconnections and
how silly we were to raise it. He said that that is not
the issue and that the real issue is getting people
back to work. I assume he meant getting a
reasonable income and therefore being able to pay
the bills from the SEC, Solaris and so on. He says
that is the real answer to the problem.
However, he failed to mention that we have always
had and will continue to have a set number of
people not in work. I cannot: see the Kennett
government changing that situation. Our society has
a set number of people who are at retirement age
and who receive pensions, who are single parents or
who are unable to find work. Therefore, community
service obligations will always exist. They are
extremely important and should not be discounted
as they were in the frivolous way suggested by the
honourable member for Box Hill when he talked
about everybody being in work.
On a professional level, I have lived with the
employment issue for 15 years and if he thought
about it the honourable member would realise that
what he is saying is not true. You cannot have full
employment to the extent that there are no

beneficiaries or pensions or some sort of social
security. It is a fool's paradise. It is not a good
argument, and it is certainly not one that can refute
the comments of the honourable member for Altona
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or the Leader of the Opposition when they rightly
mentioned the number of disconnections in Victoria.
That number of disconnections will continue and
even increase when the five supply companies are
operating more fully and are sold off and privatised.
Those companies will have no regard for
comnltmity service obligations. Big organisations
can cross-subsidise while small, divisible companies
do not have the power or the economic advantage to
aoss-subsidise. It is a spurious argument, and I was
surprised when the honourable member for Box Hill
raised it, given that he made a sound contribution to
the debate on the financial management legislation.
On this occasion his argument was less sound in that
it was not as well prepared and researched and it
was not a good rebuttal of the points raised by the
opposition.
In his opening remarks the honourable member
referred to the increase in tariffs which this
government has implemented to retire debt
accumulated by the former SEC. He went on to say
that the selling~ff of Victoria's electricity supply
will further retire debt and reduce the burden on the
statutory authority that is accountable to the state.
He did not address the issue of forgone income and
dividends. It would have been a bigger challenge for
the government to come up with a proposition to
properly manage debt over time and ensure that the
SEC was returning to the state a regular dividend
that would assist with the consolidated revenue base
of the state and the outcomes and expenditure
priorities of any future government, whether it be
Labor or Liberal. It has not addressed that issue.

We are looking at a one-off hit that will make this
state more vulnerable to interest rates, markets and
any change that will diminish its revenue base. We
did not hear much talk about the forgone dividends
which this system will produce over time. We did
not hear from the honourable member for Box Hill a
summary of what 1 thought was a radical proposal.
The honourable member said there is no comparable
model in any country in the world. The Kennett
government thinks it is a trailblazer in electricity
generation and the privatisation and division of
assets. It is certainly a trailblazer in the division of
the supply to retail customers.
The honourable member for Box Hill had 30 minutes
to talk about comparable models and could not find
one, so we are faced with a radical proposal He
desaibed opposition members as troglodytes and
conservatives. H that means we want to protect the
asset base and keep intact what was described by
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the London School of Economics in the
government's own commissioned study as an
organisation that is competitive with Canada or any
other electricity generating cmmtry in the world,
then we are happy to be on the conservative side.

1ltis radical-right experiment will not wor~ and the
opposition has an obligation to Victoria's industry
and domestic customers to point that out We do not
want to be lumbered. with something unworkable
that we will have to reconstruct and reconfigure, but
we will do that if we have to. There is no
comparable model anywhere in the world. It is not
prudent for this government to use Victoria's
domestic electricity customers as guinea pigs for the
experiments it wants to pmsue.
Why does it want to pmsue this experiment? It is
not for sound financial reasons because we have
seen some good models the Australian government
has pursued to bring competition into public
agencies. For example, in the telecommunications
industry we have seen the introduction of
competition from Optus and now Vodaphone. Also,
customer relations outlets of Australia Post have
improved markedly on what they used to be. They
are good models of how you can corporatise
intemally and have good retail outlets and customer
relations.
However, in the case of the former SECV we are not
having one big competitor; we are seeing division
and then privatisation with the diminishing of the
asset, the capacity to be competitive and the capacity
on the national economic grid to be competitive with
interstate rompanies. That is a tragedy for Victoria.
We will not be able to compete in this system with
New South Wales and Queensland on the eastern
seaboard because the asset base and resource base in
generation and supply are not sufficient to do so.
The government's own rhetoric and its own
economic criteria are flawed.
It must be admitted that the measure is being
introduced largely because the government has been
worried that its previous efforts with the Transport
Accident Commission have been WlSUccessful and it
wants to get something on the board to prove that it
can privatise. It does not matter about the outcome
and that it may not be as efficient as other states or
as competitive. The government does not care that
domestic consumers will have to pay more in
cross-subsidising industry because industry is the
big customer in this relationship; it is one the five
different supply companies will be competing for.
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1bere is no way that any of the five different
companies - in my own region it is Solaris - will
send a letter to me offering me a cheaper supply
system for my home in Williamstown. Rather, they
will be worried about giving concessions to the big
companies up the road - to Moon or la or the
petrochemical industries which are the big users of
power.
How will we pay for it? How will these small
companies manage to make their enterprises
economically viable? By cost cutting to industry.
How will they recoup that loss of income? By
undercutting their competitors. They will recoup it
from the domestic users - you, me and other
Victorians will subsidise the companies so that they
can compete. TIaat is what it is all about It is an
enormous redistribution of wealth and an enormous
cross-subsidisation that we have never seen before.
We have had cross-subsidisation in the SEC, in
Telecom and in many agencies in this state, but that
was to assist those who were disadvantaged, and
unable to pay and who did not have the income to
support the cost of the service.
This cross-subsidisation is to help industry. We all
want to help industry, but how will it help? These
things do not magically occur. There is no benign
hand behind these private companies to promise
that they have the common good of their customers
at heart in the decisions they make. Rather, the
objective of these companies -quite rightly,
because they will be commercialised and
privatised - must be to maximise their benefits, to
compete against their competitors and to maximise
their profits. What does that mean? You do not have
to be a brain surgeon to realise that the domestic
consumer will suffer at the expense of the bigger
suppliers.

As an example, in my electorate I have been visiting
petrochemical companies which are big employers
of labour in Williamstown, Newport and Yanaville.
The la company is a big user of electricity in its
production of chlorine, which involves using
electricity and salt, principally with some water.
What is that company's reaction to this great
reform? Its reaction is that it is a big fizz. The
company says it will not change simply because
there is another competitor. It really is not the
answer those companies are looking for.
The government is doing what it wants without
regard to the industrial or domestic users of
power - the customer base of the service that has
been there and will be there in the future. The
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government would do well to consult with the major
clients with which these companies will be dealing
and with industry and consumer groups
representing domestic users in this state. If it did
that it would find that its proposition would be
rejected out of hand by the customer base of the five
supply organisations.

are setting up a regime which cannot compete. It
may have some redistribution of the customer base
within the generating companies and supply
companies, but to compete interstate with big
companies that are integrated. and have economic
power is just not on, just as deregulation is not on. It
is silly and does not make economic sense.

The opposition must oppose the bill because we
want to preserve something which is working, as the

It is all about a Treasurer who is worned that his
privatisation efforts have not been successful with
the floating of Tabcorp on the stock market or on
backing down because of the industry and public
outcry on the TAC. He is looking for a staged
approach to dividing electricity utilities and then
offering them for sale later ~ and it will not work.

honourable member for Box Hill said. We do not
want to see Victoria as the guinea pig for the rest of
the world. We do not want a radical, risky scheme
that will not produce dividends £or consolidated
revenue and good, equitable outcomes for the
consumers of the service.
An article was written on 3 September by a
commentator the govemment does not feel
comfortable with, I<enneth Davidson, who is an
economic contributor to the Age. He quotes from
Professor Hilmer, who appeared on the ABC
program Lakline and spoke about one of the two key
principles on which the Treasurer decided to move
down the road of privatisation and disaggregation
of the generation and supply system. Professor
Hilmer is the main author of the report to the federal
government 01\ competition policy.
The Hilmer report into competition suggests that
statutory authorities and agencies should move
down this road and be competitive, and we agree
with that, but what does Hilmer say? The article in

the Age refers to Professor Hilmer's appearance on
LAteline, a program on which the Treasurer declined
to appear:
The needs of national competition in power generation
would be served by three or four generating
companies. He said; we are not proposing that we
have, if there are Xl power stations, 27 competitors. We
may well have three or four competitors. The
competition occurs between three or four powerful
systems, each of whom are running a system and
seeking to compete on the basis of their efficiency, on
the basis of their reliability.
In other words, Professor Hilmer says the competitive
needs of the Australian market would be served by the
New South Wales, Queensland and South Australian
electricity authorities competing on a national grid with
the Victorian generators operating, as they do now, as
an integrated entity.

I could not agree more about proper competition
between states. The opposition is concerned that we

I can give an illustration of how that micro reform
has created. confusion in the region in which I live. I
have talked to some of the larger consumers of
electricity so I can understand their views about the
new system, and they tell me it is not working.
I have received correspondence from Solaris Power
and Powercor Australia Ltd. I shall quote from those
letters because they illustrate the confusion that
exists in the industry. On 1 November I and other
residents in the Williamstown area received a letter
from Solaris Power. It was sent to all residents. The
letter was signed. by John MaIshall, the chief
executive officer of the company. It is undated and
does not have a phone number or a contact point
The letter states that Solaris Power will be the
supplier when electricity distribution businesses are
corporati.sed. 1be letter does not indicate how the
company will benefit the users of electricity. It is not
even a direct-mail1etter and consumers do not have
the opportunity of contacting John Marshall

Following that initial letter the residents of
Williamstown received a second direct-mail letter
from Solaris Power dated 4 November. Even though
the letter was directed. in a direct-mail fashion,
unfortunately the letter I received. was addressed to
a Mr D. Kerr, 101 Douglas Parade. We do not know
of that person, but we will excuse them for that
mistake. Historically these company's records are
inaccurate. They could benefit from some of our
direct-mail techniques because they do not seem to
have an UJHiated list of their customers. The letter is
addressed to 'Dear Valued Customer', and in the
second last paragraph, when talking about the first
letter states:
Unfortunately, the period immediately prior to the
transition involved some minor confusion which
resulted in a draft introductory letter being distributed
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in Wdliamstown by your former 10cal council

electricity supplier.

The letter was headed 'Solaris Power' so I do not
know how they can say that. It continues:
Now that Solaris Power has taken over responsibility, I
can assure you there will be no further confusion.

This time the letter has an address, 17 William
Street Me1boume, but no phone number as a rontact
point. That is not very satisfactory for the people of
Williamstown who used to go to the council for

information about their electricity bills. Obviously
these companies need to improve their public
relations. They have mucked up because the
transition period was not organised properly.

Another company which will not supply electricity
to the Williamstown district also wrote to my office
but addressed the letter dated 3 October to
Mrs J. Kimer. I can excuse them for the mistake
because Mrs Kimer was the member for
Williamstown for many years. Powercor Australia
Ltd said it will become the new electricity retailer
and distributor for western and central Victoria. I
will not be dealing with Powercor because it will not
be supplying electricity to my district. The letter
states:
Our board and senior executives are working with the
government to implement the state's energy policy and
corporatisation program.
As we adapt to private industry principles, Powercor

Australia Ltd is committed to providing high and
improving levels of customer and community service,
and to becoming one of Australia's leading energy

companies.
We welcome the challenges ahead and, as we work
towards this goal, we will keep you updated on our
progress. We look forward to meeting you during
future visits to your electorate.

I am glad company representatives have visited my
electorate, but they have not made contact with me. I
wrote back to Powercor three days later. I addressed
my letter to Chris Mitchell, the chief executive officer
and said:
'Thank you for your introductory letter to the former
member for Williamstown, Hon. Joan Kimer,
concerning the establishment of your company in
central and western Victoria.
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As you suggest I would be happy to meet with you to
discuss your company's future plans when you are
next visiting the electorate.

It was no surprise that I did not receive a letter
acknowledging my letter. This letter was merely a
formal letter to members of Parliament and indicates
the confusion existing in the industry.
It has not got off to a good start. Those two
companies are obviously confused about the regions
they will cover and who is their member of
Parliament. I am sure honourable members opposite
will have seen similar muck-ups because the
legislation has been pushed through too quickly
without consultation with the industry and the
consumers - the people who have been the users of
the service.

The other problem area is, of course, the fact that the
electricity generation system is being broken up into
six units. We know that 13 companies will be
created; five in the retail area, six in the generation
area and a couple more. It will be a nightmare.
Electricity is not a commodity that can be stored. It
must be permanently available. Hence the need for
some economy of scale.
The Newport power station supplies peak-hour
energy for Melbourne. It will become an
independent generation company, one of the
13 companies. It will no longer offer peak-hour
supply energy, which is logical for a small power
station, but will be forced to compete with the
power generation supply system in the electorate of
the honourable member for Morwell on an equal
footing. Electricity will no longer be supplied
universally with peak power units cutting in during
peak demand. The small Newport power station
will have to compete with other much larger power
stations and with interstate electricity generation
companies which have no plans for disaggregation.
Victoria is being made the guinea pig. No other state
in Australia is undertaking such a drastic change to
its electricity industry. Members opposite will be
held responsible for this crazy decision. They have
not investigated the proper options I have
mentioned, options that would bring about real
competition.
Telecom has increased its performance and
productivity greatly since the introduction of Optus
and the freeing up of the industry. The merger of
Qantas and Australian Airlines has worked well and
improved the performance of that company. We are

ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
2136

ASSEMBLY

not seeing disaggregation at the federal level
because the federal Labor government is ensuring
that it will still gain dividends &om public entities
that are more efficient, more competitive and are
proposing better outcomes for consumers.
I do not believe the division of the electricity
industry into 13 different enterprises is a rational
basis for competition from across the border and
from the national electricity grid.
In conclusion, what will happen when we go
through the stage of dividing the asset base of the
SECV and Generation Victoria into the 13 units?
That will be the next stage some time in 1995 when
the privatisation of these companies occur. The
assets will be sold off completely and the
community service obligations are only one part of
the larger picture where the primary motivation
must be the maximisation of profit. If I were rurming
these companies my primary motivation would be
to maximise my profit and do better than my
competitor. To ensure the success of my company I
would not unnecessarily offer concessions. I would
try to attract the big industrial users into my
customer base and, if I had to somehow subsidise
them to recoup my costs, I would not worry about
the domestic users because they are small fry. I
would not compete for their business; I would go for
the big industrial customers.
Victorians will be disadvantaged because their
individual accounts will be subsidising the cheaper
rates offered to larger companies. Generation
companies will compete for the 10s and other big
electricity users with scant regard for the prices
domestic users must pay. As the honourable
member for Altona said, the community service
obligations inherent in the cmrent integrated system
have prevented something like 30 000
disconnections, and that is a factor the honourable
member for Box Hill discounted. He said these
people should have jobs. They should not be
receiving benefits. He said we should get
70-year-old pensioners, single mums and people on
disability pensions back to work because full
employment is the answer no matter what situation
such people find themselves in through no fault of
their own.
It is simplistic logic; it will tie up the state for many
years. It will not work. We are being asked to be the
guinea pigs for the world. This is a radical plan from
a radical governmenl It will not work and we will
be paying for it for many years to come.
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Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) - I am pleased to
support the Electricity Industry (Further
Amendment) Bill, which represents another
important stage in the government's intention to
invigorate Victoria's electricity industry. Let it be
said from the outset that this industry is aucial to
this state's fortunes. In light of the events that took
place in the 10 years prior to our coming into
government in 1992 that fact should be highlighted.

It must be recognised at the outset that one of the
difficulties in having a debate about this issue in this
forum is understanding that since the government
has set upon its carefully charted course, it has been
applauded at allleve1s and particularly by the
federal Labor governmenl At every turn it has
supported the course this government is
undertaking. It has complemented and adopted a
policy that is precisely in accord with the Hilmer
principles.
Nevertheless the other side of the house displays
rampant opposition to this legislation. It is
interesting to contemplate that fact, because
Australia-wide the opposition occupies a point of
isolation in this debate. Much has happened in the
health area, and some aspects were raised in this
place today. Once again the opposition is left out on
its own bleating and moaning about issues the rest
of the country bypassed long ago. It is intent upon
its course. If the opposition had its way it would see
Victoria plunged back into the era from which it
departed when the Kennett government came to
office in 1992.
I shall reflect upon the Hilmer report because it is
relevant when considering the initiatives the
government is presently undertaking as part of its
overall policy for the invigoration and restructure of
the electricity industry. The executive overview of
the Hilmer report comments about the need for a
national competition policy. It is important in the
context of this debate to outline one of the three
imperatives specified by the committee at the time it
reported to the government and to the Council of
Australian Governments. 1be first of those three
main factors was:
First. there is inaeasing acknowledgment that
Australia is for all pra<1ical purposes a single
integrated market The economic significance of state
and territory boundaries is diminishing rapidly as
advances in transport and communications permit
even the smallest firms to trade around the nation. The
increasing national orientation of commercia11ife has
been recognised by a series of significant cooperative
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ventures by Australian governments. The 19905 have
already seen national progress on reforms including
the National Rail Corporation. road transport
regulation, the Corporations law, the mutual
recognition of product standards and occupational
licensing, and the regulation of non-bank financial
institutions. There are also moves towards greater
interstate trade in electricity and gas. Business and. the

community generally are impatient for much more
rapid progress by governments in reforming our
in&astructure and regulatory systems.

I shall not deal with the other imperatives because
they relate to international trade and so on. In the
context of this debate, it is important to note the
manner in which the federal Labor government has
consistently congratulated this government not only
for having the wherewithal from a political point of
view to make these changes but also to congratulate
this government on the way in which it has gone
about making those changes.
There is plenty of evidence of that Confirming the
support from the federal government, begs the
question why the state opposition is opposing these
changes? Why is it taking that course? I think much
of that answer lies in an examination of its ranks.
One has only to look at the way in which the
government's opponents debate the privatisation
issue in this house. Immediately the various
dichotomies that exist within the opposition's ranks
emerge. 1n my room in this building I keep beside
me an article that was published in the Herald Sun of
May this year. The article dealt with how Labor's
numbers stack up. It broke the Labor membership
into its various factions; Labor Unity, Socialist Left,
the Pledge and the Independents.

It is always interesting to see the different reactions
from the different members of the different factions
when debating the concept of privatisation. I am
attracted particularly to the contribution by the
honourable member for MorwelL Let it be said that
he is a good bloke, but he goes absolutely ape on
privatisation. It is not his bag at alL So when
concepts such as those that are contemplated by this
legislation come before the house away he goes.
We see it not only in his own contributions but also
when he cannot help himself and interjects during
the course of everyone else's contributions. He does
that because this is an issue about which, with great
respect to him, he has very strong feelings. He has a
basic view that is against privatisation. As the article
of May 1994 recites, the pledge group, of which the
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honourable member for Morwell is a member, is the
hard-left faction and is also known as the looney left.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member will please return to
the bill

Mr RYAN - The article states that it officially
broke from the Socialist Left after the October 1992
election to pursue its anti-privatisation stance. It
states that it is willing to deal with both major
factions but was frozen out of a recent
power-sharing agreement between the Socialist Left
and Labor Unity. It states that it meets monthly and
lists its members, and the name of the honourable
member for Morwell is among them.
I say again, the honourable member for Morwell is a
good bloke but, with the greatest respect to him, on
an issue such as the question of what is best for the
state at large, for the constituents he represents and
for Victoria's capacity to compete economically in
Australia and overseas in the future, he is blinded
because of his basic beliefs against privatisation. I
put that in the context of that being at complete
loggerheads with the view of his federal colleagues,
who support what the government is undertaking in
this legislation.
I introduced this issue because it is important and
relevant to the debate. It means that by its very
nature we have an opposition that will substantially
vote and take a position against these sorts of
reforms because of the basic belief its members have
about what they regard as a fundamental element of
the way our society is made up. I do not decry their
having that view because that is the way a
democracy works, but its significance in this issue is
not to be overlooked.
The fact is that the power industry in Victoria is in
need of radical reform. I have already referred to the
Hilmer report There is agreement between the
states on the need for a national competition policy.
We are faced in the future with a national power
grid.
The honourable member for Williamstown decried
the fact that we are at risk of having New South
Wales generators involved in our marketplace in the
future. The patent fact of the matter is that we have
no choice. Agreements have been made between the
states of Australia that as from the year 2001 we will
be operating in an open market - and they are
coming to get us. That is the reality of it and we have
to grapple with how we want to be placed to
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compete. It is not a matter of choice or lack of choice
on our part. That is the way the states of Australia
have agreed to proceed, and come the year 2001 we
will be in the same marketplace. The issue to
consider now is our ability to compete.

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr RYAN - I again hear the honourable
member for Morwell and his proper concerns about
his constituents in the Latrobe Valley, but it must be
said that unless we get the industry revamped and
restructured in a way that will enable it to compete,
a greater disservice will be done to the folk he
represents than would otherwise be done.
As a government we recognise, as do I as an
individual, the pain that is caused to those who are
at the pointed end of the stick and are subject to the
changes. I have said that here many times
previously. The reality is that in the future we will
have to contend with these issues in the
marketplace. It is, therefore, important that if that
tremendous resource in the Latrobe Valley is to be
best used in the future we must get the industry
restructured appropriately to provide the best
advantage to those involved in it
We know we have a 40 per cent over-investment in
capital infrastructure in the industry in Victoria. We
know it has for years been plagued by unsustainable
work practices. To its credit our predecessor, the
former Labor government, started doing something
about addressing those issues, although it had a
terrible time in the course of doing that We still had
the two-broom system under which workers with
long brooms were able to dean in certain areas and
workers with short brooms were allotted other areas
to clean. All sorts of nonsensical rules of labour
usage have historically plagued the industry.

Like it or not the government has a responsibility to
all Victorians to ensure it gets the industry
restructured so that we have the best opportunity
possible to use our brown coal resource which, on
current estimates, probably has a life 2000 years at
current rates of usage. It is a magnificent resource
and we must make sure we can use it to compete for
the future.
There are benefits for all Victorians in the process we
have undertaken so far, in what we are undertaking
in the bill before us and in what is proposed for the
industry in the future. We will have the maintenance
of a uniform tariff through until the year 2000. Over
the next four years we will see tariff reductions of
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approximately 22 per cent for small and
medium-sized businesses; 9 per cent for rural and
farming enterprises; 9 per cent for residential users;
and, very importantly, about 40 000 pensioners in
Victoria will receive substantial reductions of
approximately 22 per cent of their average power
costs. These are tremendous advances! It is really
beyond me why the opposition is complaining about
these sorts of advances.

An additional benefit of huge proportions is that
once the process that the government has
established has been completed we aim to rid
ourselves of the debt that has been accumulated in
the former SEC, a debt which is now in the order of
$9 billion. It is an extraordinarily staggering sum of
money hanging like a lead weight armmd the neck
of the industry. Just to be rid of that debt, apart from
anything else, will save taxpayers in Victoria about
$800 million in interest payments each year on
current interest rates. However, if the federal Labor
government has its way in its one-dimensional
approach to fiscal policy, we might have interest
rates back up to 20 per cent and ironically we might
have a saving of about $2 billion a year. There is an
opportunity for all Victorians to obtain a benefit.

Last night and again today the Leader of the
Opposition had a fair bit to say about the position of
country users and the position of the National Party.
Country users are going to be particular
beneficiaries of the process contemplated by the bill.
We will see the maintenance of a uniform tariff
through to the year 2000. TIle Treasurer has agreed
to write down the value of assets in the distribution
areas in the eastern and western zones of Victoria by
$440 million. In turn that will mean there will be a
consequent reduction in the sale price of those assets
of about $1 billion.
Stopping there for a moment, one of the amusing
things about this issue is that the author of a letter
published recently in a newspaper was complaining
about the fact that these agreements had been
struck, that they represented an unfair advantage to
country people and that as a whole they meant a
loss to all Victorians because $1 billion less would be
achieved on the sale of the assets.

We have retained the essence of what is a uniform
tariff because we have enabled a subsidy to be
achieved, but in a completely transparent fashion.
No longer will the situation be that each year some
elements, some users of electricity, will pay more
money to prop up other user elements of electricity
who are accordingly able to pay less.
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We have made it completely transparent. The
government is to be congratulated for it, rather than
being kicked for it. It is a terrific thing in that
everybody can see exactly how those arrangements
have been struck and can see that a concession of
that dimension has been made to country people. It
is a great result for those people.
There is the issue of the equalisation of the
transmission costs across the distribution zones.
1hat is a big achievement for country Victorians
because the concern on the part of many people was
that if they were at the end of the line of the
distribution system inevitably they would have to
pay more in their bill for that component of it which
related to transmission charges. 'The government
will equalise those transmission charges, and that
again will mean an enormous advantage for country
users.
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Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Mr RYAN - I shall come to that. The National
Party is not an apologist for COWltry Victoria and its
efforts. Country Victoria is an absolutely integral
part of the resource base of this state. What this
party has done consistently over the years is to
ensure that the interests of its members are
appropriately represented.

It is relevant to this debate also to make the point
that the opposition has pursued a deliberate policy
of attempting to drive a wedge between the two
coalition parties. There is no doubt about that. It is
interesting in the light of recent events with the
prison issue. I hear an interjection by the honourable
member for Footsaay, which highlights the state of
schizophrenia which exists in opposition ranks
about the position of the two parties that form the
coalition.

Then we have the significant role of the

Regulator-General The Regu1ator-General will have
the oVerriding function of pricing controL We have
been able to learn a lot from the sins that have been
committed in this respect and also in the water
industry in other parts of the world. It has meant
that the preparation and the passage of the
legislation for the creation of the position of
Regulator~ here in Victoria has been able to
be done with the insight that has been gleaned from
the overseas experience. Again that will be to be
benefit of rural Victorians and to Victorians at large.
There were other issues raised by the Leader of the
Opposition when he spoke last night. They are
indicative of the view that he will not accept the
need for change. He is a dinosaur in his own time
and he leads a party which is taking the same point
of view.
As I have said already, the federallabor government
is strongly supporting these initiatives. It is a pity

that we have an opposition trailing behind us
because of the intrinsic divisions in its own ranks
between the left view and the right view. That is a
shame for all Victorians.
The fact is that this question of privatisation is a
sticldng point for Labor politics in Victoria. The
federal Labor Party does not seem to have a problem
with it; indeed it is urging it and doing everything it
can to assist it. But, here in Victoria there is a terrible
problem.
The Leader of the Opposition had a deal to say last
night about the National Party's position.

For two years the general run of the argument has
been - and, in the context of this bill it was made
loud and long - that the National Party has been
\Dlable to stand its ground and has been rolled by
the Uberal Party so it has not had a position. I see
lots of nods from the other side of the house and
hear further interjections from the honourable
member for Morwell. They are agreeing with that
contention.
Last week the location of the new private prison was
announced. As it happens the private prison is
coming to my electorate of Gippsland South. It was
interesting because I was delighted to see with a
delicious bit of irony on the news the honourable
member for Yan Yean in his capacity as the
opposition spokesman for corrections, glowing in
his best blush in an interview out at the back door of
this place. In essence he said to the press that this is
a pay-off to what was termed - I think I am right in
saying - powerful forces within the National Party.
I must say that I did resist the urge to puff out the
chest just a bit and then I thought, 'Well no, I am not
quite sure whether they are referring to me as such,
to the party at large or otherwise'. However, it was
interesting that the decision taken as Labor
opposition members would have it was on the basis
this was some sort of pay-off, as they termed it. by
powerful forces within the National Party. I must
confess in all honesty I said to my wife at home, 1
hope they run this every 10 minutes on the radio,
that will do me, that will be marvellous'.
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I would like opposition members to make a decision
on where they stand on this in their approach to the
National Party. Is it that the National Party is
purportedly a pack of wimps that does not have any
say in things, or alternatively, is it the opposition's
position that the National Party is some powerfully
potent force in the scheme of things that it is able to
twist the arm of this government to get decisions
made for its own right?
I would like to hear from them eventually, when
they have decided what position out of those two
they want to adopt because they are diametrically
opposed. While opposition members are grappling
with that concept I shall put this equation before
them. Neither of those positions is right because the
position is, as is evidenced by decisions made in this
particular industry, that this government as a united
force has been able to settle upon an approach to this
issue that is fundamentally to the benefit of all
Victorians. From the government's point of view it is
not a question of who has the upper hand, or who
has not, and all those sorts of internal wranglings.
1bese are not issues with which we are concerned.
We would rather leave that to our opponents in the
opposition who are involved almost full time in
those sorts of activities. So you have tabor Unity
with 16 members, the Socialist Left with
14 members, the Pledge group with 8 members, and
there were 2 Independents - that was as at 6 May.
And, I am sorry, I do not know where the new
members for Williamstown and Coburg stand in the
scheme of things.
Nevertheless I would li1ce to make my list available
to the opposition after I have finished and get them
to update it so that I have it right for the purpose of
using it next time. We are not interested in all that.
Our role is to fulfil the duties that have been
imposed upon us by the public at 1arge when the
government was elected to govern this state, that is,
to take decisions which we think are in the best
interests of the people of Victoria and to see them
through. That is precisely what we are doing in the
course of the bill that is now before the house.

These changes will add to the security of investment
for country Victorians. They are another element of
the changes which have been made by the
government since it came to power in 1992. They are
yet another element of the fact that COWltry people
were absolutely ignored by the previous Labor
government for the decade that that government
was in power.
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I look at my electorate now and, without going into
too much depth at all, I can think of the recent
announcement for the establishment of a tannery at
Rosedale, which will see 60 jobs available, rising to
100 jobs over the next U months. We will see the
construction of the Rosedale Bridge, which will be
starting in January. That is a $15 million project
under the Better Roads program. I know the
honourable member for Morwell drives over it quite
regularly. It will be a great project that I am sure he
endorses.
Mr Hamilton - Of course, yes!
Mr RYAN - I hear the interjection. I am pleased
to see him agree. As I said, the Rosedale Bridge will
be a $15 million project that will be undertaken over
the next two years. A bit further down the road there
is the prison project, a $70 million project that will
proceed from July next year, injecting some
$20 million-odd a year into the communities in
Gippsland. I emphasise Gippsland because the
Latrobe Valley will have a big part to play,
particularly in the construction aspect of that project.
The Latrobe Valley has all the resources to build that
prison and it is important to get all those resources
involved in that process.

An annOWlCement was made last Friday in Sale of
$620 000 for the completion of the art gallery, and
the list goes on and on. TIle real point of all this is
that in COlmtry Victoria at large these same sorts of
things are happening. It is not exclusive to my area,
by any stretch.. Country Victoria at large is the
beneficiary of the reinvigoration that has been
introduced by this government, by what it has done
over the past couple of years, and the changes that
have been made in the electricity industry will see
that on to another plain.

I shall deal briefly with the commentary made by
the Leader of the Opposition about the paper
prepared by Peter McGa~ the federal member
for Gippsland I considered those comments
particularly interesting because I commissioned the
paper. I asked Peter Mc.Gauran to prepare that
paper; I asked him to do so with his resources at a
federal level as the shadow minister for energy and
minerals.
I made that paper available before discussion took
place within the government and before decisions
were made. I did so because I wanted to ensure that
there was a benchmark from which we could
work - a place that we could identify within the
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industry pertinent to country Victorians that could
be used as a starting point.
When you compare the content of that paper and its
implications and conclusions with where we are
now in terms of the decisions made and the
direction in which we are going, there is absolutely
no comparison. It is yesterday's news by a long
stretch. All the concerns that are referred to in that
paper have been addressed, and more. Victorian
country people are far better off because of the
initiatives the government has decided upon and
they will see the benefit of those initiatives with the
passage of the years.
I hear the various comments made by the
honourable member for Williamstown, particularly
his concern about the residential users. I am sure in
time to come that the practical operation of the
system will answer beneficially so many of the
issues he is worried about. They have mucked up
initial efforts on the public relations side of things I grant him all of that - but for heaven's sake do not
judge an issue of this proportion by a matter such as
that. There are bigger issues at stake. The industry
will be revamped for the benefit of all concerned. I
am sure in time all Victorians will be the better for it.
I am reliably informed that 127 people are not in
receipt of power supply tonight as opposed to the
3000 referred to by the honourable member for
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monopoly with a private monopoly. We are not
getting genuine competition. We are not getting a
genume choice for consumers. We are just getting a
sham of reform and nobody is being empowered
except the government and its mates in the process.
Let's hear none of these claims that the opposition is
anti-Hilmer or is anti-<:mnpetition. 11le opposition is
pro the community, pro consumers and pro the
customer. We heard no advocacy and no
explanation for that perspective in the remarks
made by the honourable member for South
Gippsland.
We also heard an accusation that the opposition is
being conservative in this debate. I will proudly
stand by with the other conservatives in this debate.
Uke them, I yeam for the good old days when we
could be confident about the future of the uniform
domestic tariff, when we did not have the increase of
$16 on the supply charge, when we could be
confident that the dynamiCS of the industry meant
we would have a demand-management program
that was not at odds with the corporate strategy of
the utility, where we could see genuine investment
and a commitment to projects like the wind farm at
Toora, where we could see that there was a genuine
interest in technologies and be confident there
would be a future for programs such as bushfire
mitigation. It is becoming clearer that this represents
an aberration in the corporate strategy.

Williamstown.

Mr Cole - Who told you that?
Mr RYAN - The Treasurer has got it right. It is a
bit precious for these people to be criticising the
Treasurer over the issue of Tabcorp when in fact
they were the ones who used every endeavour to
ruin it.
The ACl1NG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! TIle honourable member's time has expired.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - It is sometimes
a challenge to follow the honourable member for
South Gippsland in the debate. Although he is a
member of the hayseed faction he is often one of the
brighter presenters and delivers a well-reasoned .
argument. However, his presentation today failed to
appreciate a fundamental distinction central to the
opposition's view on this bill and on the reform of
public utilities generally. The honourable member
for Gippsland South failed to distinguish between
privatisation and competition. Oearly, in the
overwhelming number of examples of government
reform the government is replacing a public

This bill. like the water bill to be debated later in the
week, is one of the most significant and hmdamenta1
actions this government will take because, as the
Leader of the Opposition said, it sets out to continue
the active and deliberate destruction of the Victorian
electricity industry. Nowhere else in the world, or in
Australia, are changes like this being contemplated
or driven through with such clumsy, insensitive and
brutal momentum. That is what makes members of
this government radicals. That is why the
government spokespeople are accurate when they
talk about themselves being radicals, because
Victoria has become the manifestation of radical
right-wing experimentation. It is the place where all
the right-wing think-tank activists of the last decade
are having their day. Victorians are the animals in
the laboratory of the right-wing think-tanks. Victoria
is where it is all happening -nowhere else in the
world -and we, and customers in particular, will
pay a dreadful price.
The government has been warned about why it
should not proceed down that path. It has been
warned about the loss of the economies of scale,
about the awful duplication that it is setting up and
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the strange unaccountable private monopolies it is
putting into place.
Since the change of government the programs this
government has put into place show the lie of the
reform process it claims to be delivering Victorians.
Since the change of government, prices have
decreased in other states but in Victoria they have
increased. Where are the benefits to the consumers?
It is clear that one of the impacts of the government's
actions will be the total loss of the
demand-management program.
At a conference I attended in Sydney, Ralph Nader,
a consumer advocate from the United States of
America, warned that this is the way industry will
go. He used the example of telephone companies in
the USA As a result of the disaggregation of the
industry there was early competition and lower
prices, but now those prices are rising again and
when the groups operate as private monopolies they
get into parallelism. There are informal
agreements - who knows what level of formality
there is? - between the operators, prices on a
uniform basis start to rise and the only manifestation
of competition is a huge investment in advertising to
maintain the facade of competition.
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At every step of the way the reform process has been
characterised. by deceit and cover-ups on the part of
the government. One of the first I came across was
by the Regu1ator~eral, Mr Robin Davey, at the
conference in Sydney. He said that the brave new
world we are creating for Victoria means that
customers will be able to walk away from poor
service and high prices. This is no independent
Regu1ator-General acting on behalf of consumers.
This is a henchman who is an advocate for what the
government is doing and who is painting the picture
of this brave new world. In his paper he says that it
is a new era for Victorians, who will no longer be
mere consumers but customers in their own right
and who will not have to consume on a
take-it-or-leave-it basis. Then he admits that there
will no competition before 2000. What sort of
horizon is that?

Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Mordialloc is disorderly and
is out of his seat.

Mr MILDENHALL - That is an admission to the
sham and a confession that the competition is really
competition for consumers and so far off that it may

This leads to the trend of increasing income in those
entities via greater consumption. The imperatives of
these utilities lean towards greater consumption in
the marketplace and growth through consumption,
and demand management goes out the window.
Cosy relationships are formed between the entities
and the result is the phenomenon of parallelism.

as well not exist at all. The earliest estimate for this
real competition is 2000. The only thing we can
guarantee is that by 2000 country and city tariffs will
be different. Shane Breheny has admitted this as
well. They will have to be different. As Peter
McGauran says, it will be at the cost of some 7000

We have seen also the massive inaeases in costs for
some of the overheads, the fat cats to which the
Leader of the Opposition referred, and the ability to
replace one salary package of around $150 000 with
five packages of around $300 000, which leads to the
sum of $150 000 becoming $1.5 million without any
increase value-added into the industry. That is a
dramatic multiplication of overheads.

Another big lie in the process is that consumers will
be empowered. The reality is that consumers are
being mugged by these utilities. The utilities have
been instructed to operate on a more commercial
basis, which provides us with insight into how this
will occur. We have seen dramatic increases in the
number of disconnections. During the early part of
the debate certain figures were offered on how this
is occurring, but I can update those figures with
figures from August 1993 to August 1994. In that
time disconnections increased dramatically. In
August 1993 there were 1882 disconnections and in
August 1994 there were 2924, which is well over
1000 more. In fact, it is an increase of more than
30 per cent. No doubt a government member will
say that the figures represent people who have shot
through or not bothered to notify of a change of
address and that such people are not real victims.

As Shane Breheny, the chief executive officer of
Citipower, admitted during the conference in
Sydney, the new purpose of the boards - those
sham new competitive entities - is to maximise
shareholder wealth. No longer do we have entities
established to deliver a service for the benefit of the
community; we have shareholders whose wealth
must be maximised. Who will pay for it? The
so-called new, empowered customer will be slugged
to deliver this new wealth to the shareholders.

COtmtry jobs.
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The interesting thing is that more than 2000 of those
people had their service reconnected after they had
managed 10 battle their way towards paying their
arrears. What do the figures represent? 1hey
represent battlers who cannot afford 10 pay their
bills and who are being mugged and poorly treated
by this government. As a member who represents
one of the poorest suburbs in the metropolitan area I
see people like that in my office on a daily basis and
I can say they are being treated badly by these
utilities. There is a big question mark over how
empowered consumers will be under this reform
process.

Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Mordialloc will remain
silent.

Mr MILDENHALL - According 10 Ralph
Nader, one of the key criteria for empowerment
under the reform process is disclosure and access to
information. This is a brilliant example. The new
agencies are exempt from FOI requests.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m..

Mr MILDENHALL - Before the suspension of
the sitting I was discussing the bill from the
consumer's perspective and was putting paid to the
second big lie of the government - that is, that the
customer will be empowered. Ralph Nader suggests
that a critical indicator or precondition to
empowerment is adequate disclosure and access to
information about the way the utility operates, and
it was dear that a range of mechanisms the
government purports to put in place to provide that
information is part of the sham and the big lie.
The exemption from freedom of information
legislation was the first of those. The customer
policy was offered by the Regulator-General,
Mr Davey, as an undertaking on behalf of the
government to codify, if you like, its commitments
to consumers and to list minimum standards of
performance by the utility. That is an extraordinarily
available piece of information, you can get it very
easily. All you have to do is find the Information
Victoria bookshop, pay $4 and establish your rights!
What sort of access to information is that? You pay
to establish your rights! It is just extraordinary.
Finally, a consultative committee was offered by
Mr Davey as the way for the utilities to keep in
touch with their customers. Typically, this
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committee would not deal with policy matters, it
would be there to provide a liaison, presumably
across the whole range of utilities, not just electricity.
If that is compared with other efforts in government
1.Uldertaldngs, such as Telecom, where the
consultative mechanisms deal with policy and are
structured in a fairly detailed way, this measure is at
best window-dressing.

The next big lie in the bill and the reform process is
that prices will fall. The price of electricity fell in real
terms by 8.8 per cent during the life of the former
Labor government. Since the change of government
the cost of electricity to domestic consumers has
increased by 10 per cent, and the only commitment
the government has made to these long-suffering
domestic consumers is that by 2000 their tariffs will
be reduced by 9 per cent. In that case, the net result
and performance of the government in its
undertaking to reduce the price of electricity will be
an increase of 1 per cent. Even the government's
own published material demonstrates the lie
represented by the undertaking that prices will fall.

Another big lie is that the organisations will be
acc01.Ultable to the consumer or customer. Since the
new organisations have taken up their role they
have been accountable to no-one - they have gone
off like maverick organisations. The rubbish. that has
been promulgated in their name and the money they
have expended are absolutely extraordinary.

I, too, received a letter from Solaris Power, and the
way this organisation took over was as follows: I
received an account from the City of Footsaay and,
without notification. the reminder notice came from
Solaris. I said, 'Who are these guys? What's going on
here?'. Then some four or five weeks later, on
4 November, out came the full-colour, friendly letter
to the 'Dear Valued Customer'. What an
extraordinary letter it was, opening with:
You are a precious customer to us _.
The gist of what it was saying was, 'If you'd like to
make contact with us it is as easy as going back,
finding your last account, finding the inquiries
number, ringing that, and then you might find
Solaris too!' The letter had no phone number; this is
not an accessible organisation.

The map that accompanied the letter shows the
boundaries of the supply company. I do not know
how those boundaries were determined. They must
have thrown the regions together and decided at
some point that they had a cohesive, recognisable
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boundary. They should have asked the Local
Government Board to draw up proper boundaries!
Williamstown and Footscray do not have anything
in common with HeideIberg other than being part of
the metropolitan area. I am not sure where Fenton
Hill is, but I am sure it is not compatible with
Williamstown and Footsaay. There is no logic
behind the boundaries.
The treatment of customers by these new supply
companies has been well documented. In
mid-October I detailed the extraordinary treatment
of a small business in Heidelberg. It was sent a letter
from Solaris Power, which was its first contact with
the company, demanding a payment of $1700 within
seven days otherwise its electricity supply would be
disconnected without further notice. Is this the
superior service they talk about? The statement that
these new generation companies will introduce a
new standard of service is ominous for consumers
and should send shudders through the Victorian
community.
Compare that accountability to what has existed in
Footsaay for many years - an electricity supply
department that was responsible, through
employment arrangements, back to the municipal
CO\.U\CiL The equity the City of Footsaay owned has
been transferred to Solaris Power, but the
accountability has been removed deliberately from
the local community. It was only after extensive
negotiations that the municipal supply authority
managed to obtain a position on the board of Solaris
Power, but that was only on the condition it not be a
representative and that there must not be
accountability to or reporting to the equity holders.
If that is supposed to be the new relationship where
customers are empowered, it is part of the big lie
that is the dominant characteristic of the new
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captured by the regulated. We do not have to fear
that that situation will occur here, because it already
has! There should be no pretence of independence.
The umpire has become part of the cheer squad. The
prophecy drawn by Ralph Nader has become the
reality.
From a consumer perspective, the legislation is part
of the disempowering and disembowelling of the
rights of consumers. Previously, through an elected
government there was some form of aCCOWltability
in the marketplace. In this case we are replacing a
public monopoly with a private geographic
monopoly, so we have the worst of both worlds. The
consumers and customers will not have any power
and the public of Victoria will be disadvantaged.

Victorians will not forget what has occurred. In 1996
it will be a central part of the opposition's campaign.
The opposition is grateful to the government for
giving it such a strong focus for its campaign
leading up to the next election.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr Spry
(Bellarine).

Debate adjourned until next day.
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Second muIing

Debate resumed &om 15 November; motion of
Mr MAQ.ELLAN (Minister for Planning).
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - The aim of the bill is
to repeal the LoddorK:ampaspe Regional Planning

During the period I have been a member of this
place there has been the notion that parts of

Authority and the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority. The
Loddon-Campaspe Regional Plarming Authority
replaced the former Loddon-Campaspe Regional
Planning Authority established in 1973 under the
Town and Cmmtry Planning Act. Its function is to
coordinate the works planned by public authorities
in the region and to integrate land-use planning
with economic and social plarming in the region.
The authority resolved of its own accord to wind
itself up on 28 October and provide for the
appointment of an administrator with complete
powers and responsibilities of the authority prior to
winding up.

government are captured by individuals or groups.
Ralph Nader, the American consumer watchdog,
has warned that without consumer power and
effective legislation the regulator is most often

The Upper Yarra Valley and Oandenong Ranges
Authority was established by a former liberal
government to protect the Oandenong and Yarra

arrangements.
The supposed competition that will evolve is a
sham. It is clear that the Office of the
Regulator-General is a toothless tiger. The
Regu1ator-General has shown by his participation in
a number of public forums and seminars that he is
an advocate of the government's program. The
watchdog is part of the cheer squad and should be
treated with the same credibility.
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valleys from the incremental creep of the growth of
suburbia.
Planning policy no. 3 established the policy of 'no
net increaSe in residential developments'. It formed
the basis of the planning policy in the Dandenongs
that resulted four years later in the establishment of
that particular authority. The authority is an
independent statutory authority with a aoss-section
of local and state government appointments.
The regional strategy plan was approved in 1984.
Local planning schemes then form the more
stringent and detailed form of the plan. Before
examining what the bill does, I point out that the
opposition will not support this legislation for
reasons that will become apparent and clear.
This bill repeals the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority Act. It empowers an
administrator to act with the complete powers and
responsibilities of the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority prior to its winding
up. It provides for a continuation of the approved
regional strategy plan made under the act through
an amendment to the Planning and Environment
Act and it stipulates that an amendment to the
regional strategy plan carmot be put into effect
unless it is approved by positive resolution of both
houses of Parliament.
I turn to some of the issues. In both areas the shires
have been amalgamated and elected councillors
have been replaced with appointed commissioners
who have taken over all local planning authority.
Mr S. J. Plowman interjected.
Mr DOLUS -That is not the case? For the
record, the minister says, 'Not yet - in another few
days'. Currently the elected representatives are still
in place. In a short period the elected representatives
will be replaced by a number of appointed
commissioners to act £or that particular area. A
number of changes are taking place at the one time.
One must ask: what is the urgency of moving to
wind up the authority and why so quickly?
Mr Maclellan interjected.

Mr DOLUS - I am sure, Minister, it is more
than possible to legally work out both the current
question and retain the authority.
Mr Madellan interjected.
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Mr DOLUS - There is a need to protect the area
from inappropriate subdivision or use. The Upper
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority has
been studying and documenting the environmental,
cultural, tourism and regional needs of the area. We
must ensure that somebody will continue that work.
The opposition will be looking for assurances that
that will take place. From my reading of the bill that
does not seem to be happening.

I do not need to remind the house of the importance
of the Dandenong Ranges and the need to protect
them. From my reading of the bill that will not be
guaranteed If an administrator is appointed the
whole area could become subject to the same general
rules rather than having the specific rules that
currently apply to sensitive areas such as
Sherbrooke.
Precedents for subdivision that occur in the general
area can be used to push the case for subdivision
and development in sensitive areas. The powers of
an administrator are too strong. The minister has an
obvious record on a number of occasions of
bypassing the correct procedures.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr DOLUS - That is a fact, Minister, and not
necessarily a negative point sometimes; however, at
other times it is questionable. As a result of this
direct approach people in the area are concerned
whether final decisions will be made with
participation and consultation and whether it will be
possible for them to obtain some assurances that
their area will be protected from further intrusions
in a planning and subdivision sense.

Repeal of the regional planning authorities will
leave the areas and some residents with no
independent plarming authority. In reality, and in
practice, what difference is there between what the
government is proposing for the strategy plan to
come to Parliament to be passed by both houses and
the process for planning scheme amendments that
are required to be tabled in Parliament and can be
revoked by either house within 10 days?
TIle 'safeguard' the minister and the government
propose in this bill is spurious because it does not

protect planning schemes from inappropriate
amendments because the government currently
controls both houses. In that regard it is possible for
a government decision to be bulldozed in this house
and the other place.
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Mr Macle1lm interjected
Mr DOLUS -Indeed. The record must show
that government decisions at least can be passed
both in this place and the other place.

Mr ~e1lm - Because of the will of the people.
Mr DOLUS - Yes, and the people will get an
opportunity in two years to question some of those
decisions. In additi~ the right of referral to the
Premier weakens the safeguard even further. From
my reading of the bill, that will not protect the
Dandenongs. Local schemes are more stringent and
the bill does not prevent the minister from repealing
local planning schemes where the local planning
scheme is more stringent than the regional strategy
plan. Again the case of Sherbrooke is a good
example.
The requirement that there be no inconsistency
between a local planning scheme and the regional
strategy plan opens that possibility. Local planning
schemes will become vulnerable to the broad
strategy plan. Will the minister give an assurance
that the stringency of local plans will not be repealed
or diluted as a result of this legislation?
The LoddOJK:ampaspe Regional Planning
Authority did not decide to disband. The appointed

commissioneJ:S will be maldng that particular
decision. That is the information we are getting, and
the minister can correct me if that is not the case.
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necessary to bring the Premier into the planning
process?

The minister has agreed on a number of occasions
that the planning authority is in many ways the final
arbiter on the matter, but it appears, as a result of
this bill, that the Premier will be given a legislative
right to intervene. What circumstances does the
government foresee arising to necessitate that step?
If that kind of intervention is to take place why not
go through a planning scheme or strategy plan
amendment?
As I said earlier, the requirement for an amendment
to the original strategy plan to be passed by both
houses of Parliament is no real protection. Currently
all planning amendments have to be tabled in
Parliament and can be revoked by a majority in
either house. On a reading of the bill it appears that
Parliament can only pass or reject an amendment to
the strategy plan, whereas it can revoke a planning
scheme amendment in part or in whole. I ask the
minister when closing the debate to indicate
whether there is any inconsistency there.

The Governor in Council has the power to include or
exclude any area of land Wlder the strategy plan for
the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges.
Considering the whole of the Lysterfield Valley and
a number of the areas that were ceded from previous
shires that formed the area covered by the Upper
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority, it is
likely that in the future there could be some
exclusion of those areas &om the strategy plan.

Mr Madellan interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The Loddon-Campaspe Regional
Planning Authority did not decide to disband and
the commissioners will be making decisions with
that authority not being in place. The Premier for the
first time - Mr Madellan interjected.
Mr DOLUS - I shall come to that The Premier
for the first time is given powers as a planning
authority and can approve of the carrying out of
works that are not in conformity with the approved
regional strategy plan. One must ask the question;
why has the Premier been included as part of the
planning process? As the minister said on a number
of occasions, why is not the minister the final
planning arbiter for the state? That was the case
previously. Why is the Premier suddenly given the
right to intervene in this particular area? Why is it

The condition that the minister must not approve an
amendment to the planning scheme if the
amendment is inconsistent with the approved
strategy plan may lead in some cases to the lowest
common denominator, where the minister will be
able to use his powers to revoke the most stringent
conditions in planning schemes. Again, Sherbrooke
comes up as a fairly clear example.
Does the proposal by the government allow
over-politicisation of what is a plarming process
matter? Or is it appropriate, given the importance
and the significance of the region, that any
politicisation should be taken out of it? The miItister
would agree, as he has previously stated, that there
is an advantage for both himself and any other
government minister, including the chief minister,
the Premier, in being at arm's length from any
decisions that are made in a planning process, and in
particular any decisions in relation to this area. The
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bill does not adequately protect the Dandenong

Ranges.
I turn to the role of the local planning schemes. At
the moment the local planning schemes have the
force of the law. The regional strategy plan does not.
The proposed bill does not protect the local
government planning schemes which have been
approved by the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority as compatible with
and complementary to the regional strategy plan.
In the case of the former Shire of SheIbrooke, the
local planning scheme is legitimately more stringent,
restrictive of development and more protective of
the environment than the broad strategic blueprint
contained in the regional strategy plan. Under laws
passed last year the minister can repeal any local
planning scheme and there is nothing in this bill to
prevent the nUnister from repealing the local
planning schemes of the abolished councils, which
in the case of Sherbrooke would leave the area with
only the inadequate protection of the provisions of
the regional strategy plan.

I turn to the amendments to the local planning
schemes. Proposed section 46F of the bill will
substantially alter the force of provisions under the
regional strategy plan At present only section 2 of
the regional strategy plan states that plarming
authorities carrying out amendments must ensure
that those are consistent with the strategy plan.
Proposed section 46F of the bill contains a similar
provision requiring consistency of planning scheme
amendments with the approved strategy plan.
However, the current regional strategy plan in
paragraph (A) of action requirement no. 3
specifically refers to the possibility of local planning
provisions that are stronger than the strategy plan
policies and actions. It states that in the event that
speciallcx:al circumstances require more restrictive
land. use and subdivision management controls the
responsible authority may incorporate such
provisions through amendments to its planning
scheme. A similar statement does not appear in the
proposed bilL
I am basically putting specific components of this
legislation before the house for future reference. I
think we are going to have a number of problems as
the result of this bill passing through Parliament,
problems that we will quite clearly be debating for
some time into the future. For the sake of that debate
I will endeavour to include as much as is humanly
possible of the detail contained in the bill.
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As I was saying, as the bill is currently worded,
pursuant to proposed section 46F the minister could
ensure that no amendment was approved that was
stronger than the strategy plan. There is a danger
that the minimum standard of the regional strategy
plan will now become the maximum standard This
particular point has been pressed home to the
opposition on a number of occasions at meetings it
has had with local residents from that area and with
activists in the Sherbrooke area, who are quite
concerned about the ramifications of the bill and
what it may do to their loc:ality.

The bill may well preserve the rural production and
conservation zones of the Upper Yarra Valley but, as
we have stated previously, greater restrictions are
necessary to protect the Dandenong Ranges from the
incremental creep of suburbia. For that reason, in
our opinion the regional strategy plan provides
lesser controls over subdivisions, flat development,
dual occupancy, scenic landscape preservation and
tree and fauna protection than currently the
Sherbrooke local planning scheme does.
The government would best deal with this issue by
allowing a situation in which, following the
amalgamation process, elected representatives in the
area could begin to become responsible for the
legislative situation that will exist as a result of this
bill passing through both houses of Parliament.

However, for the first time government-appomted
commissioners will be in place, a new piece of
legislation will exist, there is a possibility of the
amended legislation lessening the effect of the very
strict controls that exist in that area and a possibility
of the dilution of some of the conservation values
that have been preserved there as a result of
legislation passed by previous Liberal governments
and the previous Labor government.
In many ways that legislation provided adequate
protection that in the past the minister did not
criticise. I suppose the opposition was slightly
amazed as to why this legislation has been
introduced and why it is necessary for the minister
to amend the legislation in the way that he proposes.
We have not heard any critical analysis of the
existing legislation.

The opposition does not understand. why it has
become so necessary in the dying days of this
Parliament to again amend this piece of legislation,
especially while at the same time, and this is the
important and fundamental point, the restructuring
of local government is going on and no elected local
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voice is being retained in those areas to argue for or
against some of the changes.
It is rather a curious coincidence. It is curious in the
sense that this piece of legislation has now been
brought into the house when the amalgamation
process has taken place. This legislation was not
introduced in the previous session of Parliament,
nor did the government foreshadow that it would be
introduced some time in the future. I do not know
what the urgency is for the minister to introduce this
legislation or why he is moving forward with it
when the amalgamation process will create only
considerable confusion and uncertainty.
These are questions that local residents, conservation
groups and people who have been involved in the
area have been asking the minister since the bill was
introduced in this house. Unfortunately, the
opposition has not been able to provide them with
an answer as to the logic that has guided him and
the government in bringing this bill through
Parliament.
As I was saying, this bill may well preserve the rural
production and conservation zones of the Upper
Yarra Valley, but greater restrictions are necessary to
protect the Dandenong Ranges from the incremental
creep of suburbia.

Ever since the statement of planning policy no. 3,
which was released by the former Uberal
government in 1972, the basic tenet of the planning
poUcy of the Dandenong Ranges has been that no
net increase in residential development takes place.
Without reference to the legitimate nm of planning
schemes, the provisions of the strategy plan could
form the basis of a planning scheme amendment
which replaces key elements of the Shire of
Sherbroolce planning scheme, including zone and
ordinance controls.
I point out that my colleague the Honourable Bob
Ives, an honourable member for Eumemmerring
Province in the other place, has done a considerable
amount of work on this bill. He has worked on a
paper he has distributed to all his constituents. He
provided me with a number of points that are
included in my contribution tonight.
TIle Honourable Bob Ives and a number of people
involved in this issue will use this piece of
legislation as an example to enable them in more
than one way to campaign fairly actively to have
local representatives express their fierce concerns
about this bill when trying to protect this very
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sensitive area. As I said, past experience shows that
amendments brought into this Parliament in 1972 by
the then Liberal government protected that sensitive
area from incremental planning or increased
building development, and that is how we ended up
with the current legislation.

The opposition suggests that the proposed
safeguards in the bill are questionable because they
represent only a marginal inaement on current
planning law. The present planning system
throughout Victoria allows for a responsible
planning authority to propose amendments and for
those amendments to go through a public process
and eventually go to the minister. The minister then
approves the amendment which becomes effective
when that particular amendment is gazetted, subject
only to disallowance by either house of this
Parliament. The bill makes any amendments subject
to positive resolution by both houses of
Parliament - as I have stated before.
lbat is why we are fairly concerned about this piece
of legislation. lbat is why we have suggested that it
is rather premature to abolish the authority. A
number of contnbutors to the debate wish to go
through the fairly detailed view that we have
developed in relation to this bill, and I will allow
them to do so.
I shall conclude my contribution by quoting some of
the statements made by the Honourable Bob Ives
who has campaigned fairly strongly. Recently
Mr Ives said that
The bill gives the minister power to exclude areas from
coverage from the regional strategy plan. This could
well include areas formally in Sherbrooke but now
ceded to the adjacent councils ..,
The government's claim that the bill safeguards the
Dandenongs by enshrining the regional strategy plan
in legislation by making amendments possible only by
resolution of both houses of Parliament _

is questionable. The opposition will be campaigning
on that issue. However, more importantly the bill
does not recognise that the regional strategy plan is
only a very broad guide to set minimum
requirements. It does not provide the safeguards
that the local planning schemes have provided in
this particular area. In the past Minister Madellan
has shown a capacity to repeal and to amend
planning schemes without a great deal of
advertising taking place. The opposition would be
concerned if this government ever repealed the local
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Sherbrooke scheme or amended anything in that
scheme for particular properties or any of that area.

The guarantee we seek from the government is that
this piece of legislation will at least safeguard
Sherbrooke in the way we have known it up lmtil
today and the way it should be preserved in the
future. It is not good enough to have a debate when
so many questions are left unanswered.. It is not
good enough to abolish the planning authority when
the government does not explain why it is necessary.
The opposition has not received an explanation why
the legislation is being introduced, especially when
the local authorities and local councillors will go out
of business in the next few days.
Why could we not have waited until the
amalgamation process had taken place, to allow
things to settle down and to allow time to guarantee
and safeguard the integrity of the planning process?
A~ the question for the government is: why is it
important for the Premier to become part of the
planning process? I do not know many pieces of
legislation where the Premier has been brought into
a planning scheme. I do not know many pieces of
legislation where it is important for the Premier to
be included in the legislative process and where the
Premier intervenes in particular works that may be
carried out What does it mean when you have a
minister for planning, who is the planning authority
in this state, allowing the Premier, the chief minister
of this government, suddenly to become involved in
the planning process of the state?

Can the government guarantee the integrity of these
matters? Is it possible for the opposition to be certain
that the residents of that part of Melbourne can be
guaranteed that the bill will not dilute the
conservation values that we have preserved for a
long time?
I am absolutely certain that if the previous Liberal
Premier, Mr Hamer, were around, he would have
strongly opposed the legislation. Those who
examine the previous debate will find that in the
early 19705 Premier Hamer fought fairly hard to get
his government to preserve and guarantee the
integrity of that area.
I am absolutely certain that the former Premier
would be quite concerned to see the sorts of changes
coming through this house, and would be even more
concerned to see the Premier of Victoria getting
involved in the planning processes of this state.
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What else are we going to get as part of the
amended legislation? The Premier has become the
final authority in relation to appointing or
dismissing permanent heads or appointed heads of
government statutory authorities. 'The Premier has
become the person who determines serious matters.
Now we have the Premier becoming part of the
planning process in this state. That is something the
minister must answer. 'That is something we expect
the minister to explain. Why is it important that that
take place? A failure to explain will leave too many
questions unanswered.. It will ensure that concerns
will continue to creep in inaementally causing
considerable debate not only in that area but also
becoming part of the election process in 1996.
Again may I say that Mr Ives has worked
particularly hard in making certain that the intention
of this particular bill has been sautinised and
questioned fairly widely in that particular area. I do
not see the government undertaking any
consultation or taking the time to explain, debate or
discuss with local residents some of the concerns
that have been expressed. Mr Ives undertook to do
so as well as raising a number of questions prior to
the bill's being debated in this house, and he will be
doing that elsewhere.

In conclusion, it is unnecessary that we debate the
bill at this very moment. This is not a bill that needs
to go through this Parliament, especially in view of
the current acts that already safeguard the particular
areas in question in more than one way. More
importantly, the bill is irrelevant and dangerous in
many ways. It comes at a time when the elected
representatives in a number of municipalities right
across Victoria will be dismissed in the next few
days, a dismissal that will pose more questions than
provide answers. The question is: why is this bill
being introduced now? The possibility of a hidden
agenda has been raised and it is up to the
government to provide some guarantees, certainties
and answers to the questions raised in this debate.
We look forward to clarifications being made so that
we can reassure the people of Victoria that the
government does not have a hidden agenda in
respect of their areas.
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals) - The shadow Minister for Planning has
raised a number of issues in relation to this bill, the
details of which will be made clear by the Minister
for Planning when he closes the debate. I point out
to the honourable member for Richmond that if he
looks at the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong
Ranges Authority Act he will find that a quorum
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must be present at meetings. A quorum includes
elected councillors from each of the four
municipalities: Sherbrooke, Upper Yana, Hea1esville
and Ulydale. In respect of the cmmc:illors leaving
office and administrators being appointed - as the
minister said, I think, by way of interjection - that
would pose a legal problem for the authority in that
meetings would not have quorums. The government
had to address that undesirable situation. Hence the
bill was introduced to provide some guarantees to
the people that their region will be protected.
In his comments the honourable member for
Richmond, the shadow Minister £or Planning,
seemed to dwell pretty much on the Shire of
Sherbrooke. I was intrigued by thal He obviously
had a lot of contact with the Shire of Sherbrooke. He
was concerned that the Minister for Planning had
not seen representatives from the authority or from
the area. Obviously the honourable member has not
been properly informed. I have attended at least two
meetings with the minister - I know he has had
many more - with representatives from the area
concerning their contribution to this legislation. That
has helped the minister to determine how the
legislation should be framed and also to address
their concerns and ensure that they understood
exactly the intention of the legislation.
I am concerned about the concentration on the Shire
of Sherbrooke because I believe the other three
shires should have undergone equal examination by
the honourable member for Richmond. As my
colleague the Minister for PlamUng has suggested, it
might have something to do with factional
allegiances in Sherbrooke. I have represented all of
the area concerned except the Shire of Sherbrooke. I
acknowledge that the Shire of Sherbrooke and the
Dandenong Ranges constitute an extremely sensitive
environment that must be protected. However, so,
too, do the Yarra Valley, the shires of Lillydale and
Hea1esvi1le and the Upper Yarra where residents
and councils take particular care about the
environmental beauty of their areas. That area has
been preserved by the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority Act 1976. The act had
some opposition because the people in the area said,
'We do not only want to preserve the area for the
people of Melbourne'. My argument was that the
area is preserved firstly for the people who live in
the area and, secondly, to ensure that the people of
Melbourne, too, can continue to enjoy the area for
many years to come. It is a magnificent area that is
close to the City of Melbourne.
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We were exceptionally fortunate to have had a
far-sighted government in 1976. As I have said in
this house before, that government enjoyed
bipartisan support in determining that uniform
planning controls should be applied across the four
shires. That government also ensured that
development within those £om shires was checked
so that nothing could despoil one of Victoria's and
Australia's absolute gems.
One of the best things about travel overseas is
returning home. It is then that one appreciates just
what gems we have in Victoria and Australia and
what a great country this is. I see that region - one I
have represented for almost 20 years - as being one
of the real gems that lknow of anywhere in the
world.
The government's intention is to ensure that the
protection of that area continues. 1 believe the
mechanism with which. the minister has introduced
this bill will ensure that protection. Both houses of
Parliament have an opportunity to examine, debate
and agree or disagree with any proposed changes to
the regional strategy plan, which. will provide
considerable protection.
The honourable member was concerned that this
government has a majority in both houses. Although
that is true, only at its peril would any government
support a change to the strategy plan that clearly
was not in the interests of the environmental
protection of the area. As a representative of that
area I would be extremely concerned if I thought a
proposal to change the strategy plan threatened the
integrity of the area. That is the minister's objective
in framing the legislation as he has.
In respect of the Premier's involvement, he is not in
a position to ride roughshod over planning schemes
or take unilateral action, but he is involved. The
minister will probably explain that later. Proposed
section 46G states:
(1) _ a government department. public authority or
municipal council must not carry out works in the
region which are not in conformity with the
approved regional strategy plan.

(2) If a government department, public authority or
municipal council considers that any works or
undertakings whichare not in conformity with the
approved regional strategy plan should be carried
out, the department, authority or council may
make submissions with respect to the proposed
works and undertakings to the Premier.
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(3) After considering any submission under sub-section
(2), the Premier, on the advice of the Minister may,
despite anything in any other Act, by Order
prohibit,. either absolutely or on such terms as he
or she thinks fit, or restrict or regulate the carrying
out of the works or undertakings or any part of
them speci6ed in the order.

I ~eve that provision gives considerable protection
agamst a government department that may wish to
carry out works that are not in the interests of the
area, However, at the same time it gives some
flexibility to the planning scheme. Planning schemes
should never be absolutely rigid. Something
determined to be done 5, 10 or 15 years down the
track. that has not been envisaged in the strategy
p~ can be ~pproached using proposed section 46G.
It IS not a tmilateral power; the Premier must consult
with the minister and has the right to approve or
disapprove of such works. In that respect it is a
pretty fair protection.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN - I will let the Minister for
Planning explain that point to the satisfaction of the
honourable member for Richmond during his
summing up of the second-reading debate. As a
representative of the area I am happy to support the
l~tion. I supported the original legislation,
which had some stiff opposition from people in the
area, and I continue to support it. I would not
support legislation I thought threatened the integrity
of the area. I believe this legislation adequately
provides the protection needed.
Mr. L.ONEY (Geelong North) - It is with pleasure
that I JOUl the debate, which is serious because in
many ways it focuses on the whole intent of
planning in Victoria. Although the bill concerns the
repeal of the LoddO&Campaspe Regional Planning
Authority Act and the Upper Yarra Valley and
~g Ranges Authority Act, it represents a
~cr~osm of the essentials of planning throughout
Vl~ today and illustrates the way we should be
gOUlg about it. In many ways it illustrates superbly
the ~ce in the approaches to planning taken
by this government and previous governments of
both political persuasions. It is also closely allied to
the amalgamation of local government, and I
~uppose the minister and the government would see
It as an intrinsic part of that process.
It is interesting to look back. at the genesis of regional
p~g au~ties because these are not the only
regIonal planning authorities in Victoria. The
Loddon-Campaspe Regional Planning AuthOrity
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was established in 1976-77 by the previous Liberal
government, which saw the need for regional
planning in a different way. The historical context is
important when considering this issue. The
establishment of the regional authorities came at a
time when decentralisation and regionalisation were
exciting ideals being pmsued, it is fair to say, by
Australian governments of both political
persuasions. One would have to say that in many
respects they were inspired by the federal Whitlam
government, particularly its initiatives in the
Albury-Wodonga area.

When that particular authority was established I
suppose there was a different historical context and
people had a different way of thinking about things.
It is interesting to note that the Upper Yarra Valley
and !Jandenong Ranges Authority was created for a
specific purpose, which was to protect the
Dandenong and Yarra valleys from the growth of
suburbia. Some might argue that suburbia has
expanded anyway and filled part of that void, but
the planning authority has carried out a significant
task.
Other planning authorities were established, but this
planning ~uthority was created to ensure integrity in
the planning process. There was a bit more to it than
saying, 'You are in charge of this region and you are
a self-contained area'. At that time the government
was calling on regions to fit into something greater
and to ensure that within their own areas land-use
P~g and other forms of planning had some
mtegrity.
When we talk about integrity in the planning
process we are talking about the protection of areas
for ~ ultimate best purpose against the trap of
deciding that, for example, because an area is
eminently suitable for further residential
development it should, of necessity, be developed
for a residential purpose. The integrity to be
maintained is the best purpose for the land, which
may be broadaae farming rather than residential
development The regional planning authority has
~ ~ility to ensure that that integrity is
mamtained throughout its region. At that time
integrity was an essential and intrinsic part of what
wasgomgon.
R~onal planning authorities were a recognition of
the ~portance and necessity of local area strategic

plaruting and the fact that Spring Street could not
adequately plan on behalf of the entire state.
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The Upper Yana Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority therefore came into being, and it was set
up in a way similar to a number of other regional
plarming authorities, such as the Latrobe Regional
Commission, the Albury-Wodonga Development
Commission and the Geelong Regional Commission.
Although their powers and functions varied,
essentially they were about the same set of
relationships. They were set up to enable the
participation of people within those regions in
planning the future development of the region and
the nature and limit of such development.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr LONEY - The minister disagrees, I see. It is
quite interesting that he disagrees that regional
authorities were about participation of local people.
Mr M~clellm - No, the one you're talking about
was half made up ofbureauaats.

Mr LONEY - I accept the point the minister is
making, but I am going back to the setting up and
the actual aims when setting it up, and that was an
essential aim.

They were also very much about the planning,
coordination, integration, management and
development of the region, the improvement and
enhancement of the region and the protection of
areas of natural beauty and special significance to
the region. I suggest that a p~t part of the
charter of the particular regional authority I am
referring to was the protection of areas of natural
beauty and special significance.
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behalf of the authority. I suggest that that is a
tremendously important aspect of the work of the
authority and one which the honourable member for
Richmond has already raised as a concern. Council

amalgamations, the removal of planning authorities
and the replacement of councillOlS with
commissioners means the watering down of that
function of informing the public of proposals and
plans for development in the region.
Planning authorities were also about approval of
planning scheme amendments for the region. That
would certainly be held as intrinsic to the role of
planning authorities because all of those things were
set out in their charters. Those authorities comprised
considerable and wide-ranging expertise across a
range of planning disciplines. They were
multi-skilled in the way they operated and in the
functions they carried out The skills they
encompassed spanned areas such as town planning,
economics, demography, architectural drafting,
drafting itself, cartography, geography, graphic
design, civil engineering, accountancy, business
advice and a whole range of other specialist skiDs.
The skills of people working for those authorities
were broadened. People working as land-use
planners were exposed to a broader agenda and
started to build up their own expertise across other
areas, and in some sense it affected the way they
looked at things. They took a broad-brush approach
to the issues, and I suggest that was useful in
drafting comprehensive strategy.

As we are all aware, many parts of the Upper Yana
Valley in particular fall into those categories, and of
course the authority was about the provision of
services and facilities within that region and the way
~ should be coordinated To an important degree
it was also about the attraction, promotion,
development and improvement of industrial and
other business undertalcings in the area and
employment opportunities in the region, not the
least by ensuring that land use within the region and
the zoning of particular areas actually facilitated
development across those particular areas. lbat was
another important strand to the work it was doing.

The fear that arises when you talk about an
authority such as the Upper Yana Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority is that the skill and
expertise that have been built up and which are
important to the region will be lost I take the
example in my own area of the Geelong Regional
Commission. Considerable skills existed within that
commission, but they have been lost, and have gone
all over Australia. Many of the people who worked
for the commission were headhunted by planning
bodies in other parts of Australia because of the
expertise they built up. I have no problem with the
fact that those people go off to other areas - that is
to their benefit - but unfortunately it has been a
great loss to our region as those important skills are
vital to the development of a region.

Another point I see as important, although some
may see it as a much smaller point, concerns
informing the public of proposals and plans for
development in the region and of the results of the
environmental and other studies carried out on

The bill provides specifically for the repeal of the
appropriate act and it provides for the appointment
of an administrator to wind up the authority. In that
sense it parallels closely the situation that applied in
Geelong where an administrator was appointed
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with the specific function of winding up the
authority, and that is what occurred.
I would not argue that Mr Johnston was a bad
administrator of the Geelong Regional Commission;
in fact, he was more than an efficient liquidator.
However, it seems to me that the function of an
administrator should be a little broader than simply
winding up an authority.
The Geelong experience shows that in the interim
period when the amalgamated council is still

establishing itself, working out its own functions,
determining its staffing and playing around with its
own structure -in no way working towards its
ultimate goal but rather towards sorting itself out simply having someone there whose task it is to
wind up rather than effect some transfer of functions
and skills is somewhat short-sighted.
I would have hoped that the government may have
learnt from the experience of Geelong and done it
differently. I do not say that in the spirit of going
back over things that have occurred in the past; I say
that because problems and tensions have arisen
through one body being WOWld down at the same
time as another body is not in position to take over.
That is the situation we fmmd ourselves in, and I
suggest it is the situation this region could find itself
in. The start-up period of the amalgamated body is
not the appropriate time to wind down the other
body. There should be a period of overlap between
the two bodies to ensure the most efficient transfer
of the planning scheme and its integrity in the long
term.

I offer that advice to the minister as something that
comes out of the Geelong experience. I say at this
point - I am sure the minister would mention it in
his closing remarks if I did not - that I was a former
commissioner of the Geelong Regional Commission.
Having been a member of that commission for some
time I have a genuine interest in planning issues,
and I would like to see appropriate planning take
place.
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Clumging World written by three international
academics on planning issues, Niles Hansen, from
the University of Texas, Benjamin Higgins, from the
Australian National University and Donald J. Savoie
from the Canadian Institute for Research on
Regional Development. Those people came to
Australia to study regional development and
regional strategy planning and they fotmd only one
place in Australia they thought worth mentioning in
their book - Geelong. In relation to the Geelong
strategy plan they state:
In June 1988 the Gee10ng Regional Commission
published a no-page volume entitled Directions: The
G«long R.egiml ~ StraUgy. The document
might well be regarded as a model of long-teart
planning for the development of a small but dynamic
regional economy and its community. It is the product
of four years of hard work. which generated hundreds
of pages of individual studies, documents, and reports
on particular aspects of the region's development,.
which were then distilled into the strategy. The project
has its genesis in the 1984 Eamomic StTllkgy of the
Victorian government, which recognised the
importance of the development of the Gee10ng region
as a part of the strategy for development of the state as
a whole. It provided general guidelines for the design
of such regional strategies. The preparation of the
strategy involved not only the ~ its staff,
and a special study team but also the local
governments of the region and the community as a
whole. It also had the cooperation of state government
departments _.
The thoroughness, care, and professional couapetence
with which the background studies were carried out is
apparent from the documents themselves. Equally
evident is the prudence with which the people

ultimately interested in the results of implementing the
strategy were brought into the planning process itself.

Similar exercises for every major region of Australia
would go far toward solving the problems of
Australia's 'seven deadly economic sins' that C3N\Ot be
solved by macro-economic policies at the national level
alone.

The bill specifically provides for the continuation of
the strategy plan made under the act. I absolutely

TIlat is a clear and ringing endorsement of the work
done at that time by the regional authority. It clearly

concur that that is an important thing to do. My
concern is that in practice it will not occur. Again I
base that on my own experience. That is precisely
what happened in the Geelong region; the strategy
plan has not prevailed, even though it was a good
plan. Just in case the honourable member for
Doncaster may question my judgment on this
matter, I refer to a publication Regional Policy in a

states that the regional strategy plan was a plan of
substance which addressed the future needs of the
region. As those experts said, it was a model to be
followed.
After amalgamation the strategy plan was still
theoretically in place. In fact, in answer to questions
about that issue the Minister for Local Government
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in another place confirmed that all strategies of the

Geelong Regional Commission were the strategies
being followed by the local government
commissioners. That was fine to that point, but in
practice it was not the case. I can give a number of
examples to illustrate that. One part of the strategy
was a document entitled 'Geelong Region Retail
Strategy'.
It was a comprehensive document which
documented the way fmward for retailing in the
area. It was based on extensive studies of the area:

demographic and economic studies and studies of
retail businesses. It studied the comparative
requirements of retail floor space in the Geelong
area, in Melbourne and in other centres and it came
up with recommendations that remained in place for
a number of years. It developed a hierarchy of
shopping centres from regional centres, such as
Corio village, to neighbourhood shops and all the
way through that hierarchy.
Instead of following that strategy the commissioners
embarked on a massive explosion of retail space,
totally against the principles espoused in the retail
strategy.
Mr Maclellan - You do realise that the
legislation relates to the other side?
Mr LONEY - Yes, I do. In response to the
interjection from the minister, a cautionary tale
should be drawn from this experience. The people
who have the responsibility for repealing the Upper
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority
should have regard to the one place where this was
carried out and should address the issues that arose
from it having been carried out in that place. That
would seem to me to be perfectly relevant. If you
cannot draw a parallel and try to link the two
together saying, 'Herein lies a path that should be
followed' and that is judged irrelevant, I am not sure
what we would be allowed to debate.
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Mr LONEY - The honourable member for
Doncaster says, no, and I appreciate his knowledge
of this area. I cite the example of the Meadow Vale
shopping centre which has been allowed to almost
double its space.

The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr Cooper) - Order!
Perhaps the honourable member for Geelong North
can oblige us in his remaining minute and a half by
confining his remarks to the bilL
Mr LONEY - I will take your advice,
Mr Acting Speaker. However, I will continue to
argue that I have been addressing the bill
throughout my debate. The bill also provides that no
amendment will be made to the regional strategy
plan without the approval of both houses of
Parliament. That is a great safeguard - the approval
of both houses of Parliament! One should walk
outside this place and ask the public how much of a
safeguard that is. Consider the amount of legislation
passed by both houses of this Parliament over the
past two years.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr LONEY - The honourable member for
Mordialloc, who is inteIjecting, put his hand up in
favour of it on every occasion. The people out there
would not feel that that was protecting their
interests.

The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member's time has expired.
Mr CARU (Coburg) - I oppose the Planning
AuthOrities Repeal Bill. The opposition made that
decision because of the bill's implications for the
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges and in
particular because of the role that authority plays in
controlling the incremental creep of suburbia that
has afflicted those environmentally sensitive areas.
The authority was established by a Liberal

Here we have a situation that particularly relates to
the part of the bill that says there will be a
continuation of a strategy plan. We had a defined
strategy pian in a regional retail strategy. We were
told by the Minister for Local Government and
otheJ's that that was the plan and that it would be
adhered to. Yet we can point to example after
example of planning scheme amendments being
approved despite their being in direct contradiction
of the regional retail strategy.
Mr Perton inteIjected.

government and has sought to control development
along the valley and into the ranges. The
opposition's concern is increased by the fact that the
process of council amalgamations means the areas
will lose the democratically elected cO\mcils that
have fought so hard against particular
developments. The authority has tried to keep the
rural buffer intact, but the councils will disappear
within a short period. The bill will increase the
power of an administrator, chosen by the
government. It will also increase the power of the
government, particularly the minister.
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We believe the disbanding of the Upper Yarra
Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority is
premature. Giving powers to the administrator prior
to the authority's being wound up will provide that
person with too much power that could
detrimentally effect the Yana Valley and
Dandenong Ranges.

We believe there are no checks and balances to
ensure that the regional planning scheme that will
come into effect will do its job. The protection that
existed in that region for the past 20 years will be
lost. We an know the minister has been an
interventionist in many areas, including this area.
Decisions have been made behind closed doors,
often to the detriment of local coW\cils, particularly
the Sherbrooke council The minister has played
favourites and made decisions that are clearly in
defiance of the strategy plan.

I can list the subdivisions in Lysterfield that have
existed for 20 years as a buffer between suburbia
and the Dandenong Ranges. The minister overruled
the Sherbrooke counci1local planning scheme which
ensured that the ranges were protected from further
residential subdivisions that would detrimentally
affect the area's amenity. We have seen the minister
exercise a certain zeal in seeking to promote the
redevelopment and zoning of that area. We are
convinced that his actions were in defiance of the
regional strategy plan.
For years the Sherbrooke council has fought
unnecessary development in an attempt to keep the
area pristine and free from the incremental growth
of suburbia. It wanted to ensure that the Dandenong
Ranges remained an important area for tourism and
recreation. 'That very sensitive environment has been
over~loited in the past and should now be
protected.
The struggle of the SheIbrooke council has meant
that it was prepared to forgo short-term financial
gains from development in the long-term interests of
the community, of tourism and of Melbourne. One
of the great environment assets of this city must be
maintained.
On 24 April this year Mr Len Cox, the Chairman of
the Upper Yana Valley and Dandenong Ranges

Authority, was reported in the Age as saying:
... the land had been the subject of controversy for
many years but the authority believed the land should
not be rezoned.
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In the case of Lysterfie1d, the minister's decision ran
contrary to both the authority, the regional plan and
the SheIbrooke council. That interventiortism by the
minister causes concern, especially his belief that
development should occur at all costs. That is why
the opposition opposes this legislation. The
authority should remain in place at a time when
councils are being amalgamated. Local democracy is
being dispensed with. The Sherbrooke council and
its councillors are being disposed of. For years those
people sought to maintain that sensitive
environment. While the legislation protects regional
planning schemes, it does not protect local planning
schemes. Currently the minister can alter local
planning schemes. On many occasions he has
altered them at will without advertising the changes.
In the case of the Shire of Sherbrooke, the local
planning scheme has not only had the force of law
but has been particularly strong, in many cases
much stronger than the regional planning scheme it was a stronger attempt to preserve the
environment. There is no protection for local
planning schemes under this legislation. The
minister will be able to alter the local planning
schemes almost at will in a situation in which the
regional planning schemes, which have not carried
the force of law and which have basically been
ignored in the past by the minister, can be ignored in
the future.

Local communities have lost much power and
ability to make decisions. Proposed section 46F
provides that local planning schemes should comply
with approved regional strategy plans. That means
that local strategy plans cannot be stronger than or
have a stronger emphasis than the regional planning
schemes. So we have a situation in which even local
circumstances and the will of a local council cannot
ensure that there will be the further protection that
has been needed in the past, has been defended by
the Shire of Sherbrooke and is needed now.
MrWel1sinterjected.
Mr CARU - Every time the opposition starts
talking about local government issues or mentions
the rights of local coWlcils or local communities
there is a barrage of interjections and a total
contempt for that level of local democracy. Every
single time opposition members mention local
councils they are told by government members that
those cOWlcils do not count and that they are not
representative.
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As we know, by the end of this year all local
government bodies except the Borough of
Queensc1iffe will have been sacked and
administrators appointed. 11lat contempt for that
local level of government is an outrage in a
democratic society. Local government has in the past
and still now provides checks and balances on the
excesses of the interventionism of the government.

The regional authority was set up by a Liberal
government after a series of struggles by
environmentalists to protect the fragile environment
of the Dandenong Ranges, to make up for the
exploitation of more than 100 years and to ensure
that the spread of suburbia was stopped and that
there was not an inaease in suburban and
residential developments in the area.

Probably the best example of a defence of a local
amenity is the planning scheme that was devised by
the Shire of Sherbrooke. That scheme was restrictive
on subdivisions, dual occupancy and landscape and
placed a very strong emphasis on the types of trees
and the Jandscaping that were needed. The shire
decided to forgo immediate gain in the interests of
the long-term benefit to and protection of the
Dandenong Ranges.
The minister has intervened and amended planning
schemes in the past without them being advertised.
This bill is a powerful weapon for the minister to use
against any local control It gives the minister the
ability to amend local planning schemes and gives
Parliament the ability to amend the regional
plarming scheme. We have a situation in which there
is very little control over the planning process by
people in the local community. We have an
emphasis on development at any cost in what is
possibly the most environmentally sensitive area in
metropolitan Melbourne. The government's control
of both houses of Parliament also means that the
ability to amend schemes becomes meaningless.
It is far too early to get rid of the Upper Yana Valley
and Dandenong Ranges Authority. CoWlci1
amalgamations pose threats to the future of that
region and considerable protection of that area has
to continue. The authority has had a much broader
function than simply planning of land use. It has
been involved in and has conducted studies on
tourism, cultural development, biodiversity and a
whole host of other functions that are clearly not
going to be taken up by anyone else. It will therefore
be an immediate loss to the area, and we are not sure
what will replace it.
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There is a need at the very least for a transitional
period Wltil there is a democratically elected council
in the region. To ensure that we do not have a
free-fur-all and that we do not see 20 years of
resistance of the excesses of development, of trying
to protect the environment and of trying to stop the
incremental spread of suburbia suddenly lost, the
authority should in the intervening period be Wlder
local control It should not simply be under an
administrator who is a lackey of the government
because in that situation there is no control By
repealing the legislation that governs the authority
this bill1eaves a very powerful minister with a
powerful ability to amend local planning schemes
and, more importantly, the regional planning
scheme.

The Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges are major
tourist attractions for Melbourne. We know that
environmental concerns have in the past involved
both suburban growth and over-exploitation and
that we need a level of protection in the area. In the
past it has been protected not simply by the
goodwill or good spirit of the government but also
by pressure that has been applied locally. The very
strong environmental movement in the area goes
back a long way and has sought to protect an
important part of Melbourne which is a cultural and
environmental asset.
The area is a major tourist attraction that draws
people from all over Melbourne and from interstate.
In view of the fact that tourism is the largest
industty in Australia, there is a need to ensure that
our key tourist areas are not destroyed as they have
been in other places. The opposition wants to ensure
that the area is not simply over-exploited.
The opposition believes there are not sufficient
checks and balances in place; that at the moment
there is no really strong argument for straight away
repealing the act Wlder which the authority is
established; and that at best there should be
provided a period of transition during which we can
ensure that local people have a say in what
happens - that we do not simply take that ability
away.
We know that in the past couple of years there have
been some quite substantial conflicts between the
Shire of Sherbrooke and the minister. We
Wlderstand the concern in the area is that the
minister is far too interventionist, that he works
behind closed doors and favours some over others.
1be:re is a need to ensure that in the planning area
there are significant checks and balances put into
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place so that we do not see free-for-all and massive
subdivisions allowed to take place, with loss of
further rural land.
There is also a need to ensure that local planning
schemes are defended, that legislation places great
emphasis on protecting local planning schemes and
does not simply allow, as does the current planning
legislation. the minister the ability to amend at will
We need to ensure that we have significant checks
and balances in this area. The opposition's major
complaint about the bill is that there are not any
checks and balaru:es. It is a further centralisation of
power, certainly a centralisation of power in the
hands of the Minister for Planning, and we treat that
with considerable concern.
It needs to be said that the Minister for Planning has
already defied the regional strategy plan on a
number of occasions, particularly on occasions that
deal with residential subdivisions, and that has
created a level of concern, anger and resentment in
the area.

Our opposition stems from the belief that that anger
is justified; that basically the local people have a
right to some level of control; that they have a right
to ensure that there are checks and balances; that
there are local councils and that local people are
involved, and involved in managing the local
environmenL
It is potentially a bill that will take that area, with its
environment and conservation struggles, back to
what it was in the period before 1972, before we had
a commitment - certainly initially from the Uberal
government - to have an effective opposition to
tDlplanned development or incremental growth.
TIle opposition is concerned about the bill because it
provides a further strengthening of the minister'5
powers. The minister has demonstrated that he
operates behind closed doors, playing favourites. He
pays little regard for processes and public
documentation, and defies the regional strategy
plan. So, what confidence do we have in the future if
the regional strategy plan is breached, and has been
breached. on a number of occasions?
In conclusion the opposition is concerned about this
bill It opposes it and believes that there are
significant threats to the environment of the Yarra
Valley and Dandenong Ranges.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - I am surprised
that the opposition would choose to oppose this bill
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because when doing some background work on this
piece of legislation,. which is an important step for
planning controls in Victoria, I went back to the 1976
debate when the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Act was first introduced into
this Parliament. At that stage the ALP saw the
wisdom of the initiative that was brought in by the
Liberal government at the time.

The Australian Labor Party of the day - and I have
had dinner tonight with one of the members who
was present at the time - saw the wisdom of the
establishment of the regional authority with the
purpose of developing a regional strategy plan, and
it supported the legislation at that time. The purpose
of the debate here tonight is to entrench that regional
strategy plan.

The purpose of this legislation is to take the regional
strategy plan, which was developed by the Upper
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority and
entrench it, protect it, make it much more difficult to
change, and also to improve and strengthen the
plarming protection for the Dandenong Ranges and
the Yarra Valley. It is an important step in planning
in Victoria. It provides for those areas in the
Dandenong Ranges and the Yarra Valley the highest
level of protection in Victoria. It ensures the
protection of the Dandenong Ranges, it ensures the
protection of the Yana Valley from urbanisation and
from over-development. It ensures the very thing
that the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority was set up to achieve.
It is a mystery to me why the ALP should, on the
one hand, support the creation of that program and
then, when it is improved, strengthened and
entrenched, choose to oppose iL Why would it do
that, I wonder. We are improving, strengthening
and entrenching the operation of the regional
strategy plan.
It might be of some use to the house to go back to
that 1976 debate and look at the reasons for the
establishment of the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority. I shall quote the
second-reading speech of the Minister for Planning
at the time, Mr Hayes, who said that the purpose of
the bill was:
_. to coordinate and regulate the conservation, use and
development of land in a beautiful and valuable area of
the State. The prime role of this new authority will be to
prepare regional strategy plans which will be
formulated after a thorough investigation of the
resources of the region.
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The purpose of the creation of the Upper Yana
Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority was to
develop a regional strategy plan for the four
mWlicipalities in that area and then at a later period
of time, some six years after the establishment of the
regional strategy plan, to go back and review that
regional strategy plan.
That purpose was important because at the time the
area was covered by four smallish municipalities,
which had widely varying planning controls, and
the area was very much under threat of being
urbanised. It was seen at that time as a worthwhile
step in planning in Victoria to prevent the
mbanisation of the Dandenong Ranges and to
prevent the wbanisatian of the Yana Valley.

This house has the opportunity tonight to ensure
that the work started in 1976 is continued and that
the worth of it is recognised and entrenched. It is a
strange thing that the ALP should seek to oppose a
level of protection which will prevent the
mbanisation of the Yarra Valley and the
mbanisation of the Dandenong Ranges.
The honourable member for Geelong North was
saying what a dreadful piece of legislation this is.
Perhaps he would like to tell us in which part of the
Dandenongs he would like urbanisation to take
place? Which part of the Yarra Valley would he like
urbanised? I certainly do not want it urbanised. I do
not think any members on this side of the house
want it urbanised.
It is an important and special piece of Victoria, and it
should be kept well protected for the benefit of this
generation and future generations of Victorians. I
shall go further in commenting on the original
debate when the legislation we are now considering
tonight was introduced, and look at the contribution
by my colleague the honourable member for Evelyn,
who is now the Minister for Energy and Minerals.
He said in 1976:
1 strongly support the proposition that such a region
should be protected from the ever-increasing sprawl of
suburbia which, if left unchecked, would Wldoubtedly
move farther east

He went on to say that in creating the Upper Yana
Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority:
By this means the character of the Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges could be retained and some
measure of rate justice would be given 10 farmers in the
area.
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The work of the regional authority when it was
established in 1976 was important. The purposes for
which the regional authority were set up in 1976
have been achieved, the primary purpose being to
establish a regional strategy plan and to come back
some four to six years later and revisit that regional
strategy p~ review it in toto and bring forward a
new version of it.
.

lhat was done some two to three years ago under
what was known as amendment 29 to the regional
strategy plan. By and large, the regional authority
has achieved the task. that it was set up to carry out.
It has achieved those things for which it was
established. And there are several things which have
been substantially changed since it was originally
established. We now have the final report of the
Local Government Board, and have gone from a
situation where there were four small municipalities
with diverging planning schemes to a situation
where we now have a recommendation for the area
to be included in a single municipality. We now
have the final report of the Local Government Board.
The AcrING SPEAKER (Mr Cooper) -Order!
The time appointed tmder sessional orders for me to
interrupt the business of the house has now arrived.

Sitting continued on motion of Mr MACLELLAN
(Minister for Planning).
Mr McARTIWR (Monbulk) - As I was saying,
the purposes for which the regional authority was
established have largely been achieved. During the
20 years in which the regional authority has been
established the planning schemes for the four
separate mtmicipalities have been very strongly
coordinated. They are now largely in line with the
regional strategy plan. There is a strong level of
protection against urbanisation for all of the
Dandenong Ranges and the Yarra Valley. lhere is
no likelihood there will be a large expanse of red
tiled roofs throughout the Yarra Valley or
Dandenong Ranges. That is something I would have
expected all members to support.
Given that the reasons for the establishment of the
regional authority no longer exist there is little
reason for continuing the authority. The Local
Government Board has recommended that a single
municipality cover that area. This legislation will
ensure that the regional strategy plan will continue
to protect the Dandenong Ranges and the Yarra
Valley from overdevelopment and urbanisation.
Further, for the first time in Victoria there will be no
poSS1bility of a minister, should he or she so desire,
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changing a planning scheme in a way that is
inconsistent with the regional strategy plan.
Mr Loney - What about the Premier?
Mr McAR'IlIUR. - The Premier will not have
the ability to change the planning scheme in a way
that is inconsistent with the regional strategy plan.
Perhaps the honourable member for Geelong North
should read the bill more carefully. The only
reference to the Premier in this bill is where a
government agency proposes works that are
inconsistent with the regional strategy plan. They
can only do so if it is approved by the Premier. That
is nothing to do with the amendment of the regional
strategy plan.
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MrPANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong)-In

many regards I am disappointed to be participating
in this debate. I particularly want to refer to the role
of the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority. Although the bill also repeals the
Loddon-Campaspe Regional Planning Authority, I
will focus my comments on the role of the Upper
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority and
the reasons for its establishment

The authority was originally established by a Liberal
government because of community concern about
the impact of the growing population that was
moving eastwards from places such as Knox and
Croydon and posing a potential threat to the
environmentally sensitive areas of Ulydale, the
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges.

Mr Loney - How do you define 'works'?
Mr McARTHUR - The only way the regional
strategy plan will be amended in future is if the
minister goes through the normal requirements of
the Planning and Environment Act 1987 in respect of
amendments to the regional strategy plan. After that
normal process the minister must gain support for
the amendment from both houses of Parliament No
other area of Victoria has received that level of
planning control protection before. That important
step has never been taken before. Yet the opposition.
which. prides itself on taking steps on environmental
issues, opposes it Why? The opposition claims it is
the great protector of the environment Yet here is an
important move for the protection of the
environment and opposition members oppose it
Their action is hypocritical. They claim to be
protectors of the environment yet they will oppose
this bill which very carefully and strongly protects
the Dandenong Ranges and the Yarra Valley. By
their actions they will be seen for the hypocrites they

In the 19705 the Liberal government at the time
correctly agreed that an authority should be
established to deal with the specific local issues
affecting those communities. It is disappointing that
the government is fast-tracking development It is so
desperate to try to get the economy going that it will
bypass established community processes of
community consultation and proper processes for
communities to discuss development issues and
have their say. The government is so desperate that
the minister himself has to personally intervene on
various occasions to allow developments to go
through against the wishes of local communities.

are.

In the early 19705 it was a different sort of Liberal
Party and a different sort of Liberal government.
1bat government was actually concerned about
listening to local people. It did not rely on
bureaucrats and administrators; it got local people
together. Local councils and local groups made the
decisions that were important to the local
communities.

When I visit the Dandenong Ranges in the next
week or two and tell the residents that the
Australian Labor Party has voted against a bill that
proposes stronger protection for the Dandenong
Ranges, I am sure they will be aghast They have
been told for the past 20 years that only the ALP
cares for the environment and will protect the
Dandenongs. As we will see tonight, it is not the
Labor Party but the Liberal coalition government
that is the best protector of the Dandenong Ranges
and the Yarra Valley. It actually delivers better
environmental protection for the area. This bill
deserves the support of all honourable members,
and it should get it I ask honourable members on
the other side of the house to support the bill.

Why was there a need to have a regional planning
authority in the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong
Ranges as well as the Loddon-Campaspe area? The
government was trying to focus on the conflicts that
occur in areas of fast residential growth and to
address important environmental and agricultural
issues. Various conflicts occurred according to the
different goals of members of the community.
Community members had different preferences for
development and different aspirations. Of course
conflict exists in any community. The government's
planning role is to assist communities by intervening
and focusing on the different conflicts. The
government can bring the various groups together
and develop agreement on issues that are important
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for local communities, not for some bureaucratic
administrator who runs a regional planning
authority and not someone lilce the Premier who is

given powers under this bill to make decisions
inespedive of the need to consult properly with
local communities.

The Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority was established because of the region's
proximity to fast-growing parts of Melbomne in the
late 19605 and early 19705. At that time residential
areas were expanding and housing developments
stretched from one hill to the next and then the next.
The areas were growing very fast. just as my
electorate in the sou~ is a growth area - a
hundred new families have moved into the area.
Residential developments like that have a severe
impact on local communities. Agricultural
producers and those who opted for alternative
lifestyles or who lived on larger lot sizes started
seeing housing developments being established
close to their boundaries.

What are the potential impacts for those
communities? The Dandenong Ranges are the lungs
of Melbourne and certainly the lungs of the eastern
subUIbs. The big fear is that if you allow all planning
decisions in the region to be made by government
instead of with the assistance of the local community
and the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority, many of the trees and much of the
environmental beauty of the area will deteriorate
because of the government's quick-fix planning
solutions. How many more trees will get chopped
down for McDona1d's restaurants and everything
else?
An Honourable Member - Read the bill!

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - I have read it
Decisions are being taken away from local
communities and handed over to the
government - -

Honourabk members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
members for Monbulk and Frankston are disorderly
and are interjecting out of their seats.
Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS - It is not appropriate
for the government to decide what will happen in
these situations, particularly in an area as sensitive
as this. Regional planning authorities such as the
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
AuthOrity take an overall view of the developments
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that are appropriate for the region and what the
community is prepared to accept, noting the need to
develop and continue to provide employment and
recreational opportunities for people in that region
and in wider Melboume. A planning authority has
the power to protect the things that are important to
the local community. They may not be important to
the minister, the Premier or the government of the
day but they are intrinsically important to the local
community.
The latest report of the Local Government Board
indicates that the local councils will be merged, but

only with opposition from organisations like the
Shire of Sherbrooke, which has been at the forefront
of many environmental issues. I know the minister
as one local member has been irritated by the Shire
of Sherbrooke but it has shown that it is prepared to
make hard decisions that are good for long-term
environmental planning in the area. Because of this
government's track record people in the shire are
concerned about what is likely to happen over the
next decade. People do not immediately realise the
consequences of decisions that are made. Sometimes
it takes years before they focus on the implications
on the present of decisions that were made in the
past.

Regional planning authorities have played an
important role in bringing together the diHerent
stakeholders. Whether they are the local people,
local councils, government departments, interest
groups or affected businesses, everybody is brought
together to build on the vision for the area. This
government is moving away from that process by
saying, 'Trust me. 1am a nice minister and I have
been a good local member. I have looked after the
area and we will make good decisions for you. We
do not need the bureaucratic process of consultation'.
History shows that governments get it wrong, and
in the past two years this government has shown
that in the planning area it gets it very wrong.
Later this year local cOlmcils will be merged,
councillors will be sacked and there will be very
little role for those councils. At the moment under
the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority they have more of a role than what this
legislation will allow them to have in the future.
Currently that authority covers the shires of
Lillydale, Sherbrooke, Healesville and the Upper
Yarra Valley, covering an area of 2700 square
kilometres with 142 000 people.
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The region is important to Melbourne because its
catchment area provides the majority of
Melbourne's water, and it is a great agricultural
producer for the wider Victorian economy. To give
honourable members an idea of the extent of the
area's environmental sensitivity I point out that
under the current authority public land comprises
74 per cent of the total area and is important to the
various activities that take place, including the
collection and processing of timber.
The real issue is: what opportunities will arise that
this government thinks are good for the quick dollar
as against the interests of the local communities
around that public land? Rural or non-urban land,
which is important to local agriculblral production,
comprises 23 per cent of the local area and urban
land comprises 3 per cent of the area.

An administrator is to be appointed to operate the
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority but because of this government's short
track record the COD\DUmity does not trust its
activities in the planning area and people have
serious questions about what role the minister has
played in interfering with local government
planning decisions in other parts of the state.
Mr Mxlellan interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - I would love to have
given various examples but I must finish. In effect
the bill poses great potential danger for the
Dandenong Ranges. It confirms the fears people
have formed about the impact the government's
fast-track policy will have on that environmentally
sensitive area. The bill gives the minister the power
to exclude various areas from coverage in the
regional strategy. With the changes in local
government boundaries the Shire of Cardinia will
include the townships of Cockatoo, Gembrook,
Avonsleigh and Qematis, which used to be in the
area covered by the authority - Mr Madellan interjected.
Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS - Part of Gembrook
was.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will call the Minister
for Planning at the appropriate time. I ask him to
remain silent until then..

Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS - It places important
areas that were covered by that authority in a
different area so the planning focus will change. I
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have concerns about that because of the
government's poor track record in plarming issues.

In conclusion I say that the communities in the
Dandenong Ranges in particular have had it with
this government. The honourable member for
MonbuIk, who has left the chamber, would be
surprised by how concerned local councils are about
their role in relation to government decisions and
planning. Until now communities in the electorate of
MonbuIk in the Shire of Sherbrooke have had a say
about what happens and whether developments will
go through, but the government sees that as a bad
thing. The changes will have a huge impact at the
next election. The honourable member for Monbulk
will not realise it until then but it will be far too late
for him. Labor's candidate for the seat is a local
councillor and former shire president so he knows
the issues and concerns of the people in the area. The
government should learn from its mistakes. That is
why we oppose the bill

Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
thank honourable members who have contributed
so positively to the debate, and I regret that the
opposition finds it necessary to vote against the
measures in the bill.
I am not quite sure what the remarks of the
honourable member for Dandenong had to do with
planning, but as I understand it the Labor Party's
candidate in Monbulk is the candidate who stood
against me in two previous elections and did not
win. I can only say that, if the honourable member
for Dandenong believes planning was the issue, he
got the message.

I am elected to represent the area by more votes than
the councillors. When it comes to democracy we are
tallcing about the honourable member for Monbulk
and the honourable member for Pakenham, and we
are elected by more votes than any of those
councillors that the honourable member for
Dandenong so piously pretends to have a great
interest in perpetuating. Just to assist the honourable
member for Dandenong, because he does get his
geography muddled, Gembrook has been part of the
Shire of Pakenham since it was the Shire of Berwick,
before it was subdivided into two municipalities,
and before the City of Berwick, in which the
honourable member for Dandenong was once a
councillor, was created, and it has been in that shire
for the last quarter of a century.
I have had the privilege of representing Gembrook
in this Parliament for the past 24 years and I know
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that the Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges
Authority never had anything to do with Gembrook.
The honourable member should be gracious enough
to accept the fact that he got it wrong.
Certainly the Local Government Board has proposed
an adjustment to the boundaries, and that is exactly
what I was talking about when I introduced the bill
prior to the final report of the board. There will
inevitably be changes mUess the four municipalities
to become one are exactly the same. The final
recommendation of the board is far some
adjustments, largely as a result of local communities
expressing a view.
I might add that in the case of the good citizens of
Emerald and Cockatoo they have held public
meetings. It is democracy in action - secret ballots
in some cases - and overwhelmingly they have
asked the Local Government Board to place them in
the new municipality of Cardinia and take them out
of the proposed new super shire in the Dandenongs
and Yarra Valley areas. Therefore, the Local
Government Board has responded to the pressme of
the local people who have raised the issue. So far as I
can see the opposition is in a state of confusion as to
whether it wants the strategy plan entrenched in
parliamentary control or whether that is just too
surprising for them and it does not want that.
I got the slightest hint from the honourable member
for Geelong North that he thinks the entrenchment
of the strategy plan is a good thing because he was
once on a regional planning authority and was
concerned with the preparation of a strategy plan.
He drew the distinction about the proposal under a
benign Minister for Planning and the lack of
entrenchment in the Geelong case.
As to the other opposition triers, I am only glad that
the notes of the honourable member for Coburg did
not spread any further than his hand because I have
never heard a less well informed speech on my area
and the area represented by the honourable member
for Monbulk since the honourable member for
Coburg last spoke on Puffing Billy. He didn't know
where that was either! All I can say is that he is still
in a state of total confusion. He knows where
Coburg is, and he should start making some
speeches about Coburg and keep out of the hills
because he gets lost. He does not know whether he
wants the strategy plan entrenched or whether he
wants the regional authority entrenched.

The regional planning authority had 20 years to get
it right How much longer does it need? The
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honourable member is wringing his hands and
saying, 'They should be given some more time. Give
them longer to get it right or wrong or adjust it'.
Why should the govemment give them more time
and shell out more money for a regional planning
authority which has finished its job?
It has reached the mature stage where it was given a
task, it has Wldertaken it with energy and skill, it has
made its strategy repoIt and by this bill the strategy
will be entrenched in legislation. It cannot be altered
by the minister; it can be altered only by Parliament
Of course, the honourable member for Coburg then
moans and says, 'Yes, but the government has got a
majority in Parliament'. For heaven's sake, this is not
one of those Parliaments where the government
does not have a majority in Parliament. 1b.is is one
of the democratic Parliaments where the
government has the majority in the Parliament That
is what we mean by government here. It might be
news to the honourable member for Coburg and it
might be an unusual feature in local government in
Coburg but we actually have a Parliament in which
the government has the majority. It is a govemment
elected by the majority of the people, and the
majority of the people have said that we are the
government. Incidentally, the people have also said
that you are the opposition and, quite frankly,
you're likely to stay that way with attitudes like this!
I have to say that the opposition's attitude to the bill
borders on being sick. First of all it does not know
whether it wants the strategy plan entrenched and
saved from ministerial interference or from local
government interference. I don't know whether it
wants to hand it back to local government. Some of
the suggestions from opposition members include
that it should be handed to the local government so
the new super shire has control of the strategy plan.
Frankly, I would not give a local super shire control
of the strategy p~ and I doubt whether the
honourable member for Geelong North would
either, if I understand correctly his remarks about
the Geelong Regional Commission. I do not think he
would entrust this to the City of Greater Geelong.
That is exactly what he was complaining about - he
was saying that because planning control had gone
back to the City of Greater Geelong the strategy plan
is now at risk. As the opposition wanted to put in a
major performance on this bill and vote against it I
should have thought it would at least have done its
homework and taken up the opportmlity for
briefings and understood what it was all about
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I am shocked to think that the honourable member
for Dandenong, a former councillor and former
mayor of the City of Berwick, is so ill-informed
firstly about the legislation and secondly about the
history of the area.

Mr Pmdazopoul06 - That's yOW' opinion!
Mr MACLELLAN - Yes, well all right, I don't
know whether to judge from that remark that
members of the opposition do not have opinions. I
suppose they have caucus decisions, which are a
substitute for opinions. The opposition has the
benefit of a caucus decisi~ and I have the benefit of
being the Minister for Planning and representing a
Significant part of the area.
The honourable member for Dandenong would
know that as the outer boundaries of the

municipality are changed there will necessarily be
changes in the nature of the planning schemes as
some areas become part of Knox, which will be the
continuing name.
The standard procedure is that where more than one
planning scheme is involved in the new
municipality an amendment is made by the minister
without advertisement - a type of executive
order - and notified to Parliament. In that way all is
accountable to create a new planning scheme in the
name of the new municipality, and the new
planning scheme in the name of the new
municipality has several chapters. The chapters are
those parts of the planning scheme relating to the
former municipalities, which would be part of the
new one. In the Dandenong Ranges area I should
think we will have a new planning scheme with the
Lilydale, Sherbrooke, Healesville and Upper Yarra
chapters. Eventually the council will bring those
chapters together into an integrated planning
scheme and we will be guided by the regional
strategy plan.

I suppose the government has surprised the
opposition. It may think the government is cheating
because it has jumped ahead. It has introduced a bill
that entrenches the strategy and puts it tmder
parliamentary control It probably never occurred to
the opposition that the government would be
half-way smart enough to do that
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked why the
Premier should be mentioned, and the honourable
member for Oandenong asked what is meant by

'work'. A construction will do as a definition. The
installation of an electricity pole in a road
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construction could be a work. The construction of a
building by a municipality may be a work. If anyone
wants to do a work - a public works function
which is inconsistent with the strategy plan - he or
she will be required to have the Premier's
permission otherwise the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal, on appeal, could stop the work in its
tracks. In this strategy that has been so carefully
crafted during the past 20 years, government
authorities will be made subject in their day-to-day
operations in this sensitive area to the Premier. 'That
is the entrenching of local planning power; it places
it away from the control of the minister of the day
and the municipality. It ensures that I cannot amend
the planning scheme at the end of the parliamentary
session, have somebody act on the amendment, and
have a delay of three months before Parliament is
eventually told about it by way of an official notice
from the Oerk at the beginning of one sitting day.

The amendment may be among some 800
amendments listed from time to time. I am told the
total so far this year is 800, and I defy any member,
despite my efforts to keep them informed, to know
every one of the 800 amendments to planning
schemes. Among those amendments there could be
one to allow something to happen and it could be
under way during the three months before
Parliament sits and has the chance to discuss the
merits or otherwise of it. Parliament may be faced
with a fait accompli.
The strategy plan introduced by the bill recognises
the incredible sensitivity and the pressures for the
outward expansion of Melbourne into these areas.
The government is placing it beyond the ccnmci1 and
the minister and putting it firmly in the hands of
both houses of Parliament Unless a positive motion
is passed by both houses of Parliament the strategy
plan will not be amended. 'That is the heart and soul
of the bill. That is why at the very time when we say
farewell and adieu to planning authorities the Labor
Party, I suppose, will recreate the Geelong Regional
Planning Authority and planning authorities in the
Oandenong Ranges, Upper Yarra Valley and the
Loddon-Campaspe. That may be the commitment
given today and it may be what the vote will
symbolise. The opposition may be saying, 'We will
tell electors that if you vote Labor you will have
regional planning authorities imposed on you by the
newly elected Labor government'.
Our planning policy was quite clear before the
election. Where regional planning authorities had
completed their missions and prepared their
strategy plans, the local community would have
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control of local planning, subject to those planning
schemes. That is exactly what is incorporated in the
bill.

Motion agreed to.

I commend the bill to the house. It is a good bill and
it achieves the right balance. I am disappointed that
the tabor Party will vote against it, but in doing so it
will declare its hand more significantly than it
believes. The caucus may have got it wrong.

Passed reDWning stages.

House divided on motion:

Debate resumed from 10 November; motion of
Mr KENNElT <Premier).

Read second time.
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Or COGHILL (Werribee) - In opening the
debate for the opposition on the Subordinate
Legislation Bill I make it clear that the opposition
does not oppose the legislation. Although I have a
number of comments on ways in which the
legislation could be improved, I want to place on
record an acknowledgment that the way in which
the Victorian Parliament deals with subordinate
legislation is among the best in the world. It is
certainly the best way any Parliament in Australia
deals with subordinate legislation, and it would
appear to be the best way it is dealt with by any
member of the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association. Indeed no other parliament outside the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association deals
better with subordinate legislation. It would
certainly appear to be the case that for many years
other parliaments have been leaming from the
Victorian experience and using it for their benefit.

As I recall, in 1989 the honourable member for
Murray Valley attended a Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association conference in London on
delegated legislation. He later reported to
Parliament that it was clear to him from that
conference that Victoria was then at the forefront in
handling delegated legislation. This legislation
continues and carries further that process.

Noes, 26
AndrianopouJos. Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr (TdJer)
Brumby,Mr
Carii, Mr (Tdltr)
Coghill, Or
CoIe,Mr
Curmingtwn, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt,Ms
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr

Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall. Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seit%,Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan.Or
Wilson,Mrs

I should like to pay tribute to the former Legal and
Constitutional Committee, and particularly the
Subordinate Legislation Subcommittee, which was
chaired by the honourable member for Murray
Valley. I also pay tribute to the existing Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee, of which I am a
member, which continues that work and presented
the report that led to the bilL
I make it clear that the report presented by the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee drew
heavily on the work of the previous Legal and
Constitutional Committee and in large measure it
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reflects work that was close to completion at the
time of the dissolution of the previous Parliament.
In commending the work of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, it is only fair that I
compliment the chairman of the committee, the
honourable member for Doncaster, for the

leadership he has displayed to ensure that the
committee has reached consensus on most matters
that have come before it, in particular on the report
which led to the bill.
As we are all aware, there are constant cries for
reductions in red tape, deregulation and the removal
of regulations and the like. It has to be
acknowledged that often those cries are rhetoric;
they are not based on sound analysis of the level of
regulation that prevails and the reasons for that

regulation.
That point is exemplified by the failure of the
Minister for Small Business to provide answers to
questions on notice. He has been asked to
substantiate his claims of substantial deregulation
for Victorian small business. At the time of
prorogation of the Parliament two questions on
notice were unanswered. The minister has failed to
answer a question on notice on that subject that was
asked on 6 September.
That reveals the minister has some difficulty
substantiating the assertion that there has been a
Significant reduction in the number of Victorian
regulations affecting small business. The reality is
that most of Victoria's regulations are there for
sound, sociaL environmental or economic reasons.
1hey are not there because of some whim or desire
for control and regulation for its own sake. That
factor must be taken into account when considering
the level of regulation we have in Victoria.
A new area of regulation in Australia that is
currently inadequately scrutinised - at this stage
the legislation still fails to regulate it adequately - is
the level of intergovernmental agreements that are
occurring in Australia which take a number of
different forms. Although some of them do not
require either principal or secondary legislation,
others require legislation that can take a number of
different forms. For example, there is legislation
affecting credit unions which is passed by the
unicameral Queensland Parliament and which is
adopted, together with any subsequent
amendments, by other Parliaments. Such legislation
does not give the Victorian Parliament the
opportunity of scrutinising laws affecting Victoria
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and does not give the Victorian Parliament the
opportwlity of scrutinising and examining
regulations or amendments derived from that
original principal legislation that might apply to
Victoria.
In that very important area of legislation, which
affects many thousand of Victorians and very
significant levels of economic activity in Victoria,
there is no opporttmity for this Parliament to review
the subordinate legislation in the same way that it
can review legislation that originates in this
Parliament and is administered by the Victorian
government.

Similarly, where there are commonwealth-state
agreements that lead to the application of
commonwealth legislation in Victoria and in the
other states there is currently in general not an
adequate mechanism in most cases for those matters
to be considered by anyone in the way in which
subordinate legislation is considered in Victoria if it
is made by Victoria. That is a deficiency of the
present regulatory scheme that we have in Australia.
The Western Australian Parliament has probably
done more work than any of the other Australian
parliaments on those intergovernmental agreements
and has made quite considerable progress. For
example, ministers may now be required to report to
their Parliament on forthcoming proposed
agreements between the Western Australian and
other Australian governments, thereby giving the
Western Australian Parliament an opportunity of
scrutinising and perhaps commenting on such
forthcoming legislation and agreements. At this time
we have nothing like that in Victoria or the other
Australian jurisdictions.
The importance of it was highlighted by the answers
to a couple of questions on notice which I received
earlier in this sessional period, which were provided
by the Premier and in which the Premier outlined a
very large number of intergovernmental agreements
to which Victoria is party and agreements which
have not generally formally come before this
Parliament.
It is important that this Parliament in going beyond
the legislation that we have before us tonight
addresses that issue of the rights of the Victorian
Parliament to examine legislation affecting Victoria
but made through agreements with other Australian
governments.
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I turn from that to the legislation that is before us
tonight and make some brief comments on it. The
opposition generally supports and welcomes the
legislation because it maintains and advances
Victoria's leadership in the scrutiny of subordinate
legislation. However, there are a few matters on
which it is appropriate for me to briefly comment.
One of the issues that was considered by the
committee in its report was that the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee should have the
opportunity of declaring whether subordinate
instruments such as regulations or planning
schemes, for example, should or should not be
subject to the provisions of the new Subordinate
Legislation Act. It was our view that they were
matters that should be determined by the
committee. The government in its wisdom has not
accepted that view and has taken the view that that
responsibility should be entrusted to a minister by
the Parliament.
I do not wish to suggest for a moment that this is an
issue that will make the whole legislative scheme
collapse and be ineffective but I do make the point
that in my view and in the view of the committee the
scrutiny of legislation would be more effective if
these were matters that were considered and
detemUned by the committee rather than by a
minister, who would presumably in most cases be
the Premier.
The legislation also deals with the circumstances in

which regulatory impact statements are to be
provided. These provisions overcome a particular
problem that was highlighted to us during the
committee's consideration of the Port of Melbourne
Authority (Transport, Handling and Storage of
Dangerous Substances and Oils) Regulations 1992,
which were first examined by the committee in 1993.
Our problem in that particular case was that there
really had not been any serious examination or, on
the surface of it, no examination at all as to whether
there was a good reason for having any regulation at
all and, if so, what was the most appropriate
regulation to have.
The so-called regulatory impact statement was just a
facade, and in the view of the Port of Melbourne was
just a matter of going through the motions rather
than observing the spirit of the legislation. We
welcome the changes that are being made in the
legislation that will help to address that issue.
The final major issue I wish to comment briefly on is
the suspension and disallowance of subordinate
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instruments. It was the committee's
recommendation that, as applies in certain other
jurisdictions, it should be the case that where a
disallowance is recommended by the relevant
committee, in this case the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, disallowance should
automatically take effect unless the Parliament
determines otherwise. Not surprisingly the
executive has felt that that is something which it
would rather not have; it would rather that there be
a deliberate decision of the Parliament to disallow
an offending statutory rule.
One can tmderstand the arguments on both sides of
that question, one argument being that as a matter of
principle it should be a deliberate decision of
Parliament. However, the reality is that where it is
required to be a deliberate decision of the Parliament
the opportunity is there for the executive to simply
allow time to run out so that the time within which a
disallowance motion must be carried expires and the
opportunity for disallowance disappears.
The opposition welcomes the opportunity for a

suspension of an offending statutory rule so that,
subject to that suspension being overridden by the
Governor in COlDlCil, it is possible for the committee
to recommend that a statutory rule be suspended
Wlti1 the house can take some deliberate action to
suspend or disallow or not disallow the operation of
the statutory rule.

That is a further step forward and one which one
might hope will eventually be extended to allow for
the automatic disallowance of regulations in cases
where they have been fotmd by the committee,
acting as the delegate of Parliament, to be offensive
to the criteria set out in the legislation.
I conclude my remarks by reiterating that the
legislation which Victoria has, the arrangements that
we have in Victoria, are at the forefront of those of
the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and
posstbly parliaments generally throughout the
world, and as such this further advance is to be
welcomed and commend.ed.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr PERTON
(Doncaster).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment).

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

Gippsland railway line
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The matter I raise
for the attention of the Minister for Public Transport
concerns the de-electrification of the Gippsland line
from Warragul to Traralgon which is being currently
serviced by the PTC.
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people on to the rail and fewer people on to the
roads.
I ask that the Minister for Public Transport respond
to this matter and explain the difficulties and what is
happening with our line between Warragul and
Traralgon. We want a guarantee that we will have
trains still running on the line whatever happens
because there have been other rumours to the
contrary, and we do not want that, I assure the
community and the honourable member for
Gippsland Sou~ who would be agreeable with me
on this matter.

Asbestos
A constituent of my electorate, Mr Geoff Inger, has
written to me saying:
What is the government doing? Dismantling all the
electricity -

and, I would add 'infrastructure' -

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston) - I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Industry
Services. In the FranJcston Standard of 21 November
an article entitled 'Asbestos Outrage' describes how
children were playing among piles of broken
asbestos sheeting and building rubble at a former
school site of the Fairway Primary School

on the railway from Warragul to Traralgon.
This matter was raised in the house in reference to
Surely it would be cheaper to run suburban electric
trains to Traralgon rather than the heavy diesel, and I
would imagine it to be environmentally &iendly.

The letter says the government has already said that
Victoria generates 40 per cent more power than it
needs, and therefore it should be extending the
electric line down as far as Traralgon.
I have noticed the works that are going on and have
spoken to a number of people. I wish to draw
attention to the concerns of the community that the
electric line that used to run to Traralgon is being
dismantled, and some response is needed from the
minister.
I have already been informed that the electric line
infrastructure, which was put in place some 40-0dd
years ago, it might be more, is now no longer of a
serviceable standard. Indeed if it were to be used
again, it might certainly need to be upgraded, or
some new technology may need to be used.
However, there are two points that I raise for the
minister. Firstly, we ought to look at extending
electric line systems in that area. Certainly there is a
good rail service, and it is one that could be
improved. We in the Latrobe Valley are looking
forward to seeing our first sprinter train. One of the
local members said some time ago that we would
like to see one because we need to encourage more

asbestos being detrimental to children's health. It
was raised by the honourable member for
Springvale and also by the federal member for
Dunkley. The matter was also raised by er Colin
Hampton. the ALP candidate for Frankston East,
with the Frankston City Council.
It concerns me that when I visited the site and had
discussions with the contractor I found that the
buildings had been removed to Kananook Primary
School, and one building had been demolished. The
asbestos which was in the eaves had been removed.
'The contractor informed me that several loads of
asbestos had been dumped on that site, and
according to er Colin Hampton, it was an outrage
that the asbestos was there in the first place.

It would appear to me that the Fnznkston Stlmdard
and the Labor Party were well aware of the
dumping of this asbestos on the site. It was
corrugated roofing that was dumped. The buildings
had steel and tin roofs, and the asbestos was just
dumped there.
I am concerned about this issue and how the Labor
Party used it to score a political point in my area and
put the health of these children at risk,. and I am
concerned that other members would involve
themselves in this procedure of using people's
health to pick up political points. It is a disgrace; the
way this issue is being used is disgusting.
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I understand that Mr Brumby also visited the site
with Colin Hampton three weeks earlier when they
found out about the matter on 11 November. There
was no asbestos in piles on that site at that time.
It would appear to me that the issue is important.
When a person has to remove asbestos from a site I
understand that a permit A or B is granted to
remove it. I suggest to the minister that he puts in
force a measme so that when people have to dispose
of asbestos they must get a receipt, and must return
to the authority that put out the order that it be
removed and disposed of in the correct manner, so
that the authority, whether it is a council or health
and safety body, can take the action and find out
exactly how the asbestos is being disposed of. I
consider it disgraceful that a party would use the
health of children to score a political point in this
matter. I hope that the person is never elected to
Parliament, because what sort of member of
Parliament would he make?

Education budget
Mr SANDON (Carrum) - I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Education. I refer to the
department's annual report, particularly operating
expenses in program 232, schools planrring and
coordination services.
The Department of Education's annual report
reveals that more than $10 million has been taken
from other areas, from schools and the education
budget to pay for projects that were not budgeted
for.
The actual expenditure in 1993-94 was
$18.697 million; and when you compare that to
1992-93 you see it was $10.8 million. According to
the notes in the annual report the increases in
expenditure in the levels over and above 1992-93
were: first, office requisites and equipment, printing
and stationery, up $3.9 million; second, incidental
expenses, up $2.4 million; third, consultants and
special projects up $200 million; fourth, EDP
processing expenses up $500 000; five, travelling and
subsistence up 5200 000.

This raises a number of questions that I should like
the minister to answer. Why is the spending on
office requisites up $3.9 million, from $1.6 million to
more than $5.5 million? The expenditure for printing
and stationery is double what it was in 1992-93, yet
as we all know some 3500 public servants have gone
from the department
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One has to look at the annual report to see that the
salary bill in this area of program 232 is down by

10 per cent. Yet we have this enormous increase in
printing and stationery. I ask the minister whether
the $2 million increase in consultancies is to pay for
the Byme Fleming consultancy? If so, why was the
consultancy budgeted for when a decision was
made to proceed early in 1993?
I also ask the question: how was the $4.3 million
spent on incidentals? Why the increase in travelling
and subsistence? Is this for overseas trips for the
minister, the secretary of the department, or the
director-general? Can the minister also tell us what
part of education the $10 million was taken from,
and on whose approval the redeployment was
made?
Schools cannot get the basics. This minister can find
millions of dollars for printing, stationery and
incidentals yet schools cannot get teachers. Oass
sizes have soared. In some schools classes have
increased to more than 40 children. How can the
minister find millions of dollars for incidentals and
not provide the basics for schools?

Agricultural shows: funding
Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Agriculture government
funding to assist the maintenance of agricultural
shows in country Victoria. Agricultural shows are a
fundamental way of life in many country provincial
centres. Although they have undergone a change
over the past few years, they are still an important
and integral part of many country communities.

In my electorate agricultural shows are conducted at
Maffra, Sale, Yarram, Foster, Leongatha and Mirboo
North. Various new mediums and new forms of
entertainment, including rides such as dodgem cars,
the octopus and the zipper, have been introduced.
Despite the fact that my children continue to invite
me to ride on them each year thus far I have resisted
their invitations!
In order for these shows to be properly maintained it
is imperative that the various committees involved
in conducting the events obtain appropriate
infrastructure and support. I recognise that
historically the department has conducted a
program whereby moneys have been provided. to
assist these hard-working committees in the
discharge of their obligations. I seek from the
minister an explanation of the extent of that
assistance, what form it takes and whether it is
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ongoing? The show society at Mirboo North has
made an application for funding assistance, and I
am particularly concerned on its behalf to find out
whether the minister has had the opportunity of
considering its application. If he has done so, what is
the outcome?
1bese shows are an absolute imperative in terms of

community involvement and representation and the
part they play in many of our country towns. I ask
the minister to respond to this important issue.
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during question time that she is not being accurately
informed by her department I ask her to urgently
address this matter on behalf of all Victorians.

Victims of Crime Assistance League
Mr E. R. SMI1H (Glen Waverley) - I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services the Victims of Crime Assistance
League (VOCAL). I seek the minister's assistance
and direction over the next few weeks when some
important changes will be made within VOCAL

Dandenong Hospital
Mrs wnsON (Dandenong North) - I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Health the serious
financial position currently existing at Dandenong
Hospital which will force the hospital to close up to
50 beds between Christmas and Easter of next year
in order for it to meet its budget targets for this
financial year.
The minister would be aware that the Dandenong
Hospital services a very large population. It is
located in the fastest growing corridor in Victoria.

The area, which stretches from Springvale to
Pakenham and even beyond, is growing at
between 6 and 7 per cent a year. It makes no sense at
this time to close beds at the local hospital in an area
of such dramatic growth.
The hospital was successful in increasing its patient
throughput last year by 7 per cent Unfortunately,
although throughput was increased by that aIIlO\D\t
the hospital was unable to make much impression
on its waiting lists due to the population increase in
the growth corridor. It could be said that most
hospitals have made a superb effort to increase
throughput. and I certainly believe Dandenong
Hospital has done its fair share in that regard.
The hospital board has recently met with local

members and advised members of the two major
parties that this financial year it would be forced to
treat fewer patients than it did last year. The hospital
had planned to treat 24 200 people in 1994-95 but
this number will be reduced to 22 480, which is the
limit that will apply as a result of funding cuts.
The position will be further exacerbated if Monash
Medical Centre is forced to close 80 of its beds. If
Dandenong Hospital closes 50 beds, it will mean
that almost half of the bed closures in Victoria will
occur in the south-eastem corridor, which is the
largest growth area in the state. I ask the minister to
investigate this matter. It appears from her response

As honourable members will be aware, in 1980 a
former Chief Commissioner of Police, Mid Miller,
formed VOCAL as a result of a feeling within the
community that nothing was being done for the
victims of crime. Since the government has come to
office it has introduced several initiatives, including
the introduction of victim impact statements. In the
near future we want to upgrade the VOCAL
organisation so that it can provide even more
assistance to the victims of crime. At present
VOCAL has vohmtary assistance from solicitors and
psychologists on a part-time basis. We require a
greater awareness by volunteer groups of the needs
of victims and their families. One of the nominees
for a position within VOCAL is Max Phelan, who is
highly respected in the emergency services area and
is also the proprietor of Quebec Couriers.
There is also a need for a senior media
representative. Many problems associated with
victims of crime concern the way some media
reports affect either the victim or the victim's family.
Community assistance is required to train
volunteers to counsel these people. Max Phe.lan has
said that he is prepared to organise a type of flying
squad, as occurs in other parts of the world,
comprising volunteers who are prepared to jump to
the assistance of people in a debriefing process when
they are feeling stress or some reaction to a
particular crime. That is something Mid Miller has
emphasised in the past and is something the
organisation wants.
VOCAL is run extremely well by Patricia Rhodes. I
ask the minister for overall assistance where
required, not only in the financial area but also to
provide resources to properly train volunteer
counsellors. It is interesting that the South
Australian government provides $240 000 and the
Western Australian government provides $700 000
to similar organisations while Victoria provides only
$45 000 for such needs.
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The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

St Vincent's Hospital: security
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Corrections a serious
security problem at St Augustine's ward at
St Vincent's Hospital. The ward is now being
managed under the contract awarded to a private
operator, Corrections Corporation of Australia
(CCA). Traditionally three staff have been on duty
around the clock at St Augustine's ward with one
worlcing on the scanning area at the entrance, one on
the floor and one in the control room.
That contract was taken over by Corrections
Corporation of Australia without the hospital
management being in any way consulted or in any
way aware of what was happening. CCA is also the
company that replaced our prison transportation
vehicles with these fIimsy minibuses that seem to
have little more than chicken wire nailed over the
windows.

1he company has also been the subject of some very
serious breaches of security protocols both at the
courts and in the operation of the prison
transportation contract. CCA has reduced the staff at
St Augustine's ward between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. to
two people, which means there is no staff member
on the floor during those hours. That places the
nurses and the medical staff at considerable risk.
CCA is also insisting on scanning emergency
medical teams as they come into the ward to deal
with emergency situations, which is a problem. If
someone is having a cardiac arrest, they will not be
able to wait a few minutes while scanning machines
go through that particular process.
The contract has been characterised by blUlgling and
gross security breaches, and this is yet another
episode of thaL I do not believe the community can
have any confidence in CCA's ability to carry out
even a simple contract like this, let alone one of the
major prison contracts it tendered for. Nor can we
have any confidence in the government's ability to
administer the contracts. I ask the minister to
investigate the matter and review CCA's current
contracL It is an appalling situation to have medical
staff placed at risk because of these ridiculous
cutbacks.
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Grahamvale Road intersection
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) - I raise a matter
with the Minister for Public Transport who looks
resplendent this evening in his tartan tie, which is
good to see on St Andrew's day! TIle issue involves
the changing of railway signalling equipment at the
Grahamvale and Ford roads intersection near
Shepparton in the Grahamvale area. The new
highway bypasses Shepparton and the alternate
route carries far more traffic, which affects that
intersection. The alternate route, which nms from
Doyles Road down Grahamvale Road, has now
become a very dangerous intersection.
One of my concerns is that the road nms alongside
the railway line which nms north of Shepparton
through to Numurkah and Cobram and which is
mostly used for freight these days. The problem is
that traffic travelling in an easterly direction from
the west is not aware that the road is now heavily
used. People do not realise the road is there. They
come across the railway line and suddenly find
themselves in dangerous situations.

In recent times a number of bad accidents has
occurred and the City of Greater Shepparton now
wants to move the intersection so that it becomes a
staggered intersection. 1hat means it becomes two
T -intersections and the traffic is forced to stop, turn
to the right or left, and then turn again. 1bis
therefore requires that the railway signals be moved
approximately 60 metres from their current position.
For some time the city council, the former shire
council, has been trying unsuccessfully to get
V /Line to change the signals. My understanding is
that the COWlCil now has the funds to change the
signals but has not been able to get an Wldertalcing
that the job will be done in the very near future. The
longer this goes on, the more problems this road
safety issue will present I ask the minister to
ascertain whether the signals can be moved as early
as possible so that the staggered intersection can be
completed and another black spot traffic hazard in
the GouIbum area is eliminated.

Child care: fee increases
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - In the absence of
the Minister for Community Services I direct a
matter to the attention of the minister at the table. I
hope that if the minister is listening to the debate he
will come into the chamber. It involves recent
child-care fee increases that apply in parts of the
City of Greater Geelong. The charges were imposed
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by the commissioners of the city appointed by this
government
I have had some discussions on this matter with the
Director of Commwlity Services in the City of
Greater Geelong who confirms that the charges are
the direct result of increases imposed by the
commissioners under a policy, as they say, of fee
equalisation across the region. In this instance it
affects a number of child-care centres on the north
side of Geelong. The one to which I particularly refer
is the Trudy Moritz Child Care Centre, which faces a
vastly inequitable arrangement in regard to the fee
increases. The full weelcly fee has increased from
$124 a week to $130, an increase of just under 5 per
cent The daily fee has risen from $24 to $30, an
increase of 25 per cent For fully subsidised
pensioners, the fee has increased by some 170 per
cent having risen from $3.85 to $9.35. The fee
structure is working directly against those who can
least afford to pay. The increase was imposed by the
commissioners. Does the Minister for Community
Services support the imposition of a fee structure of
this nature that hits directly at those least able to
pay?

board. They were not heard and their views were
not considered.

Mr Brown inteljected.
Ms GARBUlT - Phoney and a sham if you
want to be precise.

They were given the run-around by this failed
Liberal Party pre-selection candidate and their views
were given no attention whatsoever. 1here is a very
strong feeling in the area that they should have been
put in with the rest of the Eltham commwlity, that
the commwlity should not have been divided. They
believe they should have been included in the new
Shire of Nillimbik, as it is now to be mown, and that
they have every right to be there. We have always
shared a commtmity of interest with the rest of the
Shire of Eltham. I believe the minister should
remedy this most unsatisfactory situation and at
least listen to the arguments. It is clear that the
arguments put to the board were not listened to. The
decisions had already been made and had been
printed in the final report, which was ready for
distribution. Incidentally, the way we found
out--

Local government: amalgamations
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - The matter I raise
for the attention of the Minister for Local
Government in the other place concerns the recently
released boundary changes affecting the Shire of
Eltham and the City of HeideIberg. The matter
concerns the west riding of the Shire of Eltham,
which includes the suburbs of Montmorency and
Lower Plenty.
The proposed boundaries in the first draft suggested
that those areas should be moved into the new City
of Banyule. Subsequently residents in that area
formed an action group to protest their case to the
board. They had a hearing with Leonie Bourke, the
chair of that board, who said their views would be
considered and their suggestions heard. She said the
demands would be put in with the rest of the Eltham
community where we have lived for many, many

years and would be listened to. lbat was quite late
on Wednesday afternoon. Subsequently, on Friday
morning, the final report was released. It is obvious
to those people that the hearing was a sham.
The report would have already been at the printers.
They probably could have picked it up from the
printers and saved themselves the bother of having
to find out two days later that the whole exercise
was a waste, a phoney sham conducted by the

The SPEAKER -Order! the honourable
member's time has expired.

Responses
Mr BROWN (Minister for Public Transport) The honourable member for Morwell raised with me
the removal of the overhead infrastructure,
including wiring and other associated items, on the
rail line between Warragul and Trara1gon. It is an
issue familiar to the local cou\Unmity because the
former Labor government removed the electric train
service back in 1987, replacing it with diesels. To this
day those diesels take passengers along that line and
through the suburbs into Melbourne. Of course, the
electric train service continues to run to Wanagul.
Mr Hamilton inteIjected.
Mr BROWN - It is an excellent service. The
former Labor government removed the electric train
service between Wanagul and Traralgon because of
the outdated, worn out and dangerous state of the
equipment The honourable member for Morwell
said he believed the infrastructure had been in place
for some 40 years. My understanding is that that is
about the length of time the overhead wiring has
been in place and that the Labor government
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removed the electric train service because the wiring
was worn out and dangerous.

If the tine were repowered, a large number of people
would be electrocuted! The infrastructure should
have been removed years ago when the former
Labor government removed the service, but as was
the case with so many other things -jobs not
finished, issues not taclded - it ran out of courage,
which is well known. This is just another problem it
left for the new government to clean up. The existing
trains, which have nm so well since 1987, continue
to nu\, and the overhead wiring, which has not been
used for all those years, is being removed because it
is dangerous. That is the sensible thing to do, and it
is something the former Labor government should
have done.
I give the absolute assurance that there is no
proposal to remove the train that runs through to
Traralgon. It will continue. It is a good service that
benefits the local commWlity.

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr BROWN - It is a good service and the
community fully utilises it

In his usual manner, the honourable member for
Shepparton, who represents his constituency in
exemplary fashi~ raised the dangerous intersection
known as the Ford Road level crossing, where there
have been a number of bad accidents in recent times.
He is concerned that on current estimates it will be
the middle of next year before V IUne will be able to
relocate the signals, given the work it already has in
hand. He therefore raises a fair request, one that
needs to be addressed.
The reason V /Line is not immediately able to turn
its attention to that job is the large amount of work it
is undertaking at present, particularly in the
Jolimont area, occasioned by the demolition and
removal of the former Jolimont railway workshops.
That site has recently been handed over to the
National Tennis Centre, which is working to extend
its facilities onto that four-and-a-half acre site and to
do what the former Labor government should have
done - provide a large number of car spaces for
people who will use the centre and other much
needed services such as corporate facilities and the
like. Eastside is on the other side of the railway
yards. It is a magnificent development, and the staff
involved in completing the signalling work will be
there for some months.

Wednesday, 30 November 1994

The honourable member has brought the matter to
my attention, and I acknowledge that it needs to be
addressed. I am prepared forthwith to direct V lLine
to undertake the compilation of a specification to
allow the work to be advertised for tender. If I give
the direction tomorrow, whim I will, I would expect
the specification to be completed in approximately
one week, certainly no more than two. That would
therefore enable V/Line to advertise in the major
dailies and the local papers to have the work carried
out by private enterprise. I would expect tenders to
close very early in the new year.

I will ensure they are speedily assessed. Given the
way transport is handled these days, the tender will
be assessed as being a quality job in the best interests
of the taxpayers of this state. There may also be an
opportunity for local people to tender to do the
work. I envisage that private enterprise could do the
work under government contract very early in the
new year.
In responding to the honourable member for
Morwell I omitted to mention that that very good
service nms not only through to Traralgon but
through to Sale. The people of Sale look forward to
that train continuing for many years to come,
offering a good service to that commWlity, which it
will.

Mr PESCOIT (Minister for Industry Services) The honourable member for Frankston has a fine
reputation for looking after his constituents and is
ever vigilant in watching out for things that might
affect them. The allegation he made tonight is very

disturbing. He suggests that asbestos was dumped
at the Fairway Primary School, which is contrary to
earlier suggestions that the asbestos that needed to
be removed came from the school site.
I am aware of the case because the matter was raised
by the honourable member for Springvale, who is
not in the chamber at the moment, during the
adjournment debate two weeks ago, the last week of
sittings. I loolced into that case and discovered that a
report had been made to the Occupational Health
and Safety Authority on 11 November. On the day
the report was made, an officer from the authority
went to the school and found that the work was
being done in an W'ltidy manner and that a fair
amount of asbestos was lying about It was assumed
at that time that the asbestos had come from the
school building that was being demolished.
I understand from the honourable member for
Frankston that people in the district knew about that

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday. 30 November 1994

ASSEMBLY

before the notification went to the Occupational
Health and Safety Authority and that between
people knowing about that and informing the
authority information was given to other people
who went to the press and used this opportunity to
promote themselves and the issue rather than going
immediately to the authority and making sure the
matter was being dealt with.

If that is true it is an outrageous way of behaving
because those involved should have been concerned
about the safety of children who play in the district.
The fact that the press were informed some days
before the Occupational Health and Safety Authority
is a disgrace.
The other matter that comes into this and which was
mentioned by the honourable member for Frankston
is that the controls for the dumping of that waste
need to be examined. That falls within the
jurisdiction of the EPA. The responsibility for
determining which sites can be used for the
dumping of high-level waste like asbestos is the
respon5lbility of the EPA

I am told some 21 places accept high-level waste of
this nature, but, as the honourable member for
Frankston said, there is no requirement for
somebody who collects the asbestos from the site
from which it has been removed to report on where
it is dumped. It is possible for the people who get
the asbestos to dump it, as seems to be the case in
this situation, in places other than the designated
areas.
The honourable member for Frankston has raised a
very good point and I will pass it on to the minister
so we can consider ways of ensuring that waste
collected in this way is delivered to a designated
area

Mr W. D. McGRATII (Minister for
Agriculture) - The honourable member for
Gippsland South raised a matter on behaH of the
Mirboo show society, which is see1cing advice on the
potential of receiving a grant to assist with
infrastructure at the showground. Under ministerial
discretionary arrangements some $100 000 a year is
made available to showgrounds to submit
applications. This year some $362 000 worth of
applications were received; therefore a means had to
be devised of prOviding grants to what were felt to
be the most needy applicants.

Mirboo North has not received a grant for some
considerable time, and my records show that some
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have not received grants since 1989. Mirboo North's
last grant was made prior to that date so I am
pleased to advise the honourable member that some
$1080 has been made available to improve its arts
and crafts pavilion at the showground.
Honourable members should bear in ntind that all
societies are volunteer organisations that provide the
opportunity for people to display excellence in
agriculture and other aspects of the local community
and, therefore, are deserving of support. The grant is
well and truly justified.
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - The
honourable member for Dandenong North raised
with me a matter that was raised earJier today by the
honourable member for Albert Park.. It concerns the
Dandenong Hospital, which is one of the best
hospitals in Victoria. I have been there on a number
of occasions, as has the parliamentary secretary, the
honourable member for Portland. He attended last
year's annual general meeting and was very
impressed by the hospital's excellent record of
providing a wide range of services in a cost-effective
manner and meeting a real need not only among the
people of Dandenong but also in the growth areas
outside the Dandenong area.
Because of the vital role Dandenong Hospital plays
in providing services to that area the department
and I have made every effort to ensure that
assistance has been given and will continue to be
given to the hospital to provide services in that
growth area. About nine months ago I opened the
psychiatry section, which was part of a ward
redevelopment Under the guidance of John Bel1is
the hospital has an outstanding service which has
won awards for the provision of community-based
psychiatric services. It is an excellent example of an
integrated, mainstream hospital and psychiatric
service, and the commitment of the staff in the
general hospital and that psychiatric service is
something of which we should all be proud.

Not long ago I met with the chairman. Peter Gurr,
when he came to see me about whether he could
press on with the much-needed redevelopment of
the hospital's obstetric services. At the time the
hospital had been given funding for a feasibility
study but, recognising the demand for services and
because of the positive approach of the board in
meeting the government's budget targets and the
highly successful strategy it took in the first and
second years of the requirement to treat more
patients, I have indicated that $6 million will be
provided for the redevelopment of the 4O-bed
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obstetrics ward. I understand that plans are well in
hand and that tenders will go out early in the new
year. The hospital has certamly had my support and
that of the department and the government

managing well, it was providing high-quality
patient care and no-one was at risk. Again it was
good that that endorsement was written up in the
Herald Sun..

The hospital was involved in the decision to provide
$1 million for key emergency departments, the
upgrading of computer services so data could be
gathered on accident and emergency services and
the move to the implementation of Wlit cost funding
in that area. like all other hospitals, in April 1993
Dandenong Hospital was given a two-year budget
and knew that for the sake of financial viability,
which had plummeted due to the neglect and
mismanagement of the former government. the
government had to address difficult budget
constraints and that each and every hospital would
be asked to continue to provide services as well as
malang savings.

I will continue to watch Dandenong Hospital, which
provides an excellent service. I am sure it will be
able to meet the agreed-upon position of coming in
on budget this year, as it did last year. I am sure it
will do that as effectively as it can and that despite
the limitation to services - and there will be some;
but there will always be some because we do not
have mu-estricted funding for whatever good
services might be sought - it will come through this
difficult year. We will then continue to build on
what will be a very efficient, cost-effective,
financially viable base and continue to provide
services, not only in the upgraded - in fact new obstetric wing, but by meeting other capital and
enhanced services that the Dandenong Hospital
continues to provide.

Dandenong Hospital met the challenge extremely
well and last year was able to make savings while
treating more patients. As I announced to the house
at question time, this year the hospital's budget will
incorporate the additional 2 per cent that has been
placed on all fixed grants for hospitals and, after the
agreed position for the more equitable distribution
of the 541 million throughput pool has been
determined, it will be funded for an additional 5 per
cent growth in the number of patients to be treated
over and above the number agreed upon for last

year.
Ftmding is available for growth this year, probably
not to the extent the hospital would like.
Unfortunately, the capacity of the hospital far
exceeded the ability of this or any government to
pay for initiatives that may have been undertaken if
the budget had been milimited. Whether it would
have been a good strategy to allow wilimited
surgical procedures to take place is another
question. I think most would agree that it would not

Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and

Emergency Services) - The honourable member for
Glen Waverley, who has a longstanding interest in
commmti.ty safety and who has done a tremendous
amount of work with various commmlity
organisations, raised the matter of the operation of
VOCAL and ways that the service could perhaps be
expanded to provide assistance for victims of crimes
or families of people who have become fatalities as a
result of crimes.
The issue raised by the honourable member has
substantial merit He mentioned various people who
appeared to be involved in the program, including
former Chief Commissioner of Police, Mid Miller,
who is clearly a person of high standing - although
at times we are not sure about his judgment of
football teams - and others.
Mr Gude - He is a patron; a magnificent man!

However, there is no doubt that the Dandenong
Hospital will be funded for additional patients to be
treated this year and will continue to build on the
excellent record it has established

for the Hawthorn Football Oub, which the
honourable member for Hawthorn also follows.

Similarly, it was asked, totally unbeknown to me, in
a survey conducted by the Herald Sun published last
week about the impact of case-mix hmding and the
budget constraints, and it indicated - as did the
other recipients of that survey - that it fully
supported case-mix funding, that it would like more
money, as I am sure all hospitals and all people
doing good things would like, but that it was

The more serious issue of supporting victims of
crime and families of victims of crime is one that we
need to further address. I will see that the matter is
further investigated by the department. I
congratulate the honourable member for Glen
Waverley, who is always coming up with initiatives
in the crime and law enforcement area, and who was
of such great support in leading the drafting of the

Mr McNAMARA - The Leader of the House
tells me that he should be assessed by his support
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coalition policy prior to the last election. He is
certainly well regarded not only in his own
electorate but throughout the state for the great
contribution he has made in the past and continues
to make.

I will now talk about another member, the
honourable member for Yan Yean, of whom I cannot
speak in such glowing terms. We know that recently
he has been overstressed - some might say
overstretched.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr McNAMARA - We expected him to have
come back reasonably refreshed from his recent
sabbatical from Parliament, but he seems to have
come back even more exhausted and frustrated than
he was in the past!
lhe honourable member referred to
St Augustine's ward at St Vincent's Hospital and
made the point, of which we are all aware, that it is
now administered. by the Corrections Corporation of
Australia, a private corrections corporation that is
one of the major tenderers for the private prisons
contract in the state. I do not know whose barrow he
is pushing when he slags CCA, because it has a good
reputation not only in this country but also overseas.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr McNAMARA - By interjection the Leader of
the House says that perhaps he is doing the work for
other commercial competitors of CCA - who they
might be we do not know!
Mr Gude - I hope he is not on the take!
Mr McNAMARA - I will not add to the
suggestion of the Leader of the House, but the point

to be made is that almost at every turn whatever
CCA does the shadow Mmister for Corrections
seems to find some reason to criticise it
It is interesting to note that a wide range of people
have assessed the issue of the contracting out of
various prison services and are of the opinion that it
is certainly the way to go. Dame Phyllis Frost, who
is well known for her involvement with and
particularly for her assistance for women in prison
and who has been one of the foundation supporters
of women's groups at Fairlea Prison, was
questioning whether the private prison route was
the way to go. Recently she had the opportunity to
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inspect the BoralIon Prison nul by CCA and has
come back and spoken to me in the most glowing
terms of the way CCA administers that contract.
I do not know what the motivation is, whether it is
driven by information the honourable member has
been given by a commercial competitor of CCA, but
I find his fixation on continually carping and
knocking the work of CCA very surprising.

At the end of the day we are concerned about
efficiencies and ensuring that we continue to create
those efficiencies at the same time as maintaining
security within our prison system, and that is
precisely what is happening.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The honourable member for
Carrum raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Education. I will see that the matter is
drawn to his attention.
The honourable member for Geelong North raised
the matter of preschool fees for the attention of the
Minister for Community Services. I will draw that
matter to the minister's attention.
The honourable member for Bundoora raised the

matter of local government boundaries, particularly
those of the HeideIberg end of the Eltham area, for
the attention of the Minister for Local Government
in the other place. I observe that the honourable
member for Eltham already took the matter up on
behalf of that group with the relevant people some
time ago, but clearly at the end of the day this is a
matter for an independent board I do not think that
it does the honourable member for Bundoora any
credit to seek to discredit the work of that board
and, in particular, its chairperson in the way she has
endeavoured to do this evening. Rather I would
have thought that a constructive representation, as
was tmdertaken by the honourable member for
Eltham,. is the sort of approach that ought to have
been undertaken on behalf of the constituents of that
part of the state, and certainly I can assure the house
that the representations of the honourable member
for Eltham will have far greater weight than the
outrageous remarks made by the honourable
member for Bundoora.
Motion agreed to.

House adjourned 11.59 p.m.
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By Mc Tanner (72 signatures), Mrs EIliott
(15 signatures) and Mr Leigh (29 signatures)

Laid on table.
The SPEAKER (Hon. J. E. DeIzoppo) took the chair
at 10.06 a.m. and read the prayer.

TASK FORCE VICTOR

Police shootings

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

Sexual discrimination

Mc McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) presented report of Task
Force Victor - Police Shootings A Question of
BalAnce, 21 October 1994.

Laid on table.
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:

Ordered to be printed.

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
state of VICtoria showeth:
whereas the Parliament of the state of New South
Wales has seen fit to protect the human rights of its
lesbian and gay constituents and citizens on the basis of
their sexuality;
whereas the Parliament of the state of South Australia
has seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian
and gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality;
whereas the Parliament of the state of Queensland has
seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian and
gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality;

WOMEN'S BUDGET
Mrs WADE (Minister responsible for Women's
Affairs) presented leport of Women's Budget for
1994-95.

Laid on table.

BLF CUSTODIAN
The SPEAKER presented 29th leport given to him
pursuant to section 1A of BLF (De-recognition) Act
1985 by the Custodian appointed under section 1(1)
of that act.
Laid on table.

Ordered to be printed.
whereas the Parliament of the Northern Territory has
seen fit to protect the human rights of its lesbian and
gay constituents and citizens on the basis of their
sexuality; and
whereas the Parliament of the Commonwealth of
Australia, in compliance with Australia's international
human rights obligations, has seen fit to protect its
lesbian and gay constituents and citizens from
discrimination on the basis of their sexuality:
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative
Assembly as part of the Parliament of the state of
Victoria move to protect the human rights of its lesbian
and gay constituents and citizens - as recommended
by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee by amending the Equal Opportw'lity Act 1984 to
prohibit discrimination on the ground of a person's
sexuality.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Oerle:
National Tennis Centre Trust - Report for the year
1993-94

Victorian Arts - Report of the Council and the
Ministry for the year 1993-94.

ENVIRONMENT EFFEcrs
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - I
move:

That this bill be now read a second time.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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The broad purpose of the bill is to amend the
Environment Effects Act 1978 to provide that
environment effects statements (EESs) for public
works are required only at the direction of the
minister administering the act, the Minister for
Planning.
When the original act was introduced to Parliament
in 1978, many public works were not subject to
planning and other development approval controls.
Therefore, the act was principally concerned with
public works, although provision was made in

section 8 of the act for it to apply to mmticipal and
private sector works.
In practice the act has been applied to public,
municipal and private works. The need for separate
provisions in the act for public and private works
has lessened over time, as statutory approvals for
public works have been introduced, notably in the
provision of the Planning and Environment Act 1988
that provides that planning schemes bind the
Crown. Further, the act is not usually invoked if the
normal approval process can adequately deal with
the main issues of concern. Only some 8 to U
environment effects statements have been required,
on average, each year, and this situation has been so
since the act came into operation.
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declared to be public works for the purposes of this
act.
Provision was made in the act for preliminary
environment reports in cases where the proponent
was in doubt about whether the public works
required an EFS. As that doubt will no longer arise,
reference to preliminary environment reports has
been deleted.
The act also provided that any relevant minister
could require the preparation of an EFS by an officer
of his department This provision has not been used
for many years: instead, if another minister believes
an EFS to be desirable, consultation with the
Minister for Planning is the usual procedure. As the
provision is contrary to the purpose of the bill, it is
being repealed.

In conclusion, the environment effects statement
process has high credibility in Victoria with both
industry and community groups, together with the
commonwealth government To ensure that its
credibility is maintained, it is desirable that the
process is used only for works where the normal
approval process cannot adequately deal with the
major issues of concern.
I commend the bill to the house.

It has recently come to our attention that successive
governments have misinterpreted the act. It was
thought that the minister administering the act had
the power to determine when an EFS was required.
In fact, the minister has discretion to determine
whether an EES is required for private works, but
such discretion does not apply to public works. That
is, a decision by the minister administering the act
that specified public works do not require an EFS
does not exempt those works from the application of
the act.

In order to provide that public works and private
works are treated similarly, the bill specifies that the
act applies only to those public works declared by
the minister. This reflects the longstanding practice
where the minister has decided when an EFS was
required for public works. When he has declined to
require an EES, he has given reasons for his decision.
This practice will continue.
1be new provisions will apply to works which
commenced before as well as after the amendment
of the act For example, the construction of the
Benalla bypass on the Hume Freeway will not be
subject to the requirement for an environment
effects statement because the works have not been

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr DOLUS
(Riclunond).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 8 December.

SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 30 November, motion of
Mr KENNETf (Premier).
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - This bill is not one
that has generated great excitement and debate in
this house, but it is very important legislation
regulating the relationship between the executive,
Parliament and the public.

We are all aware of the very substantial burden on
members of Parliament in dealing with bills that
come before the house. Many pieces of legislation
are made by ministers and statutory authorities
pursuant to the delegated powers given by statute to
those individuals and organisations.
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For almost a decade Victoria has been a world leader
in the process of regulating the making of
subordinate legislation. The Subordinate Legislation
Act 1962 was substantially amended in 1984 to set
up a process which essentially requires that the
executive prepares a regulatory impact statement
when making regulations that will have a
substantial impact on the public.

Regulatory impact statements are very important
documents because they are designed to
demonstrate to the public the economic and social
costs and benefits of the regulation. The process
requires that the government enter into consultation
and consider the submissions made by interested
sectors of the public.
Yesterday the honourable member for Werribee
gave a brief history of this new piece of legislation.
1n essence the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee inherited a reference from its
predecessor, the Legal and Constitutional
Committee, to report on the operation of the
Subordinate Legislation Act 1962 The Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations COlIlInittee examined the
submissions that had been made by a range of
organisations and a bill that had been drafted in
plain English format.

1n cooperation with Parliamentary Counsel, the
committee had a new bill prepared, which is
contained in its Report upon Il7Z Inquiry into the
Operation of the Subordinate Legislation Act 1962 tabled
in November 1993. The bill now before the house is
very similar to the bill proposed by the committee in
that report, although with a couple of significant
differences.
Mr Ihmilton - Tell us about them.
Mr PERTON - I will tell the house about them,
and I thank the honourable member for Morwell for
asking me to do so. I am sure my colleague the
honourable member for Murray Valley will also be
more than delighted to enlighten the honourable
member for Morwell.

One of the most important changes introduced in
this bill is a rewriting and reordering of the
legislation. If we are to have a system under which
the public is to have access to laws and input into
the legislative process, the process has to be able to
be simply and easily understood. The bill creates an
extremely readable piece of legislation that is
formatted in a way that demonstrates the order in
which all actions are to be Wlderta.ken.
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It is critical for the house to examine the purpose of
the bill, which is essentially that proposed by the
committee. Clause 1 states:
The purpose of this Act is -

(a) to ensure that the power to make subordinate
legislation is exercised subject to Parliament's
authority and control;
(b) to regulate tile preparation. making.. publication and

sautiny of subordinate legislation;
(c) to provide for public participation in the preparation

and scrutiny of subordinate legislation;
Each of those elements is crucial. The first, to ensure
that the power to make subordinate legislation is
exercised subject to Parliament's authority and
control, is an important task that the Scrutiny of Acts

and Regulations Committee l.U1dertakes through a
subcommittee made up of three coalition and two
Labor Party members. That committee has been ably
advised in the past by very capable lawyers.
Ms Tanya Coleman is currently undertaking that
task and she does a fine job of advising members of
the committee.
However, the members of the committee do not rely
only on that advice and are extremely saupulous in
examining the regulations. This has meant that a
number of regulations which ought not to have been
made or which have been made in error have been
examined and been amended for the better.

One good example of the process concerned the
national parks regulations that were made two years
ago. lnitially those regulations introduced an offence
with a $SOO fine for anyone who threw an object in a
national park. It did not take a giant leap of logic to
understand that a child throwing a beach ball at
Tidal River or someone skipping a stone on the
Yarra River would have been guilty of an offence.
When the committee invited the departmental
officers in they, of course, said that their national
parks officers were well-trained and that this would
not be a problem. However, the committee believed,
like most people, that power should not be given
unless it is intended to be exercised.
By negotiating with the minister, the committee was
able to have that regulation redrafted so that its true
intent was kept, that is, that it is an offence to throw
an object where it endangers another individual.
This means that scores of people will not be
subjected to WU'easonable actions by national park
officers. Many more examples are contained in the
report of the subordinate legislation subcommittee,
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which will be tabled in Parliament next week.
Secondly, the legislation regulates the making of
regulations.
Mr IWnilton interjected.
Mr PERTON - It regulates the making of
regulations.
Mr IWnilton interjected.
Mr PERTON - I will answer that, it is not. The
interesting thing about the committee is that it is not
a lawyers' committee. It has practical people on it
such as the honourable member for Murray Valley
and the Honomable Bruce Skeggs from another
place. The committee looks at the practical effects of
these pieces of legislation and does not merely
engage in flights of theoretical fancy. Ministers have
been cooperative and the Minister for Natural
Resources, who is in the chamber, was recently
involved in a process of improving a set of
regulations in a good and cooperative way. That will
be reported to Parliament in the 1994 series.
The last aspect that I shall touch on in the short time
available to me is public participation in this

process. People regard this as extremely important
Submissions were made to the Law Reform
Committee and to the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee by organisations such as the
Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry (VECQ), the Australian Chamber of
Manufactures and a wide range of other groups. In
our public consultations, we often receive
representations from groups such as the Victorian
Council for Civil Liberties and even from
organisations such as the Victims of Crime
Assistance League and the like. The importance of
public consultation cannot be overstressed.

In a letter dated 9 July 1993, the Australian Chamber
of Manufacturers supported the regulation review
initiative of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee and emphasised the fact that the inquiry
into the Subordinate Legislation Act
_. has such important implications for the future of
manufacturing industry.

The chamber asked to have yet further meetings
with the committee.
Mr Jasper interjected.
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Mr PERTON - Indeed, it was a very good
submission, as the honourable member for Murray
Valley indicated by interjection. In fact, that process
was lead by Ms Anita Roper, who is known to many
members. In its submission VECa says it believes
the legislation is important to business. It states:
We support the rewriting of the legislation in plain
English and support the approach to
regulation-making proposed in the discussion paper. It
made a number of important suggestions for change.

This is a good piece of legislation. It has brought
Liberal, Labor and National members of Parliament
together to work for the commWlity and for
Parliament. I am pleased to say that the committee is
able to work in close cooperation with ministers
because it has fotmd that ministers do not want to
breach civil rights through regulations. They want
regulations that make society better and that are
made in cooperation and consultation with the
community. To that end this legislation ensures that
Victoria is a leader not only in Australia but also in
the entire commonwealth.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) - I support the
comments made by the honourable members for
Werribee and Doncaster in support of the
legislation. Members of the house would be aware of
my long involvement with subordinate legislation
and the fonner Subordinate Legislation Committee
since entering Parliament in 1976. In those early
days the committee had joint seaetaries: the now
Oerk of the Legislative Assembly was one secretary
to that committee and one of the clerks of the
Legislative COlmcil was the other.
It is interesting to note how in those days we
handled legislation under the 1962 act. Even in those
times we believed some regulations went beyond
what they should do under the regulation-making
powers provided in the acts. We were able to get
support from the government, which made changes
to the regulations that we believed breached
provisions of the 1962 act.

On many occasions I have spoken about the history
of subordinate legislation and the need for review of
regulations made by this Parliament. There is a
greater recognition of the need for appropriate
scrutiny of regulations because of changes that have
occurred particularly during the past 10 to 15 years.
Acts now contain fewer details but provide for
extended regulation-making powers. Legislation
does not contain the detail it did in the early days
and it is left to the regulations to pick up the detail
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when the legislation is put into practice. Some
honourable members will recall we had an act of
Parliament in the late 19705 and early 19805-Mr Gude inteIjected.
Mr JASPER - I acknowledge the comments
made by the Leader of the House. He would be very
much aware of the fees and charges included in acts.
One particular bill contained a small fee to be
charged to small businesses for registration. Each
year a bill was introduced to make a small increase
in the charge for registration. Of course, this
government is very much aware of the problems of
small business and it has removed those charges. I
shall not go into that further at this point except to
say that we have seen the provision for fees and
charges in bills generally being removed.

Regulatory review committees and Parliament as a
whole must ensure that regulations meet the criteria
set out in the Subordinate Legislation Act. I am
pleased that I have played a part in the changes to
the review of regulations during the 1980s and
19905. In 1984 major amendments were made to the
Subordinate Legislation Act which increased the
power of review and recognised the importance of
the proper scrutiny of regulations.
I have been fortunate over the years to have
attended a large number of conferences conducted
throughout Australia and the world involving the
examination of regulations. The honourable member
for Werribee referred to the fact that in 1989 I
attended the commonwealth conference in London.
It was certainly an interesting conference.
Representatives of regulatory review committees
from the western world advised the conference of
the changes taking place with the scrutiny of
regulations in their own countries. It was clear to me
at that time that many countries had little proper
scrutiny of regulations, and that Victoria was
leading the commonwealth and, indeed, the world
in the way it scrutinised regulations. As I listened to
the contributions at the conference it also became
obvious to me that governments of all persuasions
were looking at methods of bypassing Parliament
and, consequently, bypassing the parliamentary
regulation review or scrutiny of regulations
committees. People recognised the need for a more
effective regulation review process to ensure the
executive government did not bypass powers
provided by Parliament and take action that may be
against the best interests of the people.
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I came away from that conference with the clear
impression that all governments throughout the
commonwealth recognise the changes taking place
and the need for appropriate scrutiny of regulations.
It was also clear to me that many COWltries had poor
methods of scrutiny of regulations. I was pleased to
make a contribution at the conference. I referred to
the changes that were taking place with the review
of regulations in Victoria. I detailed the changes that
had taken place throughout the 1980s, especially the
regulatory impact statement process introduced in
1984.

I strongly support the legislation before the house. It
results from the investigations of the subcommittee
of the former Legal and Constitutional Committee
which produced a discussion paper and interim
report. After the election in 1992 the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee established a new
subcommittee and I continued in the role of
chairman of that subcommittee. The committee also
produced an excellent report and recommended
further changes to the Subordinate Legislation Act to
make the scrutiny of regulations more effective. I am
pleased that the government reviewed the report
and supported the majority of the committee's
recommendations, which are included in the bill
The provisions will now be clearer, more logical and
in a better format. People involved in the review of
regulations will be able to more easily follow the
methods used during the scrutiny process. It is
important for the proposed act to be in plain English.
The government agreed with most of the
recommendations proposed in the committee's
report, apart from two. When examining regulatory
impact statements the Subordinate Legislation Act
proposed a particular process whereby exemptions
could be granted to the regulatory impact statement,
for example, increases in fees set out as percentages
proposed by the Treasurer and court rules. A
Premier's certificate could be applied for certain
regulations where exemptions were required. 1he
Premier would then determine if a regulation would
be exempted from the regulatory impact statement
process. That process was designed for exceptional
circumstances, for example, where a regulation had
to be dealt with quickly. The Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee recommended that if there
were to be exemptions from the regulatory impact
statement process they should be granted by the
committee itself. It would mean that a department
would have to apply to the committee for an
exemption. The government decided not to accept
that recommendation, but instead decided to give
ministers the responsibility for granting an
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exemption from the process. The minister would
then have the responsibility of providing
information to the committee as to why the
exemption had been granted.. It is designed to put
the responsibility back on the minister, who may be
pressured to bypass the process for varying reasons.

With those two exceptions, the bill will be most
effective in improving the operation of the
regulation review subcommittee of the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee. Its reputation as
one of the most important committees in the
Parliament will be enhanced.

I am prepared to accept that process at this stage
and, as I indicated to the committee, we will
examine how it evolves and whether ministers are
constrained in bypassing the regulatory impact
statement process. Ministers certainly would not
suHer the ire of the committee if they bypassed the
regulatory impact statement process in
circumstances where the exemption could be

I trust the government will see the effects of those
two areas of concern and will make any changes that
are required In general, the rest of the bill follows
the recommendations of the committee. I
wholeheartedly support the bill

justified.

Read second time.

The second area of concern is the proposal that if the
committee reports adversely on a recommendation,
that recommendation must be debated within 12
sitting days. The committee believed that if there
was a recommendation that the regulation be
disallowed and if the recommendation was not
debated within 12 sitting days, the regulation would
then be disallowed. The bill stipulates that if an
adverse recommendation is not debated within
12 sitting days, the regulation remains in effect. If
the committee reports adversely on a regulation the
government has a respon51bility to ensure it is
debated. Parliament should determine whether a
regulation should continue to operate or be
disallowed, as recommended by the committee.

Passed remaining stages.

The difficulty in the process that is detailed in the
bill is that the government then has the
responsibility to say it will not bother debating the
regulation because it believes it should remain in
effect despite the committee's adverse report.
I quote one example. In the last Parliament the
disallowance of two regulations relating to the high
country of Victoria was recommended. In
discussions with me the minister of the day, Steve
Crabb, said, 'We agree with the report's
recommendation that one of the regulations should
be remade. We are prepared to debate the regulation
because I will remake it Although you have
adversely reported on the second regulation, we do
not agree and we will not debate it within the 12
days. Therefore, the regulation will continue to be
effective'. Parliament should be given the
opportunity to debate a regulation which has been
adversely reported on and which has been
recommended for disallowance. An all-party
committee's recommendations should be debated by
Parliament

Motion agreed to.

WATER INDUSTRY BILL
Govemment amendments circulated by
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural Resources)
pmsuant to sessional orders.

Second mzding
Debate resumed from 16 November; motion of
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natwal Resources).
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - The opposition

opposes the bill because it is an evil piece of
legislation. I will tell you why.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member will tell the Speaker, not the minister, why
it is evil.
Mr DOLUS - Through you, Mr Speaker, I will
tell this illustrious house why it is evil.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's sarcasm is noted..
Mr DOLUS - It is not sarcasm but fact. The bill
is the preliminary stage of tuming a public
monopoly into a private monopoly. This bill will
prepare Melbourne Water for the next stage of that
change -that is, privatisation. Those who doubt
that should note that the reform has commenced.

The Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) has
provided evidence that the government intends to
privatise Melbourne Water. The ACF says
information it has found in documents belonging to
three companies -South East Water Ltd, Oty West
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Water Ltd and Yana Valley Water Ltd, including the
memorandum and articles of association of South
East Water Ltd - point out where the government
is heading - that is, the privatisation of Melbourne
Water.
If one examines the evidence available in the United
Kingdom, one discovers why this is an evil piece of
legislation. 11te government should take note of
what has happened in other countries. For the
benefit of any honourable member who thinks my
information comes from press releases from the
conservation movement, I refer to newspaper
reports that the former Premier of New South Wales,
Nick Greiner, a director of North West Water
Australia Pty Ltd, has been in Melbourne advising
members of the I<ennett government on water
privatisation. A newspaper article dated
16 November states that the government has said
three new state-owned businesses would be
responsible for retailing water.
As I said, despite the information contained in the
press release, the ACF is claiming that a
privatisation process has been initiated Before this
piece of legislation is passed, the next stage of the
process is to be prepared. I remind those
government backbenchers who are not here to listen
to the debate that although at one stage they may
have doubted whether they would need to
campaign before the next election, water
privatisation could turn the next election into what
could be the sweetest of all victories for Labor. I
refer to what the minister said in his second-reading

speech:
The reforms aim to provide greater efficiency and
competitiveness, to empower consumers and to reduce
state debt.
The purpose of the bill is to provide for an environment
and structure which facilitates the efficient running of
the various water retai1licensees as commercial

businesses.

Let me tell the economic rationalists on the

government side that they have won another round.
The Kennett government is setting up a water utility
structure that is only one step removed £rom
privatisation. The bill proposes the public
franchising of public water, and there is the outright
possibility of the franchising of water outside the
metropolitan area.
The ideology of privatisation has been embraced
with dogmatic zeal by the Uberal and National
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parties. I must admit I am slightly surprised that the
agrarian sodalists opposite, who in the past have
sought to protect important public utilities, are
allowing themselves to be led to the privatisation of
MeIboume Water. At least the National Party would
understand what the cost factor will be to their
constituents.
As the opposition has said in previous debates, the
government has a committed economic rationalist the Treasurer -who is the zealot of the
privatisation compact. At least he attempted to
understand the British experience in the past, but it
appears there is no evidence of the lessons that have
been learned and learned wel111te fundamental
question is: given that Melbourne Water performs
better than any Australian water agency in every
respect, what is so wrong that it warrants the
proposed changes in the bill? Why should we be
messing with an authority that performs well? It is
because the next step is privatisation.

The government has never come forward with any
assessment of the likely costs and benefits to either
the government or the public arising out of the
proposed changes. The minister had an ideal
opportunity in his second-reading speech to put the
facts on the table and provide the Victorian public
with information about the break-up and
£ranchising of this asset, yet he has refused to do so.
The opposition is concerned that such major
restructure is taking place without public

consultation. The bill is being rushed through this
place in the last two weeks of this sessional period.
Why? Because it is an extremely important piece of
legislation that the government does not want to be
scrutinised. The government knows this is the first
step to privatisation but it does not want to talk
about privatisation. If it were honest with the public
of Victoria it would tell us its agenda.
This is only the beginning. The opposition will go
through all the evidence that exists in Britain to
show what happened with the privatisation of
public utilities, in particular what happened to gas
and water. The evidence is overwhelming. In Britain
now for the first time every public commentator,
every newspaper, whether on the Labor or
conservative sides of British politics, refers to the
mess that has been created.

At the next state election every government member
will have to justify why water should be privatised
and why a public utility should be turned into a
private monopoly. Melbourne Water is one of the
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most efficient water entities not only in this COlDltry
but in the world.

Why is the government interested in privatising
Melboume Water? Because it is the first step to a
bigger market, the Asian market. The people of
Melboume will have to pay a price for that Over the
past 100 years or more they have paid taxes and
charges that have gone into building a water utility
that is one of the best in the world. That is a good
example of how to manage water, but now that
revenue will go into the pockets of private
speculators and profiteers, not into the pockets of
the people of Victoria. The ideology displayed by
the government is well known.
It is instructive to introduce the British experience of
privatisation to see what it holds for Victoria. I shall
talk briefly about the Thatcherite model and the
experience in Britain. The Thatcherite ideology is
that private is good and public is bad. Neo-liberal
theology taught people that privatisation would
benefit ipso facto any industry lucky enough to be
subjected to it That is what we were told more than
10 years ago.

The Thatcher government spoke about liberating an
industry from the suffocation of the state. The
Guardian Weekly recently reported:
In fact, mere change of ownership does not make much
difference to performance. Profits of the newly
privatised concerns certainly increased. But so did the
profits of c:oncems, both private and state owned,
whose ownership had not changed. Indeed the overall
performance of some of the industries that were still
being 'suffocated' by the state was better than that of
some that had been 'liberated'.

The so-called suffocation served the British people
well but the liberalisation philosophy of the
Thatcher government has produced a miserable
result. We do not want to see in this state the same
experience replicated where a small group of
profiteers can benefit from the many years of taxes
and charges that have been paid by ordinary
VICtorians to build up the best water system not
only in this COWltry but, by comparison, almost the
best in the world.
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government should assure the people of Victoria
that they will be protected for generations to come.
'The opposition will be more than interested to hear a
reply.

Mr LW. Smith - Your address is the crystal ball
rather than on the bill
Mr DOLUS - What an interjection! We do not
need a aysta1 ball because there is enough
experience in the United Kingdom to tell us what
happened with their step one, step two and then
privatisation. What this bill does, Minister, is
precisely that it gets Melbourne Water ready for the
profiteers to take it over, which will ensure that the
people of Victoria will pay a heavy price for
privatisation. The minister would never have the
guts to agree publicly that a public monopoly, in
particular Melbourne Water, should become a
private monopoly.
There is no bigger evil than allowing a group of
individuals to take over a monopoly situation - a
public utility that is there for the people of
Victoria - and turning it into a profit-making
concern. Any laughter that may comes from the
government benches will be wiped away at the next
election. The government has given the people of
Victoria a big present For the first time it has shown
its hand, namely, preparing Melbourne Water to be
privatised so that private companies will reap the
benefits as a result

Mr Coleman interjected.

Mr DOLUS - Some of your predecessors would
turn in their graves if they knew what you are
preparing. We will talk about the bill, but we will
also talk about what the government does not want
to heat.
We will put on the record all the evidence available
to us because, as we stated in the first pamphlet we
produced when the government changed the pricing
policy, when it introduced a hidden Gsr through its
reforms, we will turn this into one of our biggest
campaigns. Our aim is to protect the people of
Victoria from - -

Mr Coleman interjected.
The government should tell us that it will not
privatise Melbourne Water. Let the government say
that the early evidence does not support a
privatisation notion. TIle economic ministers should
tell us that the next step will not be taken and that
Melbourne Water will remain in public hands. The

Mr DOLUS - We will give them an alternative.
As your cousins from Queensland will tell you,
don't you worry about that They will get an
alternative and, my goodness, they will be able to
see what the alternative means.
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Not only has the government's first reform brought
price increases, but now the legislation prepares
Melboume Water for privatisation. This is the first
opportunity we have had for a major debate on an
important but negative reform. I suggest to the
ministers concerned that, as a result of the
government's first introducing a GSf on water,
Victorians are paying more. 1he evidence is loud
and clear. If any government bac1cbenchers or
ministers took the time they would find that the
government's first reform has resulted in an increase
in the cost of water in this state.
The second so-called reform begins to set the stage
for privatisation. Wealthy Victorians are saving
money whereas most ordinary Victorians are paying
more. Today is not the first time we have said that;
we have been saying that since the government's
early introduction of price increases. I state that for
the benefit of the ministers who want to understand
why this will be a broad debate and why the bill
gives us the opportunity for the first time to put

these concerns on record
I will now give a few examples of what has taken
place in the United Kingdom. Shareholders in the
UK benefited much more than consumers from the
privatisation of all four utilities. Let us consider
what the National Consumer Council said about the
privatisation of British Telecom, British gas and the
electricity and water boards in the recent report by
its ~ Lady Wilcox. I will come back to her
report on the reforms in the UK

Evidence does not support the suggestion that
increased productivity results from privatisation.
Shareholders and directors have benefited most in
terms of profits and salary pac1cages. For future
reference I will compare profits and salaries in
Victoria and indicate what has happened to the
salary packages of those who have taken over what
used to be very proud public utilities serving
ordinary Victorians. Those companies have turned
to lining the pockets of a small group of individuals
that have reaped the benefits of a public monopoly
being turned into a private monopoly.
Ordinary Victorians do not get a choice and there is
no competition because if people do not pay their
water supply is cut off. I will come back to why
Melbourne Water was created and became the very
good company it is today.
Prices have increased at a much faster rate than
inflation Economic rationalism and economic
liberalisation are alive and well in this state. What
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could we mean by this? Let us give a couple of
definitions.
The Oxford Dictimuzry defines 'liberalise' as meaning
'to set free from political and moral restrictions'. The
word 'liberalisation' means the process of setting
free from political or moral restrictions. The term
'economic' comes from the noun 'economy', which
is derived from the Greek words'oikos' meaning
house and 'nomos' meaning law. 'Therefore the term
'liberalisation of the economy' would mean the
process of setting the rules that regulate
relationships of the household free from political
and moral restraints.
1bat implies that people who have power are at
hberty to unfold their full potential and are allowed
to take full control of the economy without being
restrained by political structures or moral
considerations. 1bis is not getting too complicated,
Minister, is it?
'Economic liberalisation', otherwise known as
'economic rationalism' - it is not very often we get
to give the coalition parties a lesson but, like all
students, they would not have a clue - pertains
firstly to the free market system as an economic
system. Secondly, it refers to a social order that
corresponds with the concept of freedom implied by
the free market system. Thirdly, the term 'economic
liberalisation' pertains to a faith.
1bat is important because it explains why the
government is carrying out these reforms even if it
does not understand the consequences. 1hat faith
legitimises a particular economic system, namely the
SO<alled free market economy. Acrording to the
faith those opposite seem to have - I hope it is not a
faith that will guide the morals and economic reform
of this state - society will evolve by allowing the
economy to develop according to its own inherent
laws and by protecting it against intervention from
external political and moral considerations.
It is important to put this reform into context
because it must be tmderstood. H government
members do not understand this, they ought to at
least take the time to tmderstand the rationale and
morality of the 1hatcher philosophy in bringing
about the result in the VI<. A once proud country
has today been reduced almost to the level of a
Third World country. They do not seem. to
understand the philosophical let alone the economic
consequences and the consequences for the people
of Victoria of what has happened.
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I turn to what the minister claimed the SO<alled
reforms were about first, to provide greater
efficiency and competitiveness; second, to reduce
state debt; and third, to increase the emphasis on
user-pays pricing, focusing on payment for water
used rather than on the value of property.

Mr Coleman interjected.
Mr DOLUS - We will come to that. We will
give a good analysis of that. I hope the minister
understands some of the evidence I put forward
because he is introducing reforms about which he
has no idea of the ramifications for the people of
Victoria. I do not want him to come into this house
some time in the future telling us that the
government got it wrong. It will be very late in the
piece by that stage, as it is late in the VI<.
Mr Coleman - It has nothing to do with the UK.
Mr DOLUS - I hope that time is good to us all
and that we get another opportunity to debate that
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natural resource because, again, the people of
Victoria have contributed greatly through taxes and
charges to building this system.
The reality of the Kennett government's water
reforms and their immediate effect is to make water
more expensive for low and middle-income earners.
The charges will be defined on property values.
There will be significant reductions in water bills for
high-value property owners, including commercial
and industrial properties.
That is where we see a transfer of wealth from the
poor and middle class to the rich; this is
hmdamentaL We are not living in some sort of
ideological, competitive society. We are living in a
society in the 1990s where your job and that of your
government is to protect those who can ill afford to
protect themselves. Those who cannot afford to pay
those price increases should be protected by this
government making certain that this public utility
keeps prices down for those who can least afford it.

incentive not to waste money.

The government has introduced a system. that will
result in a quick and easy transfer of wealth from
poor and middle-income earners to the rich. Those
who can afford to pay are paying less, and those
who can ill afford to pay are paying more. A great
system! A great piece of social justice! A great piece
of this so-called new found faith of the Liberal Party
and its economic rationalism!

This is the rationale that the minister has had in
bringing in this bill, and this notion is very much
reflected in the bill When the Labor Party was in
government it introduced a reform for a two-tiered
pricing system that penalised high water users with
a punitive rate and rewarded sensible water users
with a lower charge per litre.

An article that appeared in Building Owner and
Manager Volume 9, no. 3, November 1994, explains
the impact of the changes in New South Wales,
which is ahead of Victoria in the break-up and
privatisation of utilities. It is very important; that is
why the former Premier of New South Wales has
been seen in Victoria. It says:

very comment.

The minister says the legislation will increase the
emphasis on a user-pays pricing policy. Focusing the
payment on water use, rather than the value of
property, will give consumers some control over
their water bills and give them an economic

Those who wanted to be conservationists and
conserve what is an important natural resource were
given incentive to do so. Those who did not want to
practise good conservation practices were penalised.
There is nothing unfair about that. It was one set
price for all users up to a particular level, and after
that it was hit them, and hit them hard!
What did this government do? It changed that
pricing policy and made it the same for everybody,
irrespective of the ability of the person to pay,
irrespective of the economic circumstances of a
person or a family to meet the economic challenges
of this state, and irrespective of the ability of people
who have been hit hard by economic circumstances
to meet the rising cost of what should be a cheap

The switch to a user pays brings both a bonus and new
challenges to commercial building interests. Past water
rating systems based on property values involved a

massive aoss-subsidy _.

Do you hear that Minister? That is New South
Wales! Not the U.K. New South Wales was involved
in a massive aoss-subsidy from commercial users to
residential consumers that was estimated at around
$300 million a year.
I point out to the minister that this is evidence of
another Australian state that has decided to go
down the path that he is taking us down. This is
evidence that he is refusing to even consider because
he is morally bankrupt. In relation to this bill the
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minister is morally bankrupt because he is guided
by a morally bankrupt economic philosophy!
Mr Colemm interjected.
Mr DOLUS - That is so! And that is what the
people of Victoria will understand.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER -Order! I ask the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition to address his
remarks through the Chair.
Mr DOLUS - Thank you for your guidance,
Mr Deputy Speaker. This is the one opportunity
some of us will have to place on the record what is
happening with this evil piece of legislation. because
there would not be one single religious or welfare
organisation in the ~ and fairly soon in this
country, that would ever support the immoral act
that the minister is committing us to make.

I am telling you Minister, through you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, that the opposition will not be part of this
great piece of immoral action on your behalf. The
minister is taking one of the most successful public
utilities and shoving it into the private projects of
profiteers. If he thinks that he can morally justify
this, let me tell him that it is not justifiable now and
it never will be. With the experience in Britain. the
evidence is there. It is on the bill.
What the minister does not want to debate is the
bankrupt morality behind his ideological
philosophy. He does not want to debate that! In the
minister's case I do not even think he understands.
"The Treasurer does; there is some intellect and some
capacity there.
One would have thought the minister would at least
take up the arguments. I look forward to the
parliamentary secretary putting in a spirited
defence, especially on the question of bankrupt
morality, because we will debate at any time the
values that the minister is guided by in this reform.
At any time we will debate what this government is
attempting to do to the people of Victoria, because it
is refusing to look at the evidence.
In New South Wales the cost of the cross-subsidy
was estimated at around $300 million a year. And
the government, in its rhetoric, tells us that this is
about economic incentive to reduce water
consumption! 1bat argument does not stand up to
scrutiny. If the government wants to conserve water
the answer is very easy: implement the old pricing
system that provided for that Those who obeyed the
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rules up to a point were given the incentive of lower
prices. Those who wanted to be big users paid more.
What have we got? That system is out and a GST is
in - a flat rate of pay. A wonderful system,
wonderful! Irrespective of ability to pay, everybody
pays the same.
Government members should talk to families who
have two or three children. An average family that
has to do the washing everyday, that has to do a
number of things using the natural resource. They
can't switch it off, they can't tum it off, they must
use it! They must wash their chil~ they must
wash their clothes, they must flush the toilet. What
is the government saying to those people? It is
saying, 'In your particular case you will be penalised
because we have decided to change the pricing
structure'.
The government is introducing a bankrupt piece of
logic in this bill because already the evidence of
earlier price changes indicates that it is wrong, and
the minister knows it is wrong because any
empirical or economic analysis of the prices prior to
now tells you that people are paying more.
So that is on the bill, and we will keep coming back
and forward in order to put it into perspective. This
is a long and important debate. It may finish here
today but it will continue out there in the
community for the next two years because every
time we doorknock a household, we ask one
question: 'Are you paying more for your water?'
And, what do you think the answer is? Yes! Who is
responsible for this evil piece of action? "The answer
is the Kennett government
I suggest to the minister that he be very careful with
what he is doing. The people of Victoria are not fools
and they will not be fooled by the government's
reforms. I point out to the minister that it is in the
bill. The bill is the result of the policies pursued by
the government 1bat is why the opposition is
attempting to educate the minister and open his eyes
to the evil acts he is committing this government to.
The Kennett government water reforms are an
exercise in deceit On one hand it is a new tax by
another name and on the other it is privatisation by
stealth, although as I understand it the SO<a1led
reform to privatise is taking place at a faster rate.
Under the Kennett government's so-called reforms
water is not considered a necessity, a basic human
need; it is a service people cannot choose to do
without if they cannot afford to pay their bills. Water
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is being treated simply as a commodity that is there
to make money. The government should realise this:

what you are saying to the people of Victoria is that
this is another commodity that is there to make
money for some individuals. If the government
thinks it can justify this particular reform on that
ground it is bankrupt in every respect; it has lost
every right it had to govern this state because it is
telling Victorians that water will be treated as a
commodity so that a group of individuals can
pocket all the profits they can as a result of the
eventual privatisation of Melbomne Water. So much
for the so-called user-pays principle and
affordability!
Before turning to the environment and the concerns
of the United Kingdom I will quote an article that
appeared in the London Daily Mail of Monday,

11 July 1994. The National Consumer Council says
the following:
The privatised water companies today stand accused of
£1 billion rip-off.
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cent. In some areas bills have doubled and in one
region of East Anglia -

wait, Mr Deputy Speaker, what happened in East
Anglia could happen in your electorate next time they have risen by an astonishing ISO per cent

Do you understand this, Minister: a 1SO per cent
inaease in the bills for ordinary people! The article

says:
Water company profits have risen by an average of
20 per cent per year and dividends to shareholders by
63 per cent a year. The salaries -

and we will come to that of company chairmen have gone from between £40 000
a year and £58 000 in 1989 to something between
£136 000 and £338 000 now.

I have some more comparative figures to put on
record:

This is what the Daily MJzil calls it -not some
radical journal The person saying this is Lady
Wilcox, the Chairman of the National Consumer

CO\U\cil:
The most detailed and authoritative study since the
sell-off concludes that they have forced. up bills to boost
profits for shareholders.

What have they done in the U1<? They have forced
up the bills for ordinary people - this is what is

going to happen to Victorians -so that the money
people cannot afford to pay can go into the pockets
of private individuals. You want evidence? It is
starting to come your way, but are you prepared to
listen? TIle answer is no, because you do not even
understand the reforms you are involved with. You
do not even understand your own piece of
legislation and you, Minister, do not even
understand its ramifications. At least take some time
to read the evidence. There is plenty of it! The article
continues:
It is a damning verdict from the National Consumer
Council, a government-funded watchdog-

I stress that the council is acting as a watchdog and
is basically bringing down its reform.
In the five years since privatisation. says the NCC,
domestic bills have shot up by an average of 67 per

The share value of the 10 biggest companies has risen
by 99 per cent in five years, compared with a 39 per
cent rise in the FT share index which measures the
stock market performance of major companies.

NCC chairman Lady Wilcox has little time for the
defence that companies have had to spend billions of
pounds cleaning up the system after years of neglect.

She has very little time for that. She says:
The water industry is the ultimate monopoly _ Tough
and effective regulation is essential if consumers are to
get good quality service at a reasonable price.

So much for the evidence, Minister; so much for
what is going on. Before I turn to some of the
environmental concerns, let me explain the logic
behind the creation of Melbourne Water as it
presently exists. This article comes from the
Melbourne Age - sometimes even you, Minister,
have to read it - but it is historically accurate. To
finish this point the article says this about
privatisation in the UK:
But as the UK privatisation of water in 1989 shows,
such a policy can be pushed too far. It can enrich a few
executives and shareholders at the expense of all and
the health of the poor.
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Do you understand this? The evidence shows that if
you privatise a public utility, such as water, in the
Ul( you do so to make a small group of people rich..
Do you understand this, Minister? This is what you
are doing. You just want a small group of people to
become wealthier and wealthier. Where is the
morality in that, Minister? It is terribly important.
You should ask yourself why Melbourne Water has
been developed into the sort of public utility it is.
If you go back through Victorian society~ Minister,
you will find that in the second half of the last
century in Melbourne human waste was stored in
individual cesspools, periodically leaking into water
supplies causing fatal outbreaks of cholera and other
water-borne diseases which ravaged everybody,
irrespective of their economic position in society or
otherwise. Everybody was affected. The basic reason
behind Melbourne Water developing into what it is
today was to protect ordinary Victorians. That is
why we kept the utility was kept in public hands. I
hope you Wlderstand that. Do you understand this,
Minister? It is very important
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Coghill) - Order!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition must address
his remarks through the Chair.
Mr DOLUS - I shall now refer to the effects of
privatisation on the environment. The management
of stormwater quality and flood mitigation is a
major specific area of concern, as are water
conservation management and community
education.
As to water recycling, apart from Antarctica
Australia is the driest continent on earth. All the
water flow in every Australian river combined is
less than half the amount carried by South
America's Amazon system alone. The recycling of
water is, therefore, of great importance, particularly
for non-potable uses.

Catchments will be open to other use and
development. Integrated catchment management
will depend on cooperation between companies
whose primary focus is commercial and not
environmental. The Yarra River and Port Phillip
Bay, as well as ordinary Victorians, will suffer.
Internationally the trend is towards improved
integration within individual agencies and
government and across different sectors of industry
and the community. The disintegration of
Melbourne Water is therefore a backward step. The
opposite is happening internationally. That is the
sort of evidence you need to consider in light of the
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great break-up you are proposing. Communications
within MeIboume Water will be seriously
hampered, and we have told you that in the past
Communication among clisaggregated companies,
other government agencies and other stakeholders
will be much more difficult and costly. Remember
that we told you so!
The government is doing the exact opposite of what
good international companies are doing. Issues such
as the quality of the water in our rivers, the
sensitivity of our beaches to urban desi~ water
efficiency and conservation, and public consultation
on and participation in water recycling would be
managed much more efficiently if Melbourne
Water's metropolitan-wide plan and management
functions were retained. Do not say we did not tell
you, Minister!
The opposition puts on the record its belief that
under the proposed changes service quality will
deteriorate. I wonder what implications the
destruction of MeIboume Water will have for the
government's proposed but not yet developed Bay
and Coastal Management COlUlcil H Melbourne
Water withdraws, full responsibility for the services
will flow on to the Bay and Coastal Management
Council, which is poorly equipped to resource
integrated catchment management and deal with the
related community participation. That is another
component of the management of the bay that the
government needs to address.
The opposition is also aware of the new mineral
licences for gold exploration that have been issued
in the 64-lc:ilometre Armstrong Creek-Upper Yana
drinking water catchment area. Armstrong Creek is
of National Estate importance. If full scale mining
were to proceed, more than $4.30 million would be
required to pay for full-scale water treatment. 'That
would be in addition to the annual operating and
maintelW1Ce costs of $36 million and would end
Melbourne's unique reputation for not having to
carry out extensive water treatment. Do you
understand, Minister? We are one of the very few
examples of cities whose water requires virtually no
treatment. If all your policies, including your mining
and privatisation policies, come into operation, that
uniqueness will be destroyed That is another
example of what your bill does. That is another
example of how ill-thought your reform is. Some
understanding must exist even within your mind,
Minister-The ACI1NG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member must address the Chair.
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Mr DOLUS - Through you, Mr Acting Speaker,
even the minister must have some understanding
that the reform the government is undertaking is not
good and positive for the people of Victoria. Even
the most evil of thoughts could not have produced
this recipe for disaster for the people of Victoria which is what the evidence shows will happen. My
comments are not part of some political polemic;
they are based on what the evidence tells us. But the
government refuses to listen. It will not talk to the
people of Victoria, and it will not talk to those who
will suffer as a result of this reform.
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the minister, the parliamentary secretary, the
Premier or any other government member say there
will be no mining in catchment areas and that things
will remain as they are. Let them say that and give
the people of Victoria some confidence in the
process. Again, I have told the government what the
ramifications will be. When you reply, Minister, tell
me there will be no mining in catchment areas. The
wording can be very simple. Let us hear you give
the commitment that never, never, never, will they
be allowed to mine in those areas.
Mr Coleman interjected.

I tmn now to competition. In theory, of course,
competition is always desirable; but in practice it is
good only for other people! I will repeat that for you,
Minister: in theory, of rourse, competition is always
desirable; but in practice, only for other people. That
was said by Ian Gilmour, who was a cabinet
minister in the first lhatcher government. It was not
said by some radical. It was said by someone who
was one of the early architects of the lbatcherite
model but who decided. he could not sell his own
soul for the reforms and walked out. In short, he
disagreed with them. If the minister took some time
to read 1an Gilmour's book Dancing with Dogma, he
would find out that although competition may be
desirable, in practice it exists only for other people.
Therefore, competition by comparison is nonsense.
Water is a natural monopoly; it is ludicrous for us to
talk about competition in that industry. It is
ridiculous for us to believe competition will result
when we turn a public monopoly into a private one.
A private monopoly can rip people off. If higher
profits are wanted you just tmn up the price. People
will have to pay more because they do not have a
choice: they simply cannot choose not to use water.
So when we talk about evil pieces of legislati~ this
is among the worst of them.
The government is surrendering to private profiteers
the use of a resource, a natural resource, that
rightfully belongs to the people of Victoria. In many
ways, we have the best nm water utility, not only in
this country but internationally. But as a result of
this and other government policies private profiteers
will not only mine in catchment areas but neglect to
invest the money that is necessary to treat water and I will bet any money you like on that because it
is not profitable to do so.
As I said before, at the moment Melbourne's water
requires virtually no treatment, which in the 19905 is

a great feature. Let the government say on the record
that there will be no mining in catchment areas. Let

Mr DOLUS - I can tell you that under a
Brumby Labor government there will be no mining
in catchment areas. I want you, Minister, to make
the same commitment.
Mr Coleman interjected.
Mr DOLUS - Through you, Mr Acting Speaker,
I suggest that the minister is being provocative. We
have given that commitment because catchment
areas have a very important conservation value for
this state. Minister, your mining policies make it
possible to dig holes in the ground - anywhere without regard for the consequences. The house has
just dealt with environment effects statement
legislation. Even public projects will not have to be
subject to environment effects statements! This is
your area, so let me briefly tell you about the
long-term policy.

Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, you have twice now directed the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition to direct his
remarks through the Chair. He has twice disobeyed.
you and continues to direct his remarks across the
table. I ask you to bring him to order.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER -Order! I uphold the
point of order. I remind the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition that to facilitate orderly debate it is the
practice of the house to require members to address
the Chair.
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - Thank you for your
guidance, Mr Acting Speaker. My remarks will be
directed through you. Let me talk about the
important long-term policy implications of the
government's actions. Melbourne Water's record in
addressing long-term planning issues is one of the
best in the world. Even though in the past there have
been reasons for criticism, when our water utility is
compared with other utilities interstate and
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overseas, it is seen to be one of the best in the world.
Me1bumians and Victorians are still reaping the
benefits of the wise decisions made many years ago
by Liberal and Labor governments. Mr Acting
Speaker, y~ for example, know about the
importance of the Werribee sewerage farm. Other
important initiatives include the closed catchment
policy, long-term research. into forest hydrology and
separate sewerage and drainage systems.

TIle Australian Conservation Foundation has
already expressed concern about the effects of the
bill on long-term strategic issues, which will have
implications for the welfare of future generations.
Our concerns centre on the fact that the break-up of
Melbourne Water, with its commercial focus, will
limit our capacity to address those long-term issues.
It is very important for the minister to address these
concerns and for the government to state the
ramifications of its policies. I have more material to
put on the record. Let us return to the UK
experience. It is what Britons call the £2.8 billion bill.
Mr Hamilton - How much?
Mr DOLUS -It is £2.8 billi~ and the figure
doubles when you put it into dollars. Let us consider
where the money went. In 1989, before privatisation,
the average bill from Anglian Water was £156. In
1994 it was £264. 'The pre-tax profit was
£132.2 million and the chairman's salary rose from
£44 000 to £187 000. The average bill from North
West Water rose from £147 to £182, and the pre-tax
profit was £62.8 million. The chairman's salary rose
from fA7 000 to f338 000.
TIle average bill from Northumbrian Water was
£110, which rose to £187 after privatisation. The
pre-tax profit was £2h9 million. The chairman's
salary rose from £40 000 to £150 000 after
privatisation. In 1989 the average bill from Severn
Trent was £107 and in 1994 it rose to £179. The
pre-tax profit was £281.4 million. The chairman's
salary rose from £51 000 to £302 000. In 1989 the

average bill from South West Water was £106, which
rose to £304 in 1994. The pre-tax profit was
£l27.5 million. The chairman's salary rose &om
£41 000 to £136 000.

In 1989 the average bill from Southern Water was
£146, which rose to £201 in 1994. The pre-tax profit
was £93 million. The chairman's salary rose from
£47 000 to £170 000. The average bill from Thames
Water rose from £125 to £162 The pre-tax profit was
£241.7 milli~ and the chairman's salary rose from
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£41 000 to £317 000. The average bill from Welsh
Water rose from £101 to £256 and the pre-tax profit
was £144.2 million. The chairman's salary rose from
£46 000 to £139 000.

1be average bill from Wessex Water rose from £138
to £223 and the pre-tax profit was £103.3 million.
1be chairman's salary rose from £43 000 to £154 000.
1be average bill from Yorkshire Water rose from
£123 to £193 and the pre-tax profit was
£143.5 million. The chairman's salary rose from
£58 000 to £156 000.
Not one single company has been able to maintain
prices at the pre-privatisation level. They have
sky-rocketed. Pre-tax profits have sky-rocketed
Worse than that, the salaries of the so-called
chairmen have sky-rocketed. If the minister thinlcs
this is a decent policy he should tell the people of
Victoria that because there is not the slightest doubt
in the minds of the opposition or the people of
Victoria that the same thing will happen here. That
is why we have this bill Already we have started to
get the company ready for when the profiteers move
in. This article states:
While water bills rise with. relentless regularity, the
profits of the privatised water comparties remain the
envy of the stock market.
What makes this water torture politically so dangerous
is that it is socially so unjust It hits the most
vulnerable - -

Mr Coleman - What is it?
Mr DOLUS - It is a newspaper article from the
UK. It is another commentary - Mr CLARK (Box Hill) -On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, I wonder whether the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition would be good enough to
identify the document &om which he is quoting?
Mr DOLUS (Richmond) - I am happy to do
that The original copy is in my office. I cut this piece
off for the debate but I am more than happy to
provide it to the honourable member. What I have
here is a photocopy of a publication so it is
somewhat difficult to identify it
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! On the point
of order, I ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
to observe the courtesy of providing the information
subsequently. It is the normal practice that a
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member should identify the source of any quote in
the course of his speech.
Mr DOLUS - I am more than happy to do that,
Mr Acting Speaker. The pWlch line in the article is:
Poor people can't shop around for cheaper water (Let
them drink Perrier!).

If they cannot afford water, let them drink Perrler!
We are going from letting them eat cake to drinking
Perrler! If this is the policy of this government our
campaign at the next election will be to expose the
immorality of this government. I defy anybody to
say this is a socially just policy.
An article &om the GUIlTdiIm Weekly of Tl November
1994 states:
After last week's excess profits (followed this week by a
similar tale from water) we are treated to the t.mSeeInly
spectacle of the directors of British Gas getting pay
increases of up to 75 per cent Under the formula
approved by the board's six norl-e(ecutive directors the
salary of the chief executive Cedric Brown rises &om
£210 000 in 1993 to £475 000 - -
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through you,. Mr Acting Speaker, before there is
another point of order. I see that the honourable
member who raised the earlier point of order has
disappeared. He is embarrassed now, but at the next
election he will not dare to knock on one single door
in his electorate. During the campaign our first
question will be: how much did you pay prior to
1992? We will get a figure. The next question will be:
how much are you paying now? We will get a
figure. The next question will be: who is
responsible? The answer will be: the Kennett
government. It will be a simple, effective campaign.
I suggest to the minister that if the government does
not want to be subjected to such a campaign it can
withdraw this evil legislation today and tell us that
it will not privatise MeIboume Water. In
consultation with the public, who are the owners of
this public utility, the government can reform the
utility for the benefit of the Victorian consumer so
that future generations - your children. Mr Acting
Speaker, mine and everybody else's - can be
guaranteed the same future that you and I were
guaranteed. They can be guaranteed that Melbourne
Water will basically continue to provide a cheap,
affordable and good service rather than an
expensive service that people cannot afford.

Mr Hamilton - That is obscene!

An Honomable Member - Now you have done
Mr DOLUS - As a result of privatisation
ordinary people pay for the money to go into the
poclcets of profiteers. The article continues:
There is one final explanation - a reward for
Unproved efficiency. According to London Economics,
the independent research body, British Gas improved
its productivity by four times as much in the
nationalised seventies (4.2 per cent a year) than it did in
the eighties (1 per cent a year) when it was being
weaned for privatisation. During the past five years (to
1994) productivity has only increased by 0.42 per cent a
year compared with 0.68 per cent for pubtidy owned
British Coal and 3.2 per cent for the Post Office. If these
are the rewards for BG when productivity is low then
Britons had better prepare themselves for something
really rich when the revival cmDeS.

Does the government want more evidence? TIlis is
the case for productivity! There is none! It has gone
down since privatisation. 1hese are the rewards by
any measure. Companies that used to be good
public utilities now fail almost every test. This is the
debate we want; we do not want the government to
mouth political slogans because it is bankrupt of
them. Bring some evidence! Try to prove that you
are not morally bankrupt! I make those comments

the soft-shoe shuffle, get into it, Dimitri.

Mr DOLUS - Let's get a bit harder! Being a
fairly wide reader you, Mr Acting Speaker, would
agree that the events of the past few days of the
Conservative Party in the United Kingdom have not
been terribly good. One must ask why. It is because
the Prime Minister, Mr Major, inherited the results
of a most disastrous decade of the Thatcher
government's so-called reforms.

What do we have these days? This banlaupt
government, which no longer has any morality and
which will not be able to face the people of Victoria
after what it is doing to the pricing of public utilities
by way of privatisation, will have to tell people why
prices have been increasing day in, day out and why
they cannot aHord to pay.
I refer to an article entitled 'More Major blundering'
reported by an Age correspondent in London, Peter
Ellingsen. The article deals with the issue of what
used to be public utilities being turned into in most
cases private monopolies for the benefit of a few
individual pockets - those people who started
ripping off the basic companies that the British
people built over the years - rather than for the
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benefit of the British people, the ordinary
consumers. The article says:
British workers, long used to being told times are
tough. have been mesmerised by a decision to almost
double the salary of British Gas chief, Cedric Brown, to
more than $1 million.

Do you understand that? More than 51 million:
It was as if the 59-year-old Yorkshireman had the
inside running in the nationaliottery, which began last
weekend with a promise to aeate 'instant millionaires'.

I remind the minister that that will happen as a
result of this reform; instant millionaires will be
created:
But Mr Brown-

who has become an instant millionaire is not the highest-paid utility head, nor is .his windfall
unusual in the avalanche of riches which has flowed
from the government's passion for privatising assets.
On the 10th anniversary of the first privatisation, the
public is starting to realise, not only that the sell-offs
have made millionaires of those who run former state
enterprises, but have cost consumers something like
$9biIlion.

An HOllourable Member - How much?

Mr DOLUS - It has cost consumers $9 billion as
a result of its policies; that is what will happen to
Victorians as a result of this government's policies.
When that happens this government should not say
that we did not tell them so and that they were not
warned, because they have been warned. I suggest
that after 1996 Victorians will not allow the coalition
to carry through its evil acts. It is very important to
put that on the record. The article continues:
Britain's 20 million consumers have seen $200 million
of their money -

the amount has been converted from the English
poundhanded to the new privateers on a plate -

they call them privateers; it is not a term that we use.

2193

Yet, in a lesson with implications for Australia, these
privatised firms have failed to provide promised
benefits to the public.

Axe you listening? They have failed to provide the
SO<alled promised benefits to the public
Even the minister responsible for more privatisations
than any other, the now retired -

conveniently Lord Parkinson, admits the auction of public
businesses has not gone as well as planned -

surprise, surprise!
The net result is that shareholders have done rather
better out of it -

how interesting and customers have done rather less well' -

so says Lord Parkinson. Of course it did not go well
for them. British people are paying more while the
privateers and profiteers are pocketing just about
everything they can. Of course things are desperate
because that is what happens when an essential
public utility is privatised and changed from a
public monopoly into a private monopoly. As there
is no effective action for people to take they have no
choice but to accept the lack of benefits that result
from privatisation. They call that morality. My
goodness, have they a lot to learn!
The article continues:
In many ways, the push for privatisation has been a
false horizon. with the government massively
underestimating the value of assets for sale, and the
public finding they had to pay the cost of lucrative
windfalls for managers and shareholders.

The public of the United Kingdom are not only
paying a greater price as a result of privatisation but
the government is selling their wealth - it is
theirs - at a lesser price and subsidising that sel1--off
in more ways than one. TIlat is what the government
in the United Kingdom has done. The rich are
getting richer while those people, including families
with childr~ who cannot afford to pay suffer more
and more.
We say to the Victorian government do not
duplicate that process - don't do it! It is not too
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late. The people of Victoria do not need to
experience that sort of after-effect. The article
continues:
What some are calling a scandal goes far beyond the
well-known privatisation of Britain's 10 water
authorities, wlUch saw profits for a few skyrocket while
consumers were left paying an extra $650 million for a
service tha~ as yet. has not fundamentally improved.

The argument used in defence of water privatisation
in the UK was that the companies were nm down
and privatisation would result in more money being
injected into improvements to the quality of the
service - it had nothing to do with prices - and the
quality of the product The service has not
improved, the product has deteriorated, but there
have been massive inaeases.
Mr Clark interjected.
Mr DOLUS - I suggest that the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Treasurer read every piece of
evidence and give us one example of where that has
not happened.
Mr Perrin interjected.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Or Coghill) -Order!
The honourable member for Bulleen will have his

opportunity.
Mr DOLUS - The honourable member for
Bulleen would not have a clue what we have been
talking about

Hcnrourable members interjecting.
Mr DOLUS - Look at this immoral bunch. They
would not be able to face themselves in the mirror
on a good morning.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER -Order! I suggest the
honourable member ignore assistance from both
sides of the house.
Mr DOWS - I would not dare ignore your
ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, but I can just imagine
government members facing themselves in the
mirror on a clear morning and saying, 'What can we
do today? Let's go to work. What's left standing?
What's good? Let's rip it off'. They would look to see
whom they could help make more money and they
would decide that a particular millionaire had a few
less million dollars than the bank so they would give
that person a bit more. What about the people of
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Victoria? Don't worry about the people of Victoria,
they are of no consequence. 1bey will continue to
pay massive increases.
Government members have the gall to come into
this place and call this bill reform. 1bey do not tell

the truth because if they did they would not dare to
venture outside their doors let alone attempt to
govern this state. After two years of coalition
government we are seeing the most pathetic attempt
by any government in the history of this state or this
country to rip off public assets. The government is
ripping off the people of Victoria but, worse than
that, it is making certain that future generations
continue to pay the price of this evil piece of policy.
The government is turning a public monopoly of a

natural resource into a private one. It is not doing
that to improve the service because the service is
excellent - if Melbourne Water continues as it now
operates we are guaranteed of getting the same
service. Nor is it doing that to reduce prices because
with the price increases by Melbourne Water people
are already paying more. What the government is
doing is fattening up the cow before it gives it to
privateers and profiteers. The government wants to
line the pockets of a few individuals.
What a morally bankrupt government we have.
What a disgusting situation it is that the house must
deal with a bill that the government calls reform.
Reform it is not because reform implies something
positive. This bill contains little that is positive and
little for the people of Victoria.
I return to what the former chairman of the
conservatives said:
Lord Tebbi~ who oversaw the deal that would make
BT Britain's biggest company, hints it could have been
done better.

1here is no drier dry, no more conservative
economic rationalist than Lord Tebbit He admits the
British government got it wrong. The only person
who would be defending the reforms in the bill
before us today would be Lady Thatcher, but it
would not be long before she would have to admit
she got it wrong, because all the evidence is there.
The government by its actions will have destroyed a
fundamentally good public utility. What for? As I
said, it is not to improve services or to reduce prices
but to make some profiteers richer. 1be government
is not looking after the interests of the people of
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Victoria; it is looking after the interest of a few. The
article continues:
In fact, what the government did was set up local
monopolies under the banner of popular capitalism.. 'If
you let people have a share, you hook them into the
system', Lord Padtinson argued. The hitch was that,
because profit predictions were undeIstated, the new
companies' average share price rose nearly three times
after the float _

How convenient! The only underestimation in the
whole exercise was the price of the shares. The
profiteers and privateers got it wrong in only one
respect that they would make more money. They
did not tell the people of Britain that what they were
doing would be putting more money in their own
poclcets. What they told the people of Britain was
that they would improve services and reduce prices,
but that did not happen.
Lord Parkinson said they got it wrong. In respect of
those British utilities the 12 chairmen made more
than $2 million, and six of them made more than
$4 million a year in salary. H that is not obscene you
tell me what is. If the unfortunate privatisation of
Melbourne Water takes place it will be interesting to
compare the current salaries of people in the public
monopoly with their salaries after the so-called
reforms take place. The next sentence in the article is
important
Where once their salaries trailed the private sector, they
now leadiL

What used to be salaries that were adequate in
numing public monopolies are now salaries that are
in excess of anything the private sector offers - and
I suppose the people of Britain are paying. Why is
the British government in trouble? No wonder there
is investigation after investigation in the British
Parliament to find out how this deal or the other
deal is going to benefit the few friends of the
govemmen~ the privateers and profiteers who are
ripping off the people of Britain.
I also put on record what a former senior Treasury
official, Mr Richard Wilson, said:
'Some of the remuneration has been excessive,' he says.
1 accept that if you pay people peanuts you get
monkeys. But to pay monkeys very large sums of
money is also a mistake.'.

Not only is the government going to give us the
monkeys but it is going to pay them well. That is
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what happened in the United Kingdom. So we are
going to have monkeys not eating peanuts but
pocketing money. I wonder what else we must go
through before the government and this minister
understand that what they are doing is inherently
evil The only people who will suffer as a result of
this bill are the people of Victoria. The article also
states:
Fearing that modemisation of water would cost it more
than $20 billion. the government overrode the advice of
its advisers, the merchant bank. Schroeders, in 1989
and agreed with the authority chairmen that their new
business would be a high-risk venture.

Before too long this government will be telling us
that to turn a public monopoly into a private
monopoly is a high-risk venture. Where is the high
risk? Because it is a monopoly people have no choice
of product. In Britain the banker's advice was put
aside because the government's mates, the chairmen
of the companies, convinced it that it was involved
in a high-risk venture. I suppose this lot will come in
and tell us this is the case with privatisation. The
article continues:
The result was that water companies easily exceeded
their profit forecasts.

That is the most extreme example of greed and
profiteering. It is an example that the house would
do well to take note of and that the government
cannot ignore. The people of Victoria can ill afford to
ignore it because if we get it wrong we are
condemning future generations to perpetually pay
higher prices and receive a lower quality of water.
More importantly, what is inherently evil about this
legislation is that we are preparing a good public
company for privatisation. Step 1 was the price
increases, step 2 is taking place with this bill and
step 3 is for the government to call in its mates and
tell them, 1t is ready for you. The millions that you
got are not enough. We will give you more, because
this is the role of government'.
The role of government is defined in this state as
being not to look after those who need government
mos~ such as the children and the elderly, but to
look after those who least need looking after, such as
the greedy profiteers we have seen coming in great
numbers. That is what is inherently evil about this
piece of legislation

As the article says, in Britain it is not a matter of
saying, 'Let them drink water' but of saying, 'Let
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them drink Perrier'. In this state we will be saying,
'Don't worry about eating cake, drink Perrier,
because even if it is imported it is considerably
cheaper than the running water that comes from
your taps'.
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Mr DOLUS - The honourable member has
finally realised the evil the government is doing.
Mr Hamilton - What does it say?
Mr DOLUS - It says:

As I said to members on the government benches,
every time we knock on doors we will ask, 'How
much did you pay prior to 1992?', 'How much are
you paying now?' and 'Who is responsible for the
inaease?'. We will answer, 'The Kennett
government is - this mob that is making certain
that you pay more'. It is a very simple bit of
campaigning. We do not mind telling the
government about that because ultimately we will
want to deprive ourselves of that important
campaign tool if it means Victorians can be rescued
from this evil exercise and be guaranteed a
high-quality water company that will not fall into
the hands of the profiteers. That is what we are
talking about in this reform.
Let me say finally that we have seen &om the
government a display of the worst and most
excessive greed and ripping off of the people of
Victoria possible. For the benefit of members of the
National Party -what used to be a very proud area
of the socialist movement, the former Country
Party -let me point out what people in country
Victoria say. 1he BallJmzt Courier states:
_ regional business owners outraged. over excessive
estimates for their new user-pays water c:harges.
With owners of caravan parks, motels and other
businesses facing rises of 150 to 480 per cent _

1he Ba11amt Courier says that in one inaease they
will pay up to 150 to 480 per cent more, and this is
not even the British example.

It's another example of the state government's
obviously ongoing savage -

I repeat. savage increased costs assault on sections of regional business
which cannot afford such massive rises.

Mr Hamilton - Read that again.
Mr DOLUS - It says:
It's another example of the state government's
obviously ongoing savage -

I repeat. savage increased costs assault on sections of regional business
which cannot afford -

cannot afford, Minister! such massive rises.

Some will have to pay between $40 000 and $50 000
more! Do you think this is bad enough?

Mr Coleman -lbat was out of what?
Mr DOLUS - The Ba11Jzrat Courier. That
newspaper also states that businesses could go to the
wall.
Mr Perrin interjected.

Government members may well laugh but the
people of Victoria will not be laughing with them they will be laughing at them! Come 1996
government members will have to pay for the
inherent evil they are committing this Parliament to
perform because the people of Victoria cannot afford
for this to happen. As I said earlier, the owners of at
least 300 properties will pay more than $2000 in
extra water costs and, as the BallaTat Courier states,
some consumers will pay an additional $40 000 to
$50 000 a year.
Mr Perrin interjected.

Mr DOLUS - It will be a good campaign up
there! The opposition has attempted to take the
house through the ideological evils inherent in a
Thatcherite ideology. Those who can understand
that ideology and what economic rationalism means
will understand that the Thatcherite model and
experience are inherently evil.
For the benefit of those members who were not in
the chamber to hear it, I shall repeat the definition of
liberalisation of the economy: it means the process of
setting the rules that regulate relationships of the
household free from political and moral restraint It
implies that the people who have power are at
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liberty to unfold their full potential and are allowed
to take full control of the economy without being
restrained by political structures or moral
considerations. The government is morally bankrupt
because this reform is condemning ordinary
Victorians to suffer in perpetuity.
Mr Colemm interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The minister should be
enlightened by this contribution. However, in
technical terms there is a thing called information
overload and in the case of the minister that took
place in the first 5 minutes! I do not mean to be
terribly impolite but I do not think intellectual
dialogue and debate have been high points among
those on the government benches.

When we analysed what was once a great
country - the United Kingdom - and what it has
become as a result of Thatcherite ideology
government members were lost because, again for
the record--

Mr Mc:Arthur interjected.
Mr DOLUS - Did I read the bill? Do we know
the bill? For the honourable member's information
the bill is the next stage before privatisation. You

would not have a clue what you are involved with.!
Government members do not understand the bill
and, even worse, they do not comprehend the
ramifications of the legislation. The so-called reform
is anything but a reform!
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr DOLUS - The honourable member for
Mordialloc should be a bit more concerned about the
inaease in the price of water.
Mr Leigh - I am.
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Premier of New South Wales, is already advising
about privatisation. MeIbomne Water is known both
here and overseas as a shining example of how to
manage water resources. The government is picking
up something that is good, but it is not improving it!

The United Kingdom government went through the
companies one by one. I went through the evidence,
including the report of Lady Wilcox of the National
Consumer Council, which examined what was
happening and said that it was an absolute disgrace.
This Victorian government will do exactly what
happened in the United Kingdom: it will turn
something good into something inherently bad.
What is even worse, it will ensure that people are
not able to afford water because the increase in its
price will be so massive.
People in a number of towns in the United Kingdom
had their water cut off. For the first time in the
history of that country people were without water
because they were not able to pay their bills.
Children went without baths, toilets were not able to
be flushed and there was a risk of disease. This is not
fiction, it is fact! People had an essential resource cut
off because they were not able to pay their bills.
They were not able to pay because the company
chairman was getting $400 000 a year!
The bill should be rejected because it is an evil piece
of legislation that condemns the state to the next
step, which is the privatisation of Melbomne Water.
That will mean one thing and one thing only: private
profiteers will make money and a small group of
people will benefit because Victorians have turned
an excellent public utility into the best public water
utility in the world. The bill will reduce future
opportunities for Victorians by creating problems
that have been experienced in other countries such
as the United Kingdom.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) - The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has laboured heavily in mock

Mr DOWS - This is an evil piece of legislation
which should not be allowed to pass this house, let
alone go to the other place. Every bit of evidence the
opposition has presented in the debate has said to
the government, 'You have got a good company.
You have got the best example of a publicly-run
company in Australia or internationally. There is no
logical reason to do what you are now doing. What
you are doing is not right'.

The only logical explanation for this so-called reform
is that the government is getting Melbourne Water
ready for privatisation. Nick Greiner, a former

outrage for the best part of an hour and a half in an
attempt to profess his opposition to the bill In one of
his many sets of concluding remarks, he referred to
the payment of peanuts for monkeys. It raises the
question of why the organ-grinder on the opposition
side of the house is not leading this debate.
Given the alleged seriousness with which the
opposition views the bill, why is the Leader of the
Opposition not leading for his side? I suggest there
may be two explanations: firstly, the last time the
Leader of the Opposition ventured to speak on the
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issue of water he made a complete mess of what he
had to say.

Two or three days before the national conference of
the tabor Party he hit the headlines saying, 'Shock,
horror, the government is about to disaggregate
Melbourne Water. Look what the London School of
Economics has had to say about that!'. About four
days after the conference he said, '~ horror, the
government is selling the whole of MeIbomne Water
as a single job lot to North Western Water of the
UK'. The Leader of the Opposition has been caught
out previously when he has made wild and
inaccurate accusations. He may be feeling too
sheepish to venture into the debate today.
The other possible explanation is that yet again the

opposition is out of step with its federal colleagues.
The Leader of the Opposition may be trying to avoid
incurring the further displeasure of the Prime
Minister by distancing himself from the stance being
taken by his party. Rumour has it that he has been
belted around the ears once or twice already by the
Prime Minister for the things that he and his party
have been doing in this state. Perhaps he wants to
keep out of harm's way and leave it to the Deputy
Leader to take the flak!

If one looks at the reality of the issue rather than at
the phoney outrage of the Deputy Leader of the
Oppositi~ one can see that the steps taken by the
government on the legislation are entirely consistent
with the process of national reform being piloted,
overseen and encouraged by the Council of
Australian Governments (COAG) under the
chairmanship of the Prime Minister. Indeed, recently
Victoria was visited by the water reform task force
established under the auspices of COAG, which
wanted to know how far the Victorian government
had gone along the path of water reform.

This reform involves a number of elements that are
commonly held to be necessary by both the federal
government and state governments throughout
Australia: corporatisation; recognition that business
must run on a commercial basis; separating out
policy and commercial aspects; getting a commercial
basis for investment decisions; separating out the
water, sewage and drainage functions from the
non-core activities; giving a separate focus to
conservation.. parks and the recreational uses of
water-related assets; and moving towards a
user-pays system. 1bose things are not inventions
solely of the Victorian government; they are on the
agenda of a national government of the same
political persuasion as the state opposition. As has
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been the case in relation to numerous other pieces of
legislation that have been introduced in recent
months and years, the opposition is again isolated
and out of step with the rest of the country.

The bill is about getting the water system to operate
better than it has in recent years and decades. The
processes of corporatisation and contracting out
began under the previous government, but they
have been accelerated and carried through by this
government. It is clear that MeJboume Water had to
undergo the reforms proposed by the bill because
intema1 reorganisation of Melbourne Water has been
tried and although it showed the potential fruits of
intema1 disaggregation, when head office is
breathing down your neck you cannot: have regional
managers exercising the sort of autonomy and
decentralised decision making you would want to
see.
I want to knock on the head the argument put by the
opposition and the Australian Conservation
Fotmdation that this bill sets up the privatisation of
Melbourne Water. It is clear the ACF is completely
wrong in its news release issued yesterday. It did
not do its homework or read the document it claims
is its authority for the contention. The ACF and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that the
memorandum and articles of association of the
distribution businesses referred to in the legislation
are memorandum and articles that facilitate and
allow privatisation. The contrary is the case. There
are numerous articles of association that have
exactly the opposite effect to that put by the ACF
and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

I shall take the house through some of them. Article
25 of South East Water Ltd, which is practically
identical in detail to the articles of other companies,
makes perfectly clear that shares in these companies
cannot be offered to anyone other than existing
shareholders, except with the approval of existing
shareholders. The suggestion by the ACF that the
directors can issue shares to the private sector is
completely incorrect. Article 5.3 states:
Only an Eligible Person approved in writing by the
Treasurer may hold shares and be entered in the
register as a member.

'Eligible person' is defined by the articles as a person
referred to in the State Owned Enterprises Act. The
list of persons who fit within that definition under
the act is set out in section 67 as:
(a) The state;
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(b) nominees of the state;

(c) a statutory corporation;
(ca) nominees of a statutory corporation;
(d) a state owned company;
(e) nominees of a state owned company

It is clear that unless you fall into one of those
categories you cannot be a shareholder in the
companies muier the articles of association.
I shall refer to some further articles of association.
Just in case anyone decides to run amuck, article 21.7
states:
Notwithstanding any other provision of these articles
the Treasurer is empowered to execute (on behalf of the
trans£eror and transferee) an instrument of transfer of
any issued shares, whether or not the member consents
and whether or not the member is still an eligible

personThe article then says that the transfer must be
registered. The government is in a position to
control the holding of the shares. As I said, the
articles make aysta1 clear that only the limited
category of person as defined in the State Owned
Enterprises Act, basically the state of Victoria and
public entities owned by the state of Victoria, can be
shareholders in the company.
That is completely to the contrary of what the ACF
has been asserting. The articles do not contemplate
privatisation. They expressly contemplated that the
companies are owned by the state.

The reason for this management is clear. We want
these companies to operate as close to a commercial
basis as is possible because as with Qantas and other
enterprises that have been restructured throughout
Australia it is recognised by both state and federal
governments that a commercial structure is far more
effective for the delivery of services. You get far
better delivery of services when you separate the
~ of delivery ~f services from the task of applying
policy and ensunng proper standards are observed.
~t is exactly the model adopted by this legislation,
WIth the separation of functions. The Office of the
Regulator-General will supervise independently the
operation of these businesses.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke in
lyrical terms about how wonderful Melbourne
Water w~. Although Melbourne Water has changed
recently, if one goes back a few years it was clearly a
monolithic structure that was a law unto itseU and

2199

was outside the control of governments of all
political persuasions. Honourable members may
remember that the Honourable David White, when
Minister for Minerals and Energy, was at pains to
ensure that the former State Electricity Commission
did not continue as a law unto itself and was
brought under the control of government so far as
policy was concerned. So the idea of having a
wonderful monolithic structure both determining
the rules of the game and operating under them has
proved most unsatisfactory.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to the
United Kingdom experience, and I expect other
speakers on this side of the house will discuss that
experience in more detail. He made one assertion
about the UK experience which is correct, namely,
that the assets were sold at under valuation and
accordingly there were significant gains made by
shareholders. That has been admitted by the
advocates of privatisation in the United Kingdom as
well as by the critics. However, that is not the
element of the UK reforms that is particularly
relevant to Victoria because, as I indicated earlier
this bill does not set up these new enterprises for'
privatisation.

TIle questions that are relevant for Victoria are the
experiences of decentralised control and
disaggregation. The point that needs to be made
clearly in that respect is that most of the difficulties
in the UK to which the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition referred are difficulties that have grown
from two factors: firstly, from the poor performance
of many of the utilities in public ownership, contrary
to his eulogising of UK utilities; and secondly, in
combination with that, the fact that the European
Community is requiring higher water quality
standards than in the United IGngdom. The
appalling performance of the publicly-owned
utilities in the UK, which has seen infrastructure
decay over many years, was one of the contributing
factors to the poor quality of water in the UK. On
top of that, the EC insisted on raising the
standards - and whether that is good or bad is a
separa te issue.
Mr Hamilton - You can't argue about that,
smely?
Mr CLARK - I do not know whether the
European standards have been set at an appropriate
level We clearly have excellent water in this
country, which nobody disputes. That means the
quality of the water supply in the metropolitan area
is not in issue. Once the community decides on the
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appropriate standards and once you make the policy
decision to raise those standards, if the existing
infrastructure and equipment cannot cope it must be
paid for. That has been the driving force behind the
inaease in water prices in the UK.

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr CLAJU( - A couple of interesting features in
the Ul( include the fact that, in the main, separate
metering does not exist They rely on charging on a
rates basis, which is not the case in Victoria.
Mr Hamilton - We have both.
Mr CLAIlK - The UK also does not have the
substantial headworks businesses we have because
it takes far more water from its river system than we
do. So there are a number of significant differences
between the VICtorian and the UK experiences.
People have to proceed with caution when drawing
on experience in the UI<.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also raised
questions about the move to user-pays water
pricing. The government has laid down a pricing
path that leads approximately to a fifty-fifty basis for
property and user-pays charges. It is surprising that
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has taken
exception to that If the system for charging for
water was devised &om first principles - from
scratch. without reference to history - I would be
surprised if anybody would question the logic of
paying for water based on the amcnmt used. We do
not say you should pay for your com.f1akes or petrol
according to the size of your car or the size of your
cornflakes bowL
Even if one looks to the public sector, who questions
the logic of selling electricity based on the volume of
electricity consumed or the price of gas based on the
volume of gas used? The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is getting himself into a rather illogical
argument when he complains about that His
complaints contradict one of the advantages of
having a significant component of pricing by usenamely, to encourage the sensible use of water.
It is highly likely that many of the heaviest domestic
water consumers are those on reasonable incomes.
People who use the hose to wash down the
driveway or wash the car or who have large and
extensive gardens but are not too good on mulching
or insia1ling sprinkler systems will be the ones
slugged by the increased water billings - not those
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living in smaller dwellings, who, by and large, are
likely to use less water.

I return to what the legislation is about rather than
what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition says it is
about -namely, getting more competitive
discipline and more customer choice and control
into the system. It is interesting that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition criticised the notion of
competition by comparison. As I said to the house
yesterday, one of the most striking examples of
competition by comparison is the one resulting from
the previous government's decision to sell the Loy
Yang B power station to Mission Energy. That
power station is now being operated by Mission
Energy. I will be interested to hear what the
honourable member for Morwell says about that
The evidence I have come across shows tmiversally
that the presence of Mission Energy in the Latrobe
Valley has galvanised attitudes and given real
incentive and encouragement to the operators of
Generation Victoria to improve their performance.
They see the technical standards being achieved by
the Yanks down the road and they do not want to be
left behind. From management to the shop floor,
everyone is pleased when toy Yang A performs a
maintenance turnaround in a shorter time than Lay
Yang B. That is achieved by relying not on price
signals but on the intrinsic desire of people to do a
good job. That can be seen on the Generation
Victoria side as well as on the Mission Energy side,
which can only be good for the state.
In exactly the same way, regional businesses will be
benchmarked one against the other and pressure
will be applied by way of the performance standards
published by the Regulator-General. When people
are able to judge one against the other, there is
pressure on everyone - from management to the
people doing the repairs and maintenance - to
match the characters on the other side of the river by
showing they can do just as good a job. In addition,
the Regulator~ will monitor what they are
doing. In determining prices he will look at the best
practices that have been achieved. He will impose
that irufuect price pressure as well as the pressure
that results from public comparison.
The bill also separates Melbourne Parks and
Waterways from the commercial functions of
Melbourne Water. I should have thought the
opposition would have welcomed that The very
good work that has been done in our parks by
Melbourne Water will now be carried on by
Melbourne Parks and Waterways, with a separate
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focus on conservation and recreation aspects and on
the aesthetic aspects of Melbourne's metropolitan
parks, without its being forced to weigh the desire to
do those things against the commercial objectives of
the organisation. A separate focus will allow it to
enhance its performance.
Last but not least, the reforms are designed to give
consumers a better service. As I said, the
performance of each of the distribution businesses
will be measured against various customer service
benchmarks, shut-down times, repair times,
connection times, and so forth. Not only will
comparisons be made, but the Regulator-General
will drive each business towards best practice
benchmarks, which will provide better outcomes for
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supported on an Australia-wide basis by
governments of all political persuasions.

I repeat yet again it is the Victorian opposition that
is the odd one out sticking with attitudes that have
been discredited in the past. Despite the opposition's
protestations, the government intends to press on
with these reforms.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - I assure the honourable
member for Box Hill that not only is there outrage
on this side of the house but also anger. This is a bill
that shows the true intentions of the government; it
is in line with its philosophy of using resources so
that only a few will profit. The bill is the first step for
that sell-off to those who will profit most.

consumers.
I am surprised at the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition persisting in the argument that big is
beautiful, that you are better off with one big
lumbering giant of a commercial enterprise.
Yesterday I referred to the experience of IBM
Australia Ltd in the computer field. It was a
lumbering giant, but now it has been cut to pieces by
the entry into the industry of smaller and more agile
firms.

There is true anger on this side of the house and
there is nothing false about it. The main purpose of
the bill is:
to provide for the reform of the water industry, to
amend the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works Act 1958, the Water Act 1989, the Me1boume
Water Corporation Act 1992 and certain other Acts and

for other purposes.

Gause 1 of the bill states:
The evidence suggests that smaller, more flexible
and decentralised businesses and enterprises of all
shapes and sizes work best. One can often see that in
the budget sector, in departments where you
concentrate on giving decision-making back to the
managers, telling the managers at the 10west
possible levels what it is you are trying to achieve
and what resources they have at their disposal, and
giving them the flexibility to make decisions. You
get better results that way than by trying to nm
something with a long chain of command.
Even the large corporations in the private sector, the
BHPs of the world, are using a divisional structure
to decentralise decision making so far as they can.
This persistence in support for the lumbering and
bureaucratic dinosaurs is most surprising.

The main purpose of this Act is to provide for the

reform of the water industry.

This would have to be the worst exp1oitation of the
word 'reform' that we have seen in this house. There
have been horrific examples of the misuse of the
word but this is the worst. This government is about
supporting those who are already in a position of
wealth to become even more wealthy.
Melbourne has a wonderful water system. We are all
grateful to our forebears for the work they have
done in ensuring that Melbourne has the best
preserved catchment areas to supply clean water to
every household in Melbourne. Over many years
governments of all persuasions have worked to
ensure that that is preserved.

Mr Hamilton inteIjected.
Mr CLARK - I shall avoid the temptation. In
terms of the benefits to consumers, which is the
ultimate test of the success of these reforms, the
measures that are being put in place are designed to
provide better service and accountability, to allow
competition under the control of the
Regulator-GeneraJ., to drive down prices and to give
effect to a number of the reforms that are being

Today this bill will undo the work that has been
done by previous governments by preparing
Melbourne Water for privatisation. We are going
down the path first followed by lhatcher and now
Major in Britain. Shortly Britain's Prime Minister
Major will be removed from office because of the
work that was done by Thatcher in privatising
public monopolies. That is what will happen in
Victoria.
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Mr Hamilton - We have Thatcher without
compassion here!

Ms MARPLE - I do not know whether she had
much compassion.
Melbourne Water, currently in public ownership, is
being prepared for private ownership. That will take
us down the same track as Britain. The honourable
member for Box Hill should not protest that that is
not the case. All the signs are in the bill. It is
Wlfortunate that the government has not listened to
those who are not in government. Backbench
members, even some ministers, are being
hoodwinked by their leaders because they are
unable to see what is happening, which is
competition in disguise. It is not true competition; it
is Oayton's competition by preparing a public
monopoly for the great sell-off to make other people
wealthy. We should all be mourning the day-Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.

Ms MARPLE - It is the government that will
hear the moans coming from the general public who
are already well aware of what the government is
doing.
Mr W. D. McGrath interjected.

Ms MAlU'LE - Every indicator shows that the
public are paying more taxes and are having to deal
with more debts. Government members can laugh,
but this bill is about adding to what this government
has already delivered and imposing extra taxes and

charges.
The Minister for Agriculture should read what the
Age state economics coaespondent, David Walker,
said on 3 November under the headline
'Bendunarking is missing the mark':
Unfortunately, it isn't the sort of competition the state
government has in mind for its new and 'competitive'
water industry.
The water industry has an unusual shape, one that
makes it very different &om supermarkets -

he is tallcing about competition between
supermarkets.
The product itself comes free &om the clouds -

the government is talking about taxing rain water
and making a profit for a select few.

Thursday. 1 December 1994

What costs money is sending it through an
underground pipe network from dams and reservoirs
to homes, offices, shops and factories. And that buried
pipe network. built up over more tNn a century,
would cost billions of dollars to duplicate.

This bill is about Oayton's competition. As the
article points out. it is not true competition. It

continues:
_ the Treasurer also wants to sell state assets -

he is promoting this idea of competition by
comparison, or benchmark competition.
It suggests you can introduce oompetition into the
water industry without duplicating that expensive pipe
network.

Debate interrupted pwsuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended LOO p.m. until 2.03 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Hospitals: case-mix bonus pool
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - My question is
to the Minister for Health. Is it a fact that at a
meeting with representatives of major Victorian
hospitals on 3 October the minister admitted that the
government's decision to cap the case-mix bonus
pool will result in a considerable increase in the
number of people on hospital waiting lists?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - This is the
third consecutive question on three consecutive days
for which there is an incredibly short, precise
answer: no.

Trade and tourism: air services
Mr LUl'TON (Knox) - Will the Minister for
Industry and Employment inform the house of the
latest boost to Victoria's export trade and
international tourism?

Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - I thank the honourable member for
Knox for his question.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! Question time cannot
proceed with that barrage of interjections.

another key option for that destination. That also is
very important.

Mr GUDE - It is appropriate that members of
the opposition carry on like that because they have

I advise the house that the government will continue
its discussions with Qantas to assist in the successful
development of these and other new services. In
particular, we will be seeking to secure more
frequent and new non-stop services between
Melbourne and Japan, Melbourne and Taiwan,
Melbourne and Korea and Melbourne and other
countries in Asia.

no interest in export, jobs or the future of Victoria.
Whine and carp, whinge and moan, knock, knock,
knock - that is what they are about.
I have more good news for the house, more good
news for Victoria. I am pleased to be able to
antlOWlCe today that Qantas plans to set up non-stop
air services from Melbourne to Osaka and to Manila
early in the new year. On 21 November the
International Air Services Commission issued draft
determinations allocating capacity for Qantas to
operate services from Melbourne to Osalca and to
Melbourne from Manila via Cairns and return. The
Deputy Premier and I both signed off on a
submission supporting Qantas's - -

H07WUTIlble members interjecting.

I want to recognise and congratulate the Minister for
Tourism on the steps he has taken in helping to
promote this process. In the past two months the
Deputy Premier, as Minister for Tourism, has
produced for Victoria new offices in Osaka, Seoul,
Hong Kong and Taipei. That builds--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUDE - There we go again, knock, knock,
and carp, whinge and moan. I shall
tell the house what you're good at. You lost the State
Bank, you muc1ced up Pyramid, and you gave us
record debt! You're good at that!
~ whine

Mr GUDE - I guess you probably would, but
the peOple of Victoria signed off on you two years

ago.
The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the minister
that he should ignore interjections, and I advise the
honourable member for Carrum that he should not
interject.
Mr GUDE - It is very provocative.

In each case Qantas will use Boeing 767 300 aircraft.
The government has played its part in that process.
The non-stop link between Melbourne and Osaka in
particular is a tremendous boost for the state. All
honourable members and members of the
community will be aware that for a long time now
governments, particularly this government, the
business community and people who wish to
commute to that part of the world have been
actively seeking this sort of direct non--stop flight I
am pleased to be able to armounce that that is to take
place.
That is increasingly important when one puts it in
the context of the development of Japanese business
in Australia. Victoria has been successful in winning
six of the last seven manufacturing investments
coming out of Japan into Australia. That is good
news, more good news. It is the sort of thing we
want to see occur. The Manila flight adds to the
Philippine Airlines non-stop route, providing

H07IDUTtlble members interjecting.
Mr GUDE - As I said, it has been a good news
week. The only thing that is missing this week is the
steak knives! However, the Victorian government
notes with concern the ongoing controversy in
Sydney and calls on the federal government to
ensure that no-one doing business overseas is
further disadvantaged. It is an indictment of it that
the Sydney airport issue has not been resolved by
now. It does this country no credit to see the
squabbling that is going on in the trade union ranks
at this time as it is affecting all sorts of people. These
services will be more reliable and will save time for
air freight and passengers who can join international
flights in Melbourne rather than going through

Sydney.
Victoria is a repository for a massive ammmt of fresh
food. Through the work of the Minister for
Agriculture and others, we have been able to
develop new market opportunities but we need to
get the products out on direct flights, not have them
lying over in other parts of the world on the way
through.

HcmouTable members interjecting.
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Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, you have in the past directed
ministers about the length of ministerial answers.
This one has been going for more than 6 minutes.
Yesterday, the minister went for some 8 minutes and
the opposition got three questions in. I can
understand that the government wants to protect the
Minister for Hea1~ but this is ridiculous.

Honmmzble members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The Chair can but
suggest to the minister that he should oonclude his
answer. The Clair is not in complete control in
directing the minister, but I ask him to conclude his
answer.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - There is another example of the
~ knock question. Knock, knock -who is
there? The answer is: the opposition! That's who is
there! What is important is the development and
growth of business oppommities coming out of
these initiatives, which are supported by the
Victorian government.

Only two days ago the Premier was in Tokyo with
Nomura Securities. We read in today's Australian
Fi1umciIll Reuiew of the commitment by Nomura, and
a recognition by international market places that
there are tremendous opportunities here in Victoria
and in Australia. In particular, I refer - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! I ask the minister to
conclude his answer.
Mr GUDE - I am concluding, Sir. In particular I
refer to ShUnadsu's investment in medical
equipment. Since the opposition wants to talk about
medical things, let's talk about Shimadsu.1t is a
Japanese company that has made a decision to come
to Victoria to develop world-c1ass medical
instruments £or use within Australia and overseas.
The answer is that I welcome the new Qantas flights.
It is more good news for Victoria -jobs, jobs, jobs!
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second meeting of hospital representatives on
Monday, 3 October 1994 to discuss the issue of
capping the bonus pool and state that
The balance of the meeting was given over to
consideration of the 'restricted pool aa:ess proposal'.

The minister acknowledged that adoption of the
proposal would result in a considerable increase in
hospital waiting lists. Does the minister claim that
Monash Medical Centre is lying, or alternatively,
will she apologise for misleading the house?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale for assisting the
honourable member for AIbert Park in the phrasing
of his question.

Mr Thomson - We are trying to get an honest
answer!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs TEHAN - You will get an honest answer! I
met with a number of CEOs on 3 October for the
second time when we discussed the throughput pool
and the implications of the agreed position that was
taken between those CEO representatives, members
of the department and myself.

At no time did I concede or was it put to me that
waiting lists would be extended or blown out as a
result of the action being taken. So what the minutes
&om Monash Medical Centre show is open to
interpretation.

Honourable members interjeding.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the minister please
resume her seat.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr Micallef - He's in trouble!
The SPEAKER -Order! You might be prophetic!
Mr Micallef - I am!

Honourable Members - Hear, hear!

Hospitals: case-mix bonus pool
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to her previous answer and to
the fact that the board's papers for the Monash
Medical Centre indicate that the minister convened a

The SPEAKER - Order! I cannot allow question
time to continue with a continual barrage of
interjections. I ask the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to remain silent and I ask the minister to
conclude her answer.
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MI5 TEHAN - I carmot remember who was
there from the Monash Medical Centre. But I restate
quite categorically: that was not discussed or
considered in those terms at that meeting.

Private health insurance
MI5 McGILL (Oakleigh) - Will the Minister for
Health advise the house how much income has been
lost to the Victorian health system over the past five
years by Victorians dropping out of private health
insurance due to the federal government's refusal to
address this key issue.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! TIle honourable
members for Momington, Bent1eigh and I think the
honourable member for Tullamarine have been very
vocal in their interjections, and I ask them to cease.

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for Oakleigh for a question that
is a pertinent and as important an issue as we are
likely to discuss in this chamber at this time. There is
no doubt that the single biggest issue that needs to
be addressed in the Australian health context is the
decline in the number of people with private health
insurance.

I asked the department to prepare for me an
assessment of the amOtmt of money that has been
lost in the Victorian health system by the number of
Victorians dropping out of private health insurance.
During the earlier part of this week I indicated to the
house that currently 2SOO Victorians each week are
dropping their private health insurance. Some 33 000
Victorians a quarter are dropping their private
health insurance. Over the past five and a half years
from January 1989 to June 1994, some 491000
Victorians have dropped their private health
insurance. H you calculate the cost at a family rate of
$1200 a year and a single rate of $600 a year, that is
an accumulated $520 million that has been lost to the
health system in Victoria.

If you add to that the calculation of the cost to the
public hospital system, on a conservative
assessment, of those people using the public hospital
system because they no longer have private health
insurance, during this Medicare term, the five years
from February 1993 to February 1998, an additional
$520 million is being charged to the public hospital
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The public hospital system is being costed because
those people no longer have private health
insurance. It is fine for the federal minister to come
to Victoria and indicate that, yes, we may have to
renegotiate Medicare and, yes, she may look at
$30 million a year over the five-year period for a
total of $150 milli~ but her policies and the total
lack of leadership at the commonwealth level in
addressing the single, major issue in this state alone
over the current five-year period will have cost the
state approximately $1 billion. They are the issues I
would expect the honourable member for A1bert
Park and the Leader of the Opposition to be
addressing. I would be asking them to speak to
Carmen Lawrence about what she proposes to do
for private health insurance.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs TEHAN - Why doesn't she do something to
help private--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I know it is Thursday
and that everybody's tempers are frayed and that
we are all tired, but I ask the house to come to order.
If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition dares to
open his mouth again today when I am on my feet I
will name him.

Mrs TEHAN - In conclusion, I have great
difficulty in getting answers from Carmen Lawrence
to my letters. These people are her colleagues. When
they look at those figures and see what it is costing
the Victorian health system, I ask them to use their
interest to contact the minister and try to get her to
address this absolutely vital issue.

Children's Court: senior magistrate
Mr COLE (MeIboume) - I refer the
Attorney-General to her comments in the house on
Tuesday when she denied that the Chief Magistrate
had asked the senior magistrate of the Children's
Court, Mr Greg Levine, to resign. I refer to
Mr Levine's evidence before the Crime Prevention
Committee when he confirmed the accuracy of
newspaper reports that he was told by the Chief
Magistrate to resign because the Attorney-General,
'doesn't want you', and if he did resign he could
return to the circuit as an ordinary magistrate. Who
is telling the truth, Mr Levine or Mr Papas?

system.
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I am most
interested to hear the statements by the honourable
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member for Melbourne texiay. As I understood him,
he said that on Tuesday I had denied that Mr Papas
had asked Mr Levine to resign. In these
circumstances I find it extraordinary that the
honourable member for Melboume issued a press
release on Tuesday saying that I had confirmed that
Mr Levine had been asked to resign.

H07IDIl1'Ilble members interjecting.
Mrs WADE - There must be some concem
about the occasions on which the honourable
member for Melbourne himself is telling the truth.

On Tuesday I carefully set out the advice I had
received &om Mr Papas. I have every reason to
believe that that was the circumstance of the
conversation between Mr Papas and Mr Levine
which followed, as I explained, a long discussion
that Mr Papas had had with a deputy secretary of
the Department of Justice. I suggest to the
honourable member for MeIboume that the
explanation is that there has been a
misunderstandin on the part of Mr Levine. There is
no question of Mr Levine resigning; he is a
magistrate. He has been appointed as a magistrate
until he reaches 65. In fact I am about to raise the age
for the retirement of magistrates to 70, so there can
be no question of Mr Levine being asked to resign.

As I said on Tuesday, there can be a question of him
being asked to move to another court. That has in
fact happened mder the previous government when
a previous senior magistrate of the Children's Court
was moved against his wishes &om that position to
a position in another Magistrates Court. That can
happen; it may happen again, but it has not
happened to date.

Thursday, 1 December 1994

spoke about the potential of increasing air£reight
from Victoria via Qantas. Calls for expressions of
interest for a food showcase are planned to improve
the image of Victorian food and agriculture. We are
looking for the private sector to come forward with
an expression of interest to provide a facility in the
CBD with the opportunity of displaying
high-quality Victorian food products aaoss a wide
range. They include dairy products, meats, grain
and bread products, &uit and vegetables from the
horticultural sector, and indeed the wine industry.
Victoria has so much to offer in high-quality foods to
om domestic and international markets. We believe
the government can assist through facilitation. It
may be necessary for us to provide some initial
financial support to a private sector operator to take
up this opportunity. Such a showcase would
provide educational opportunities for people in the
food industry and for local Victorians as well as
interstate and international visitors, people who are
in the business of buying food in Victoria or those
who come here &om international destinations
looking to make investments in our food industry.
The showcase will cover all areas of fresh and
processed foods. We believe it will give us an
opportunity to again be pacesetters in driving
forward new initiatives. This is an initiative that has
come from the Food Industry Advisory Committee,
which is chaired by the Premier with the supporting
ministerial roles of the Minister for Business and
Employment and me. The membership of that food
advisory committee is made up of representatives of
government agencies, primary and secondary
industry and the transport sector. The showcase is
one of the initiatives that has come forward &om the
export culture group working within the Food
Industry Advisory Committee.

Food industry
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - Will the
Minister for Agriculture outline to the house the
enormous potential Victoria has in the development
of its food industry and the action the VlCtorian
government has taken to facilitate that development?

If we can get expressions of interest - they will
dose on 19 December - I believe positive results
will be forthcoming. That will show once again
leadership and initiative, and will be a green light to
agriculture and the food industry in Victoria,
putting them at the forefront for the whole world to

see.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is very
broad. I ask the Minister for Agriculture to please
consider the time.
Mr W. D. McGRATII (Minister for
Agriculture) - I thank the honourable member for
Benambra for his question in relation to more good
news for agriculture and the food industry in this
state. A little while ago the Leader of the House

Crisis support units
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Minister for Health to the recommendation of the
police shootings task force released today that crisis
support units be provided across the metropolitan
area. Will the minister confirm whether her
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department has indicated that it is terminating its
funding for those units?

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for his question about a very
important matter and about a very serious report, to
which I have had access. 'There is no doubt that the
work done by the community support unit has been
very effective, predominantly in counselling victims
and people at the scene.. I think there is only one
community support unit, comprising mainly police
people and a psychiatrist or psychologist. The unit
has been jointly hmded by the police and the
Department of Health and Community Services.
Funding will continue at least until the end of this
financial year.
The report shows that the work of the community
support unit is very valuable, and the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and I fully agree.
However, we must take into account the fact that
when the community support unit was set up by the
former labor government there were no more than
two aisis assessment teams working with
psychiatrically ill patients or other people with
mental illnesses. We currently have 20 aisis
assessment teams, and by the end of the year there
will be 24 aisis assessment teams working across
Victoria. As I said, the community support unit - Mr Thwaites - They do a different job!
MI5 TEHAN - Exactly, they do a different job.

Mr Thwaites interjected.
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Albert Park has asked his question. I ask
him to remain silent. If he wants to ask a
supplementary question, I will call him if there is
time.

MI5 TEHAN - The honourable member for
AIbert Park has made his first contribution to the
debate by saying they do separate things. They do
quite separate things. The community support unit
cOWlSels and gives assistance to the people involved
in particular crimes and to people at the scene. TIle
crisis assessment teams work with people who have
psychiatric illnesses.
The government intends to look very carefully at all
the recommendations in the report. As I said, the
financing of the community support unit will be
sustained. We now need to see whether police
working in areas other than those involving
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psychiatrically ill people may need the continuing
cooperation of the Department of Health and
Community Services. But I will certainly say that the
ongoing communication and cooperation
established in recent weeks between the police and
the Department of Health and Community Services
have served the people of Victoria very well. We are
very keen to ensure that that is sustained, and all the
recommendations in the report will be given very
serious consideration.

Vic:ta1ent program
Mr TRAYNOR (Ballarat East) - Will the
Minister for Sport, Recreation and Racing advise the
house of the details of the Victalent scheme, which
he recently launched in Ballarat?
Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Racing) - This is another example of good
news from the government. A couple of weeks ago
in Ballarat, in the company of the honourable
members for Ballarat East and West I had the
privilege of launching the 1995 Victalent program. It
replaces the country travel assistance scheme, which
had been in existence for several years. In 1993 the
scheme was worth $40 000 in cash grants. Last year,
by way of sponsorship and with the assistance of the
entrepreneurial staff down at Sport and Recreation
Victoria, through cash and kind they were able to lift
the value of the grants and allocations to $80 000.
This year they will be worth over $130 000 with
$80 000 in cash grants of up to $500 each.
I particularly want to thank the sponsors of the
scheme. Airline tickets will be made available
through Kendell Airlines, and there will be
accommodation from the St Kilda Road Travelodge
and petrol vouchers from the Shell company. The
scheme itself is sponsored by WIN lV, and Max
Walker has kindly donated his services to advertise
it on anmtry WIN TV.
As well as those grants, eight monthly
encouragement awards will be made, the prize
being a ticlcet to anywhere in Australia courtesy of
Ansett Australia as well as a $250 cheque from the
St George Bank Ltd. Last year there were over
600 applications for grants, and 190 applicants
received allocations. This year I am sure we will
have more.

The program helps athletes by offering competition,
training and coaching, and sports medicine and
sports science facilities. It is particularly
advantageous to country athletes, of whom we have
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many - for example, Steve Moneghetti, Kathy Watt
and TIJl\ Forsyth, who also received grants under the
scheme several years ago. The grants will help
identify them, for a stal't and will nurture their
talents and encourage them to go on to higher things.
The program will assist country athletes to excel in
their chosen sports and to overcome distance and
isolation problems. It is another great example of the
partnership between an innovative government and
free enterprise proving to be of great benefit to
Victorian athletes.

WATER INDUSTRY BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - Prior to the suspension
of the sitting the house was debating the selling off
of MeIboume Water. Without doubt, the primary
objective of the bill is to put in place the legislative
framework to split up Melbourne Water and
provide the opportunity for the private sector to buy
up a major public commodity - water. The splitting
up is based on the concept of competition by
comparison, or more correctly a Oayton's
competition, which is the competition you have
when you don't have competition.

The government's basic argument is that if the
benefits of competition outweigh the disadvantages
caused by the loss of economics of scale,
privatisation is the way to go. That ignores longer
term issues such as its impact on society and the
nature of the services being supplied. But the bill
reflects the government's narrow approach and is a
clear example of what the Treasurer is on about. The
opposition challenges the government to present
any evidence that proves Victoria will be better off
after its water industry is sold off. We doubt that the
government can do it Indeed, we know it cannot be
done!

The government is fattening up Melbourne Water to
make it ready for the slaughter. This matter is of
great concern to the opposition because every
indication is that the privatisation of water is a
disaster for consumers. It has been a disaster in
Britain and it will be a disaster in Victoria.
A timely article in today's Age points out the
blundering of Thatcherism in the UK and explains
why privatisation, a topic well known to Victorians,
is causing further embarrassment for the Tories. No
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doubt it will cause embarrassment to this
government in the future. In the UK people were
promised that the privatisation of water would lead
to cheaper and better water. What did consumers
get? Instant millionaires! What happened to the
general public? They had to pay more for their water
and the number of people who lost their water
supply increased..
Because the supply of water was for profit people
who could not pay could not be kept on as
customers. They were the victims, but it was all their
fault This government also blames the victims for
anything that happens. Those people had their water
turned off and - surprise, surprise! - the
postcodes of those whose water was turned off were
the same as those who contracted diseases a country
like the UK had not seen before. We do not want to
see that sort of situation in Victoria.

Privatisation means that some people can become
very wealthy indeed. The article explains how some
people can make millions of dollars. All U chairmen
made more than $2 million and 6 made more than
$4 million. That is enormous money, and it is
disgusting because the consumers put the money
into those people's pockets. At one time the salaries
of those chairmen trailed those of people in the
private sector, but now they lead them. We are
seeing examples of that under this government and
the incidence will increase when the bill is enacted.
Given that MeIboume Water performs better than
any other Australian water agency in almost every
respect, what is so wrong with it that it warrants this
legislation and the proposed changes? We as1c the
government to produce an assessment of the likely
costs and benefits to either the government or the
public as a result of the changes. I believe it cannot
be done. The second-reading speech gave the
minister an ideal opportunity to put those facts on
the table and to provide the Victorian public with
some information about the franchising and
break-up of their assets, but he did not talce it.
We are concerned that a major restructure is taking
place with limited public consultation. Here we are
at the end of the year and the bill is being rushed
through in the last days of the sessional period.
Water is an extremely important matter. Without it
life cannot be sustained and cities such as ours
cannot continue. Without doubt this century we
have managed water in such a way that we have
created livable cities, of which Melbourne is a great
example. We should be grateful for those who had
foresight in their planning.
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This bill will go down in history as changing things
for the worse rather than the better. People are
concerned about the delivery of satisfactory water
and sewerage services at a price they can afford. One
of the problems with all of what this government
does is the consideration of people and what they
can afford. That is the issue the government has left
unanswered. What is being introduced for the
people of Melboume is the basis for following the
British experience of privatisation. That is what we
have to look forward to.
The Thatcherite ideology was that private is good
and public is bad. In fact, that is rarely the case. The
UK experience offers us no evidence to show that
the privatisation of public utilities increases
productivity. In the UK the shareholders and
directors benefited most in profit and salary
packages. What did the consumers get? Prices that
increased beyond the inflation level.
Various studies of privatisation have been done, and

I recommend them to honourable members. One of
the best papers on privatisation is Privatisation,
S7Ulke-oil and the public interest by Or John Emst, of
the Victoria University of Technology. I agree with
him when he says:
Privatisation is the snake-oil of the late 20th century. It
is marketed as the miraculous cure-all_

He says it should be opposed for many reasons and
goes on to expIam those reasons. We believe the bill
should be condemned for those very reasons. The
fustis:
Ordinary mnsumers are unlikely to benefit from

privatisation _

The second and third reasons are:
The utilities will be sold at a price that fails to realise for
the people of this state the true value of assets built up
over generations of public owneIShip and funding.

Privatisation deepens existing inequalities _

Already this is happening under this government. In
respect of water we have moved away from quality
and ensuring that those who have fewer assets and
less income are treated as fairly as possible. The
tabor government brought in partial payment for
the overuse of water, but we are seeing a swing right
over so that the people who are benefiting are those
who already have the most assets. I am referring to
people who live in places like Toorak as opposed to
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people in my electorate and areas like Laverton who
will feel the greatest impact of the changes.
The fourth and final reasons privatisation should be
opposed are:
It will result in foreign owneIShip and control of
strategic essential services. And once the public utilities
are sold, they are likely to stay in private hands -

they are likely to be sold to those with the
considerable baclcing such as the multinational
companies.
lhe Kennett government appears to have given little, if
any, thought to the fundamental need for an effective
and strong system of public regulation of the private
utilities, if ordinary consumers are to be adequately
protected £mm private monopolies.

It is a grave danger. We are concerned also about the
environment, which we believe the changes in the
bill will make very vulnerable.

If we are to protect our catchment areas there should
be cooperation as well as competition between the
various areas set up for profit. TIle whole system is
not geared for cooperation; it is more likely to result
in problems in our catchment areas.
Currently water supply and sewerage are managed
by a single authority, but with the sort of restructure
proposed by the bill the integrated catchment
management will depend on cooperation between
companies whose primary focus is commercial, not
environmental. That will result in the Yarra River
and Port Phillip Bay environments being affected,
causing suffering to ordinary Victorians.
I believe the disintegration of Melbourne Water to be
a backward step. The communication within what is
now Melbourne Water will be seriously hampered
and the communication between companies,
government agents and stakeholders will be much
more difficult and costly. It is a day of great sadness,
because MeIbomne has by far the best model for
water and sewerage system management. The
introduction of the bill shows that the economic
rationalists have won yet another round because it
will result in the Kennett government setting up
water utilities in a structure that will be only one
step removed trom privatisation.
This move has been taken on with dogmatic zeal by
the Liberal and National parties in this state. Most of
us knew that the National Party swung to the right
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on some social issues, but it is quite amazing that it
has swung so far over on this issue. Years ago one
would never have believed that we would end up
seeing the National Party selling out such a vital
utility as water. It would certainly not have done so
when it was the Country Party with a base that
would have plOtected these areas.
It is a shame that the government has not come
forward with any statements of facts to show that
the break-up will be of benefit to the ordinary water
user -that is, each one of us in this state. Therefore,
we have much to worry about with this bill.. The
proposed legislation is preparing a good public
company for a great sell-off; one that we will all look
back on and wonder why there was not more of an
outcry about it However, opposition members will
certainly be able to hold up their heads because of
their efforts in opposing the privatisation of our
water.
There is no doubt that the legislation is designed to
profit mates - mates who will be managers, mates
who will be shareholders. It is yet another sign of
how this government intends to work in the future.
The bill greatly misuses the word 'reform'. The
government is taking this public monopoly which
has served the people so well and preparing it for
slaughter. It should remain. Yet again the hand of
the government has been revealed showing what it
is on about it is slicing up the best example of a
deliverer of water in the world and passing it into
the hands of the rich.

A select number of people will profit This bill has
been introduced so that some people in the
government will benefit In fadr I think some
backbenchers are being hoodwinked by it. The
government is not coming out and saying what it is
truly about, and the backbenchers are turning a
blind eye to what is happening. They will suffer in
thelongnm.
The role of the opposition is to show that this bill is
about the government and possibly the minister
selling off our greatest asset - MeIboume Water.
We are opposed to it because of the experience that
has been seen before. Together with other opposition
members, I ask the government to tell us that it is
not going down the track to water privatisation and
that that it is not on its agenda. Let the government
tell us that this bill is not about helping its mates and
is not exploiting our great natural resource water - for profit. Let it tell us that the catchment
areas will be looked after. This is another step on
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this government's agenda to benefit a few at the

expense of the health of the majority. This bill
should be condemned and rejected by all-not just
by the opposition but by backbenchers and other
government members - because people will speak
out against it. I should have thoUght that there
would have been some questions from the back
bench.
This bill is preparing a good public company for a

sell-off - in fact a rip-off - so that some money
goes into the pockets of the profiteers and the mates
of the government. It is the ultimate misuse of a
resource that is on the government's privatisation
agenda. The government stands condemned by
people in many areas, including those who are
interested in the environment and those who are
interested in good management. It stands
condemned because of the history of water
privatisation in Great Britain and the problems
experienced there, of which people have only just
started to become aware. It is a great shame that the
bill is before us.

The AcrING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham)Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr L W. SMITH (Minister for Finance) - I have
listened with some interest to the honourable
members for Richmond and Altona, who have been
speaking on practically anything except the bill. I
have taken the liberty of walking past the opposition
speakeIS list and I find that not only the lucid
honourable members for Richmond and Altona but
also the honourable members for Coburg,
Williamstown and Keilor are listed to speak. It just
happens that they are factional bedfellows belonging
to the left-wing section who have considerable
paranoia about public ownership of assets.
Entrenched in their nanow minds is the belief that
Wlless assets are publicly owned and managed there
is no equity, service or efficiency.

There are other interesting models around the world
where this sort of philosophy has come to a grinding
halt to the disadvantage of the citizenry. Fortunately
these people are not in government here and it is
hoped that none of us will live to see them in
government or in any position of importance or
control What they do not realise is that even when
the previous government was in power - and it
included the former honourable member for
Williamstown, the redoubtable Joan Kimer, retired,
a well-known left-wing luminary - Melbourne
Water could have, without any legislation from this
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Parliament and only by resolution of its own board,
effectively privatised whatever it liked.

Ms Marple - So you are not going to privatise it?
Mr L W. SMITH - The bill does nothing to
advance the prospect ar possibility of privatisation,
and I make it clear to the vocal honourable member
for Altona that this government has no plans to
privatise it.

Ms Marple - Ever?
Mr L W. SMITH - I will not be here forever so
I cannot give that commitment, but I can understand
the short-term thinking of the honourable member
for Altona because she will not be with us for much
longer. Those of us who will be here for some
considerable time can give a commitmentr but a
commitment about forever is an unrealistic
expectation.

Ms Marple interjected.
Mr L W. SMITH - I am sure there will be water
forever.

Ms Marple - At a cost.
Mr L W. SMITH - Of course people will have to
pay for it. I listened in silence to your drivel and I
should be grateful if you would hear me explain
some of the points you raised.

The government has no plans for privatisation, and I
reiterate that when the previous government was in
office Melbourne Water, by its own resolution, could
have privatised whatever it wanted - this bill does
not advance its power to privatise because that
power already exists. Instead of concentrating on
what this bill does the left wing of the Labor Party
has concentrated on the ideology of privatisation
and has used as its model the alleged failure of
privatisation in the United Kingdom.
I know a bit about the privatisation of UK water. I
know why the decision to privatise was taken and
the way in which it was taken and, to encapsulate,
the principles are these: the European Union, the
previous European Economic Community,
developed directives or protocols which required all
the member nations to, by a certain date, treat
water - that is, water for drinking and industrial
use and waste water at the other end of the
system - to a uniform minimum standard. The
purpose of that directive from the European Union
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was to provide a level playing field for competition
within the member nations of the union: that is, that
any particular nation would not have a commercial
advantage over the other nations by neglecting
water and waste water standards.
Under public ownership, much of the time under
the control of the I.abor government in the UK,
water assets were run down. In fact one-third of all
the water collected for storage in the UI< never made
it to the consumer because of seepage, leakage and a
breakdown of the system of collection and
distribution. 1here was therefore a pressing need for
capital injection into the storage and reticulation
infrastructure for a start. Apart from that there was a
pressing need for capital to treat water and water
waste to meet the mandatory standards set by the
protocol of the European Union 50 that there would
be level playing field competition in relation to
water and waste water standards.

The government in the UK at that stage made a
decision that it would be more effective and efficient
far the private sector to be investing in and
achieving these water quality standards than having
the public sector do it. It looked at examples
elsewhere around the world and notably in
Australia and found that the process of water
treatment and waste water treatment was expensive
when undertaken by public authorities. So the water
industry in the UK was privatised with the
requirement that it meet the European Union
standards of water quality. That required additional
capital outlay in advance of the capital outlay I have
already explained for storage and reticulation.
Massive amounts of money had to be injected into
the treatment of water and waste water. That is the
reason water prices have inaeased in the UI<.
Honourable members familiar with a system of
regulation of privatised industry in the UK would be
familiar with the extraordinary powers that the
regulator of each of those industries has been
granted. The water regulator was required to take
into account the massive additional amount of
money that was needed by the private water
companies to meet the standards I have outlined
The amount of profit allowed by the regulator to the
water companies is profit which relates to efficiency
gains in the collection and delivery of the services.
Certainly the water companies are allowed a return
on the capital investment, but that is no different
from a government having to borrow money and
pay interest on it. I emphasise that the profit made
by the water companies is related to the increased
effidency that they have been required to obtain.
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Such is also the case with electricity. The regulator of
electricity in the UK, Or Stephen Littlechild, recently
forced the two private electricity generating
companies - and there are only two private ones; a
third nuclear generating oompany is publicly owned
and subsidised - to divest themselves of 40 per cent
of their generating capacity to produce the optimum
level of competition for the benefit of consumers.
Similar things will occur in the water industry in the
UK, if that is required

I want to contrast the relatively modest rises in the
price of water in the UK for water treatment and
waste water treatment with the sort of thing that has
happened under public ownership in Victoria.
There are any number of examples, particularly in
small towns, of the requirement to treat water
having had the effect of doubling the rate cost to the
consumer. In a number of towns where waste water
treatment is now required to a tertiary level that is
having the effect of again doubling the amotmt the
ratepayers pay for water. It is not surprising that I
have not heard any outrage from the left wing of the
Labor Party about those costs because they are costs
imposed by socialised monopolies.
The government is on about introducing a system of
competition and regulation in the water industry so
that consumers will not be ripped off in the way
consumers were ripped off in the examples I have
just given.
To use the English example without giving the
reasons for it is blatantly misleading, if not
dishonest. The opposition well knows the regulatory
regime that we have set in train in Victoria. It also
knows there is a capacity for consumers to access the
regulatory and complaints regimes. The government
is not about allowing any of its publicly owned
industries to get into an l.U\COD\petitive private
monopoly position and then proceed to rip off the

consumer.
In relation to all the govemment business
enterprises that it has contemplated for
privatisation - and water is not one of them - the
government has painstakingly set about achieving
the maximum level of competition that is possible
having regard to the economic situation in the
industry. That is at one end At the other end the
government has set about ma1cing sure that the
regulator has the power to prevent the
monopolisation of those privatised assets and that
the profits they earn are fair and reasonable and in
the interests of consumers.
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The opposition is already aware of the reductions in
electricity charges that are in place for the next six
years, following which far more substantial
reductions in charges will be brought about by the
competitive elements that were outlined under that
regime. Getting back to water - -

Ms Marple - That's a good idea.

Mr L W. SMITH - I have to canvass the
examples and I have to try to educate people who
are blinded by socialist dogma and who have no
concept of the waste and inefficiency that have
occurred under publicly owned monopolies.
I know the opposition has little interest in what
occurs in country areas or the tremendous reforms
that the Minister for Natural Resources has
introduced in those areas to achieve additional
efficiency in the water industry -one of the most
remarkable achievements of our short period of
enlightened government
However, the opposition will have some interest in
what is occutring in the Melbourne and
metropolitan area because opposition members still
represent a small proportion of it The government
will set up a competitive model between the three
proposed water companies to benchmark
performance and to encourage competition via that
performance. Although it is not as rigorous and
demanding as full-blooded private competition, it is
a huge advance in providing incentive on what
currently exists.
I shall briefly address another issue that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and factional head of the
left wing of the Labor Party complained about at
great length and with great emotion when he was
concerned to direct our attention to the new pricing
regime for Melbourne Water.
It is true that in collecting income from the use of
water there will be less emphasis on property rating
and a greater emphasis will be placed on the use of
water as a proportion of the cost imposed on each
consumer. However, it ought to be understood that
that is a huge modification that favours poorer
consumers more than the regime that was embarked
on by the former government

If that is not understood, when the threats of the
left-wing Deputy Leader of the Opposition to wrap
the issue of the alleged privatisation of water around
our ears at the next election are carried out, we will
not be backward in documenting for the public the .
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precise plans of the previous Labor government,
which it had already embarked on, for a user-pays
policy. That policy would have seen the most
wealthy in our community, who occupy the most
costly edifices, paying relatively little compared
with what they now pay and the most humble
consumers - people with a number of children who
have to do a lot of washing and who use a fair
amount of water -paying for the water they used.
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efficiently than any socialised model that the left
wing of the Labor Party could possibly produce. I
congratulate the minister on bringing it here.
I conclude by reiterating that the government has no
plans to privatise the water industry in this state.
Water is a scarce commodity and it is an emotional
issue. The bill goes a long way toward making the
water industry more efficient, which will be of great
benefit to consumers.

The government will point out to consumers that

that was the regime which the Labor Party put in
place when in government and the regime it was
he1l-bent on ful£illing. By contrast with what is
proposed by the Minister for Natural Resources, that
regime would have greatly disadvantaged
impoverished consumers. What the left-wingers in
the Labor Party need to realise is that this is a
compassionate government.
Ms Marple interjected.
Mr L W. SMITH - We have been through
10 years of Labor government in this state during
which time the rich got richer and the poor got

Superimposed on that are the powers of the
regulator, which should be carefully studied. When
that is done it will be conceded that those powers
will be a huge weapon in favour of consumers that
will prevent them from being ripped off in the way
that the left wing of the Labor Party would have us
believe will occur.
The bill is full of the most desirable features. I am
sure that when challenged the government will be
able to point out to the community that the bill is in
the interests of consumers, particularly those who
are least able to afford cost increases. I commend the
bill to the house.

poorer.
Ms Marple interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH -Are you denying that that is
a fact?

The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The minister will address the Chair.
Mr LW. SMITH - You would be aware of this,

Mr Acting Speaker: does the opposition deny that
the rich in this community got richer and the poor
got poorer, relatively speaking, under federal and
state Labor governments?
Ms Marple interjected.
Mr L W. SMITH - If the honourable member for
Altona is denying that, she has had her head in the
sand in Altona for the past 10 years. This is a
compassionate government that tmclerstands the
problems of the poor and has acted on those
problems. It has put in a regime for electricity that
reduces the price of electricity and this bill will have
the effect of ameliorating the regime of water pricing
and charging that was started by the former Labor
government.

The bill is full of compassion and commonsense. It
has the capacity to deliver water more cheaply and

Mr CAlUl (Coburg) - I oppose the Water
Industry Bill, but welcome the minister's assurances

that the government does not intend to privatise the
water industry in this state. They are important
assurances. Nevertheless, the opposition believes the
restructure and reorganisation of Victorian water
authorities represents a fundamentally flawed
approach. It puts at risk many achievements of
Melbourne Water in particular and also those of a
number of rural water authorities. It is for those
reasons that we oppose the bill
The opposition is also concerned about privatisation.
Although the bill presents opportunities to privatise,
I accept what the minister has said about there being
no current plans. However, we should keep in mind
the lessons leamed from the disastrous overseas
experiences. The opposition is not opposed to the
reform of water authorities but is particularly
opposed to the break-up of Melboume Water, not
because it is blinded by ideological positions such as
state-ownership but because of an analysis of the
role that MeIboume Water has played in the
metropolitan region. We believe there is a risk to the
range and quality of services that are provided to
metropolitan Melbourne.
As the honourable members for Altona and
Richmond have pointed out, Melbourne Water has
set a number of benchmarks in Australia in
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performance and long-term planning. It has
provided clean water and a sewerage system of a
standard not commonly fmmd either in Australian
cities or in any city with a population of more than 3
million. The great achievements of Melbourne
Water, particularly laying down a water and
sewerage system that has allowed the city to grow in
the way it has, is one of the features that make
Melbourne a most livable city.
1he disintegration of Melbourne Water would result
in a risk to water management, environmental
management and other fine work done by
MeIboume Water, such as the avoidance of pollution
from waste entering the stormwater system.
The opposition believes the proposed restructure of
Melbourne Water is flawed, firstly, because of the
cost of a break-up. The opposition obtained tmder
FOI procedures an important document from the

London School of Economics which looks at the cost
of a restructure of Melbourne Water if it were to be
broken up into regional areas. It estimated that the
breaking up of the integrated water system into
regional parts would result in a loss on economies of
scale of between $35 million and $50 million a year.
1he models used for the estimation were similar to
the proposals contained in the bill.
1he opposition also obtained under FOI the SBC
Dominguez Harry report, which looks at the possible
loss of value if Melbourne Water were broken up. It
is considerable! It is estimated in the report that if
Melbourne Water were sold rather than being kept
as a whole its value would be reduced by Sl.5 billion.
The aIUlual report of the Department of the Treasury

indicates that a number of other studies have been
done on Melbourne Water and the reform of water
authorities. Unfortunately those studies are not
readily available to the public. The reports have cost
hundreds of thousands of dollars - probably up to
$2 million in the past 12 months - yet they are not
available for the public or the opposition to
sautinise. 1hey are important documents, as are the
two documents I have already mentioned, which
identify serious flaws in the government's reform
program.
Any break-up of Melbourne Water will result in the
loss of coherent and integrated water planning and
the ability to ensure that Melbourne continues to
grow as a we1l-sewered, well-serviced and livable
city.
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The bill provides false competition models. As the
minister pointed out, there are a series of

benchmarks, but they are based. on regional water
authorities, which have different costs, needs and
abilities to deliver services. 1bere are considerable
differences between providing basic infrastructure
in the south-eastem suburbs, with their
extraordinary ~ and providing it in
established suburban areas. There are considerable
variations between regions in the provision of
infrastructure investment because of the location of
sewage farms and dams and so on.
In that sense there is no real competition. Consumers
will not be able to decide between different
providers. There will be a move from a single large
monopoly to regional monopolies, but basically the
monopoly will remain.
The government has assured the opposition that it

has no plans to privatise MeIboume Water.
However, I came across an article in today's
Australian FinImcial Reuiew which gossips about
Nick Greiner, a former Premier of New South Wales,
being in Melbourne. He is the Australian
representative of North West Water Australia Pty
Ltd, which is one of the privatised water companies
in the United Kingdom. He was reported to have
been spotted at the Bamboo House restaurant in the
city talking about water privatisation with members
of the Kennett government. 1he article suggests that
mixed messages are being sent out by the
government about its long-term intentions, about
whether it will provide a limited level of
competition or privatise.
The Australian Conservation Foundation has
commented. on the fear of privatisation. It stated that
it fears that the memorandum and articles of
association of water authorities could easily be
changed to provided for them to become private
companies. Although I take the point made by the
honourable member for Box Hill, that as the
documents read currently they do not allow for
private owneIShip and that they would have to be
altered to do that, it also needs to be said that they
can easily be altered.
I shall go through some of the opposition's concerns
about the disintegration of Melbourne Water. I am
pleased to see that the bill provides for community
service obligations. It provides concessions for
pensioners and there is certainly a need for that.
However, there are other community service
obligations that we have come to expect from
Melbourne Water, such as various forms of
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cross-subsidies, public education services, ecological
research, planning, quality
control and so forth. The opposition fears that these
services will deteriorate if they are not protected.
resear~ environmental

It is clear that Melbourne Water has been a strong
proponent of all those services - certainly public
education, ecological research and environmental
research - and a leader in their provision in
Australia. The government should bear in mind that
these services should be maintained. There is a great
risk that the disintegration of MeIboume Water
would lead to these services deteriorating or
disappearing completely.
The supposed increased competition argument
which is driving these reforms is flawed by the fact
that the services provided will have different uses in
different regions. The south-eastern subwbs will
have increased costs because of their growth. They
need to be provided with basic infrastructure such
as water and sewerage. The separation of the three
regioos of metropolitan Melbourne may mean that
the consumers in each of those regions may receive
varying biDs, not necessarily due to competition but
due to factors inherent in those regions. For
example, one region may benefit from the
investment of previous generations, while another
region will have to bear greater cost because of its
fast growth.
I do not believe the opposition is bUnkered about
state ownership of utilities. Melbourne Water has
increased its productivity considerably, partly
through the contracting out of services. The increase
in productivity of these utilities does not mean the
whole entity should be sold. It is horses for courses.
Certain things are best done within an organisation
which has the ability to provide long-term
planning - a hallmark of Melbourne Water.
Melbourne Water has a long and proud history of
serving the needs of MeIboume and it has
demonstrated through its internal reforms and
contracting out of some services that it can improve
its productivity.
As Melboume Water has moved to disaggregation it
has lost many of its key people. The excellent staff it
has developed over many years have helped
maintain the proud history of Melbourne Water;
unfortunately they are being lost to the organisation.
The opposition believes that the break-up and

reform of the water industry into discrete units will
create opportunities for privatisation. Without
labouring the point, because it has already been
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referred to by my colleagues the honourable
membe!s for Altona and Richmond, the government
will not break up a monopoly but will pass over
monopolistic powers to private interests at the
expense of consumers.
One of the best features of MeIboume Water has
been its preparedness to talk to its stakeholders,
whether they be business groups, farmers,
environmentalists or consumers. Its ability to
communicate with these varying interests has led to
innovation within the organisation. Having discrete
regional organisations able to negotiate with groups
or individuals independently may result in a variety
of views and policies about the ecology and the
environment. Melbourne Water has been better than
most when handling issues such as land use
planning, resource management, waste management
and water recycling. It has set certain benchmarks.
The opposition believes those areas of integrated
planning are best done within a fully integrated
organisation. You cannot plan effectively for
increased growth in provincial and rural centres
without integrated planning. The break-up of
MeIboume Water and the fragmentation of water
authorities will not do anything for integrated
planning. In fact, the opposite is the case. Instead of
providing long-term planning, the government is
hoping market mechanisms will solve these issues.
Although the market: is good at allocating resources
in some areas, it is not good in terms of long-term
planning and investment because those areas do not
necessarily help the short-term view of fulfilling the
profit motive.
One of the good features of Melboume Water was its
long-term plamUng for things such as the Werribee
sewerage farm or dams. These developments may
have created some debt for Victorians, but that debt
will be paid over time to benefit present and future
generations. Long-term planning is a feature of
integrated organisations and not one of
disaggregated companies. Areas such as urban
desi~ education, conservation, water recycling and
sewerage provision are best served by an integrated
service that has the ability to make long-term
investments.
There is a question mark about who will be
responsible for stormwater management. How will
three discrete entities be responsible for that? The
big line items such as sewerage and waste services
are best served by economies of scale. It is difficult
to see how the disaggregation of Melbourne Water
will provide those benefits. How will competition
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develop in that area? It requires long-term
investment and benefits from economies of scale.

are we not competing there, shifting our focus
elsewhere?

Many people are concerned that increasing market
competition may result in a higher usage of water.
Australia is the driest continent in the world.. We
must be concerned not only about selling and
providing water efficiently but also conserving
water. The risk is that these discrete organisations
may provide the vehicle to sell more water rather
than conserve our water. There is no bigger issue in
Australia than water conservation and it should be
at the forefront of our minds at present because of
the fierce drought throughout many parts of
Australia. The market system demands that you
continue increasing the commodities that you sell so
that you can grow and expand. There are certain
areas of water provision you do not need to expand,
which is not the case with other ftmctional aspects of
Melbomne Water.

The current reforms are de-skilling Melbourne

What is the market? The bill assumes the
competitive market for Melbourne Water is in
Melbomne and, in a very disintegrated way, in
pockets throughout the remainder of the state. It
seems to the opposition that the real market could be
in the Asia-Pacific region. The real market is much
bigger than Victoria.

Why is the government breaking up a potentially
competitive enterprise that could compete in the
growing Asian market? The organisation has
provided fine services - good water and sewerage
systems, and good water conservation and park
management systems - which is certainly unusual
in a city of 3 million people. Why break that up
given the enormous growth in the Asia-Pacific
region, with the emergence of cities with no clean
water, no proper service-de1ivery techniques, no
clean water supplies and decent sewerage systems,
and none of the necessary planning?
The focus is wrong. MeIboume Water should be
focussing outwards, aiming to expand and take on
the Asia-Pacific region. The supply of clean water
will be a key issue in the 21st century, particularly in
the megacities of the most populous continent on
earth. Asia, which is right on our doorstep!

When we talk about competition, the real test will
not be about how well the three new water bodies
perform in Me1boume after the disintegration of
Melbourne Water - how well they benchmark, how
well they use their skills, how well they integrate
and how well they plan. The real competition is in
Asia. We should export our services over there. Why

Water.·1bey are actually forcing overlaps, or the
doubling-up of staff. But at the end of the day, they
are small compared with the opportunities in the
real market, which is in Asia. In certain ways we are
talking the language of competition but not
competing in the real market.
The minister's aiticism that the opposition is locked
into a blind belief in state ownership is not true. We
argue that the current reforms are flawed.. We are
losing economies of scale, the huge cost of which is
estimated to be between S36 million and $SO million.
The reforms are damaging our capacity to have
integrated planning, and they will ultimately entail
the handing over of a natural monopoly to a series
of regional monopolies, so the market will not be
truly competitive. The reforms open up future
opportunities for privatisation simply because they
aeate smaller units.

Why is it important not to privatise our water
authorities? Should we accept the government's
assurance that the authorities will not be privatised
given that water is a natural monopoly? 1here is no
need for the authority to be divided up or
disintegrated. In many cases &ee market rhetoric can
simply mask the plundering of public assets, no
more so than in the UK.
The minister came to the defence of the UK reforms.
He should be aware that the regulations established
in the UK in 1989 to govern the activities of the
private water authorities were far too generous. 'That
is probably the main reason for the large inaeases in
UK water charges - between 45 and 82 per cent,
depending on the region; the main reason why share
prices increased by 200 per cent; and the main
reason why the salaries of chief executive officers
have increased by between 100 and 700 per cent.

The regulations were introduced because water was
seen and always will be seen as a sticky area to
privatise. They were put in place not simply because
there was a need for reinvestment It is true that the
privatised UK water authorities have massively
reinvested, but that by itself does not account for the
increase in profits. The consumers paid once to
invest in the private firms, but they also paid to line
the pockets of CEOs and shareholders.
The other critical aspect of the me situation in
particular and of the water industry in general is
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that water is an essential service. It cannot be
reduced to a mere commodity; it is the basis of life
itself. The cost of water in England and Wales has
caused a massive increase in disconnections, with an
accompanying and considerable increase in the
incidence of dysentery and hepatitis. The
Conservative and Labor parties have joined forces to
stop the disconnectiom. It is worth reflecting on the
increase in disease in the UK as a result of the
privatisation of water.
I refer to the history of Melbourne Water and its
predecessor, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of WorIes, which was established because the
population of 19th century MeIbomne had inaeased
to such an extent that very little clean water was
available. Cholera, dysentery and hepatitis were
rampant. damaging the health of Melbumians. The
MMBW was established to ensure we had a healthy
population. Its construction of Melbourne's water
and sewerage systems was the basis of the city's
strong growth. The board became the planning
authority for our dties and industrial estates, and it
looked after our parks. The history of Melbourne
Water is a living history of the lifestyles of
Melbumians and Victorians.
It is critical that we reflect on that fact when
considering reforms of this sort. It is not okay to say
we can do this, that and something else to increase
competition while failing to realise that the former
MMBW was fundamental to the development of the
city. It is critical that we Wlderstand the unique role
played by MeIboume Water and its predecessors.
That role needs to be defended because our water
utility has performed well The reforms will do
nothing to enhance its performance in future years.
U there is a need to reform Melbourne Water, the
reforms should be less ideologically based and less
intent on defining water as a commodity and
treating consumers as clients. Any reforms should
be about ensuring that people are empowered by
every aspect of Melbourne Water's functions, which
concern more than the provision of water. Today's
debate has been narrow because it has focused too
much on water and too little on sewerage, flood
mitigation, parldands, conservation and
sustainability, all of which are obviously important
to our viability as a state.

Because the water industry in its complete form including the treatment of sewage and the rest - is
an integral part of sustainable life in Victoria. The
people must be brought into the debate. It is not
good enough to talk about licences being granted or
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memoranda of association being created if there is
no public consultation or involvement. TIle issue is
too important. People must be brought into the
debate.

The opposition can play a positive role in ensuring
that water authorities in Victoria are of the highest
standard and are world competitive. At the moment
we are locking horns with the government over our
different ideologies.
The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr PERRIN (BuIleen) - The Water Industry Bill
is one of the key bills that will be passed this
sessional period and one that I strongly support. I

have listened to the contributions made by the last
three Labor speakers and thought the contribution
made by the honourable member for Coburg was
intelligent but towards the end of his contribution
he went off the trades and spoke about privatisation
of Melbourne Water, which is rubbish.
After the Minister for Finance made it clear that this
bill is not about privatising Melbourne Water I
thought that would have been the end of the debate.
But no, opposition members cannot help themselves,
they must persist with nonsense. 1he contribution of
the honowable member for Richmond was the most
disgraceful I have ever heard in this place. His entire
contribution was about privatisation - 99 per cent
of it was rubbish.
The honourable member for Altona also spoke about
privatisation. The bill is not about privatisation. U
anything, it is about corporatisa~ introducing
competition and making Melbourne Water better. It
ill behoves the Labor Party to oppose a bill that will
reduce the costs of the Melbourne Water
Corporation. U it is made more efficient the water
users of Melbourne and the taxpayers of Victoria
will reap the benefit in lower prices. The Labor Party
should rethink its attitude on this bill after the
Minister for Finance said that the bill is not about
privatising Melbourne Water. The opposition should
support the bill.

The Labor Party should read the Melbourne Water
Corporation's 1993-94 annual report that was tabled
a few months ago. I shall refer to a number of the
report's highlights. The first is that Melbourne Water
achieved a net profit before tax of $315 million, a
60 per cent increase over 1991·92 That is an
excellent performance by the corporation, and the
Labor Party should be prepared to congratulate it.
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Melbourne Water has become more efficient, more
effective and is driving costs down which ultimately
will benefit Me1boume Water users and the
taxpayers of Victoria.
Melbourne Water achieved that with only a
3 per cent increase in operating revenue, which
amounted to $1276 million. The corporation did not
become more efficient or profitable by inaeasing
profits; it actually kept prices down to a 3 per cent
increase, about the level of the consumer price index
in this state. The opposition should have
congratulated Melbourne Water for that
achievemen~ but no, they did not.
I will not refer to all the highlights in the report but
there was a dividend payment to the Victorian
government of some $205 million, which was
31 per cent greater than last year. That has important
implications; it means more funds can be used in the
state budget to improve services to the benefit of
Victorian taxpayers. Again that is something about
which we should be very pleased. An operating
productivity improvement of 6.1 per cent was also
achieved. That good news means the corporation is
becoming more cost efficient which in turn will
benefit the water users of Melbourne and the
taxpayers of Victoria.
Another highlight is a corporate restructure with an
improved focus on efficiency and customer service.
Again, that should have been supported by both
sides of the house. We heard nothing from Labor
Party members because they do not believe that is
desirable.
'There was also a 31 per cent reduction in the work
force bringing total employment to 2742. The
corporation is squeezing out some of the
inefficiencies and becoming productive again to the
benefit of Me1bomne's water users without big
increases in water charges.

Melbourne Water has been successful in the winning
of export contracts to provide water consultancy
services to China and South-East Asia. That is a
major achievement of which we should all be proud,
but we heard nothing from the Labor Party.
The opposition will oppose this bill without

recognising the achievements of Melbourne Water.
Another highlight is the contracting out of the
majority of routine maintenance and emergency
repairs of sewer and water assets. That will improve
the efficiency of the corporation and should be
supported. Melbourne Water has commenced a
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comprehensive program to systematically inspect
and assess sewer pipelines using advanced
technologies.
Labor Party members have selective memories when
it comes to sewerage.
Mr Coleman - A bit of amnesia!
Mr PERlUN - Yes, a bit of amnesia! In the last
year of the Labor government the Kew pumping
station overflowed because of heavy rain and
pumped raw sewage into the Yarra River. Advanced
technology should have been used to improve that
situation. It took this government to provide the
money to remedy the problem. The Minister for
Conservation and Environment dined out on that
story on many occasions; he said every time it rained
raw sewage was on its way to the Yarra River.
Where did it end up? Port Phillip Bay. It took a
decent government to put in place proper controls to
ensure that it would not happen again. Within
weeks of wirming government in 1992 I recall one of
the many tnmk sewers in Essendon collapsing.
Mr Coleman - There were two.

Mr PERRIN - The minister reminds me that
there were two collapses. Why? Because for 10 years
the Labor government did not properly maintain the
sewer system. Again it required the current
government to resolve the problem.
Another highlight is the announcement by the
government of a further move towards a user-pays
pricing structure, allowing customers greater control
over their bills. That is certainly a highlight of the
financial year of the Melbourne Water Corporation.
The final highlight I mention is the production of
comprehensive sewerage and water plans to provide
a 10-year framework for investment decisions,
budgetary allocations and infrastructure planning. I
would have thought that would be welcomed by
both sides of Parliament, but the Labor Party has
made it dear that it intends to oppose this bill and to
hamstring the MeIbomne Water Corporation in its
tasks.
Labor Party members have a selective memory
when it comes to exactly what they did to
Melbourne Water when in government. I have a bit
of a financial background and I decided to look at
the debt level of the former Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works just 10 years ago.
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Mr Cole -1bat would have been educational.
Mr PER1UN -It was. The annual report of the
Melboume and Metropolitan Board of Worles for the
year 1984-85 -and I suggest that Labor members
look at that -records that the total liability of the
MMBW was $1959 million. What is the present
situation? What did the present government inherit
from the incompetent l.abor Party? The figure as at
30 June 1994 from the latest annual report is that the
debt over the past 10 years has increased from
$1959 million to $3941 million.. In other words, in
10 years of Labor government it rammed up the debt
of Melboume Water by $2 billion.

I will point out the real costs of that debt. Nothing
can possibly defend that. The previous government
left Melbourne Water Corporation debt laden; the
cost of that debt was a burden on ratepayers.
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Mr Bracks - That is good.
Mr PERRIN - I agree with the honourable
member for Williamstown. It means that consumers
do not pay that, and consumers always pay the bill
in the end. The Labor Party forgot to tell everybody
that when it was ramming up debt levels and
finance charges.

The Minister for Finance has made it clear that this
bill is about corporatisation. There is a difference
between c:orporatisation and privatisation. I want to
give Labor Party members a lesson because they do
not seem to understand what the difference is. The
honourable member for Coburg came close, but the
other two members, certainly the honourable
member for Richmond, got nowhere near it
Corporatisation is about making an organisation
efficient and effective and bringing it into line with
modem business principles.

Mr Bracks inteIjected.
Mr A. F. Plowman - And competitive.

Mr PEIUUN - Nobody from the tabor Party
wants to taIlc about the extra $2 billion debt incurred
over the past 10 years. What is the cost of that debt?
Let us look at the finance charges.
Mr Bracks interjected.
The ACJ1NG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Williamstown will have his
opportunity soon.

Mr PEIUUN - At 30 June 1984 -1983-84 was
the first full year of the Cain government; we would
all remember that - the finance charge for the
MeIboume and Metropolitan Board of Works was
$168 million. That includes the interest oomponent
and all the other costs of financing that debt level.
As at 30 JWle 1994 the finance charge had moved
from $168 million to 5412 million a year. MeIboume
Water debt levels inaeased Wlder the Labor
government, but with that came increased interest
and finance costs.
The next piece of information is interesting. For the
first time in living memory financing charges are
dropping at Melbourne Water. In the 1992-93
financial year the finance charge was $436 million.
1his year it is $412 million. For once we have a
decent government that understands that we have to
start reducing the debt burden and debt costs to
consumers. Let's face it consumers pay for this. For
the first time in at least 10 years the finance charge
for Melbourne Water is being reduced, not increased.

Mr PERRIN - Of course. That is exactly what
this bill is about Privatisation is about a subsequent

change, about selling an organisation from the
public to the private sector. I absolutely agree with
the honourable member for Coburg that water is a
natural monopoly. As the Minister for Finance said,
because of that natural monopoly we do not intend
to go any further with the corporatisation.
Privatisation is not on the agenda, but the Labor
Party thinks there is a plot, a big bogyman under the
bed; it thinks this bill will do all kinds of nasty
things that it will not do. The bill is about making
water provision more efficient.
Mr Bracks - How can we trust you?
Mr PERRIN - I have just mentioned that your
government had raw sewage pumping out into the
Yarra River and into the bay, and did nothing about
it Opposition members should understand what the
government is doing, but they do not want to
understand. They know that we do not intend to go
any further and that this bill is about introducing
competition. It is important that honourable
members understand that there is a distinct
difference.

We want to introduce competition and make sure
that the various sectors of the Melbourne Water
Corporation are capable of being compared.
I worked in the private sector prior to becoming a
member of Parliament and was involved in interfi.rm
comparisons. They were useful because in the

WATER INDUSTRY BILL
2220

ASSEMBLY

private sector, under a competitive regime, firms
would give confidential information so that like
organisations in the same industry could be
compared. I see this bill as reproducing those
interfirm comparisons because various regions will
compete with each other and interregional
comparisons will be made. If one region has a cost
base above another region, many people will be
asking why. The Regulator-General might well be
the person doing most of the talking. It is important
that we understand that this bill is about
competition and nothing more.
I could not let the comments of Labor Party
members regarding water pricing go by. Frankly,
I do not think they understand. Some of the newer
members, certainly the honourable members for
Altona and Coburg, were not here under the
previous Labor government. Andrew McCutcheon,
when Labor Minister for Water Resources, said that
the then Labor government was moving towards a
consumer payment service; it was moving away
from a rates base to a water consumption charge.

Mr Coleman - They made the first move.
Mr PEIUUN - They did To have Labor
members say that it is bad to have charges based on
consumption and that we should be going back to
charges based on property values is nonsense. As far
as I am. concerned, the quicker we move away from
charges based on the property values to charges
based on consump~ the quicker we move to a
consumption regime that discourages the waste of
water. I get angry when I see organisations leaving
hoses and sprinklers running and allowing this
valuable resource to be wasted running down the
street.

An Honourable Member - They're not paying
for it!

Mr PEJUUN - They are not paying for it, that is
the point. If they had to pay for it, they would not

leave the sprinklers on and let the water nm down
the street. I agreed with the previOUS Labor
government when it moved water consumption
charges away from property values. I think it was
right. I might argue that it did not move quickly
enough, nevertheless, it was right. Andrew
McCutcheon's policy was a start, but it was only a
start.

I shall point out to a few Labor members of
Parliament who do not seem to understand that
another thing the government has introduced is
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quarterly bills, allowing quarterly payment of both
the rates and the consumption charges. That is very
popular in the electorate. I have had people,
particularly pensioners, come to me and tell me how
good it is that they do not have to pay their water
rates in one big whack like they used to. There was a
move to half yearly, and now it is down to quarterly.
You can pay your water rates and your water
consumption charges on a quarterly basis. That
means you do not have to find a great lump sum of
money at one time to pay the water bill. That has
been introduced by our government, and I
congratulate the minister for introducing that
because I know he was predominantly responsible.
The movement to consumption charges is not new.
For example, in Geelong - I do not know whether
there are any members here from Gee10ng - a
greater proportion of the water bill is in
consumption charges than in rates. So what we are
arguing and talking about is nothing new.
Melbourne is just a little bit behind Geelong. When
we reach the stage of having only a consumption
charge, most people will see that as a significant
conservation program that will result in less water
consumption in the future.
The final matter I refer to on pricing is concessions.
The provision of concessions to pensioners and
people on low incomes was strongly supported by
this government, which holds a strong community
service obligation. We feel very strongly about it.
When we were looking at our budget we exempted
that area from any cuts so that pensioners and those
who are affected and needing concessions would not
be touched.
I point out that the application of concessions has
been expanded under our government. In the past,
full pensioners were the only people who received
concessions, but the government has significantly
increased the budget so that all Department of Social
Secmity pensioners now receive concessions as well.
I believe that we can say to the pensioners and to the
less-we11-off in our community that this is a great,
caring, compassionate government.

The Minister for Finance made that point, that we
were a compassionate government and that we were
prepared to help those who were less able to help
themselves. And we have an example. If you want
to see the effect of it, have a look at the budget
papers because they show a massive increase in cost
for that additional concession to pensioners.
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The role of the Regu1ator-General has not been
discussed in this debate. I shall touch on it because I
believe the Regu1ator-General will have a large part
to play in protecting consumers. The
Regulator.(;eneral will be looking at water pricing
and the way the corporations operate, which will be
important for the community. I wanted to conclude
by talking about something that no other member of
Parliament has discussed.

Mr SteggaU interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr E.R. Smith) Order! The honourable member for Swan Hill will
get his turn. The honourable member for Swan Hill
will remain silent The honourable member for
Bulleen without assistance.

Mr PERlUN - The facts are that this bill has a
very important part - that is, the splitting of
Melbourne Parks and Waterways. It is an excellent
move that I totally support It occurred only tmder
our conservative government I believe it will be
excellent for the metropolitan parks in Melboume.
We will have a dedicated park manager -an expert
who will manage all of Melbomne's parks and
waterways.
That is somettung no Labor Party
member mentioned, and I listened very carefully. I
do not think they knew it was in the bill, but it is a
significant part of the bill and no opposition member
mentioned it. They all wanted to talk about rubbish
like privatisation, and none of them said that was a
good move.
I shall put it on the record that the split between
Melbourne Water and Melboume Parks and
Waterways will be opposed by the Labor Party; it
will vote against this bill. Melbourne Parks and
Waterways, which has set up its own office in
Cotham Road, Kew, will do an excellent job in
looking after our Melbourne parks. It should be
congratulated.
I point out that we are paying for that We pay a
parks levy with our Melbourne Water rates,
which in my case is about $41 a year. It is excellent
that we can see our money - it is highlighted for us,
and we know where it is going, and 541 for my
family is very cheap. I happen to have the Yarra
Valley Metropolitan Park in my electorate and I
know how well that park is appreciated by the
whole of the north~tem region. Some might say
Jells Park in Glen Waverley might be a popular park,
but I point out to honourable members that Yarra
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Valley Metropolitan Park in my area is very well

thought of by the community.

In my area we strongly support the activities of
Melbourne Parks and Waterways; we strongly
support the levy that will be used to expand and to
make those parks very much applicable to ordinary
families who can go there and enjoy the facilities
that are providedlt is an absolute disgrace that no
member of the Labor Party knew or even wanted to
talk about that excellent initiative, which is a major
feature of this bill.
In conclusion the bill should be supported. I call on
the Labor Party to drop its opposition to this bill. It
has been given a clear assurance that the bill has
nothing to do with privatisation. It should rethink its
position, come with the government and support the
excellent initiatives that Melbourne Water and
Me1boume Parks and Waterways are Wldertaking
for the betterment of the whole Melbourne
metropolitan conmttmity.

Mr BUCKS (Williamstown) - In the remaining
time that is available to me till half past four I shall
briefly comment an some of the matters that the
honourable member for Bulleen raised. He
attempted to provide the opposition with some
information about the difference between
corporatisation and privatisation and to chastise the
opposition for not appreciating this bill. He said it
has nothing to do with privatisation; that it is a
benign bill about reforming Melbourne Water,
making it more efficient. corporatising it, and
providing three retail outlets and several supply
outlets.

What the honourable member for Bulleen failed to
say was that we do not have a categorical assurance
from the Premier about what further stages might
occur after the passage of this bill. The Minister for
Finance has come into the house and made some
comments, but we need only note that as recently as
26 September 1994 the Premier was quoted in an
article by David Walker in the Age speaking about
the corporatisation of Melbourne Water and this bill.
He said:
If we proceed down the track with (Melbourne)
Water - corporatise fiIst, then maybe further on do
something more - that will only be on the basis that
we can bring about a better service at a cheaper price.

"Thankfully there is some qualification to
privatisation - it says 'something more'. It is about
the second stage after corporatisation of Melbourne
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Water. The opposition would like to hear some
assurances from the Premier retracting those
comments he made in September. The Minister for
Finance may come into the house and give some
assurances that there is no suggestion of
privatisation, but the Premier is on record stating
that this a first-stage bill.

By way of injection earlier I asked how we can trust
the government when only yesterday it put through
a bill about privatisation through corporatisation of
the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and
Generation Victoria. It was a bill to disaggregate our
electricity services into 13 divisible bits and then sell
it off. What are we to think when we come in the
next day and hear, 'Well, what you heard yesterday
is about one public sector agency, but ignore that
today. We have a different policy for you. Today we
are really not about extending the corporatisation of
Melbourne Water by some further bills that are
about privatisation'.
We would have to take the government on
enormous trust to believe that is not the case. 'The
government has a set agenda and it was elected on
that agenda in 1992. This is about the privatisation of
this state's public utilities. It is not about
privatisation for economic benefit to the users of the
system; it is privatisation in line with the philosophy
of this government.
The honourable member for Bulleen - I understand
he was an accountant in a past life so he and I have
the same trahling - spoke about the debt of the
former Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works
and said something about debt servicing over the
past 10 years. However, we did not get an answer to
inteljections about the asset base of the service, how
the asset base has grown and how the debt
compared with the new asset base.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! Well of
comse, because interjections are disorderly!

Mr BRACKS - I thank you for that comment,
Mr Acting Speaker. We did not hear about the real
comparisons and the real balance sheet. As a former
accountant I would expect to hear proper
comparisons about the growth over those 10 years,
the asset base and the revenue base of any company.
We do not see in any organisation or company private, public, statutory or part private and
public - a situation where prices and revenue bases
have remained static over a 10-year period. Inflation,
the asset base, and the provision of services are
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expanding and moving targets, so it is distorting to
quote from only one part of the balance sheet.

'The honourable member for Bulleen also said the
opposition does not understand corporatisation. I
remind the honourable member for Bulleen that
through the efforts of the Australian government we
have seen the very successful corporatisation of
some of the big statutory organisation in this
country. One of the best examples and one of the
clear alternatives to what is being proposed in
electricity and water is what has been done for
Australia Post. I mentioned that yesterday. Australia
Post has been successfully left intact as one big
organisation. It has successfully improved its
customer relations, its rapport with the public, and
has corporatised internally while remaining intact.
The honourable member for Bulleen did not discuss
the bill. The bill is about disaggregation; it is about
breaking up something that is operating on an

economy of scale which can provide proper
efficiencies, as can Australia Post and other big
organisations. The government - yesterday on
electricity, today on water - is pursuing a radical
policy for which there is no comparison in any
country. The honourable member for Bulleen
admitted yesterday that there is no comparison. He
and the government are using Victorians as guinea
pigs for these experiments without considering other
models of corporatisation, customer service or better
service to the public. We do not need to adopt these
radical-right proposals, which are really about an
agenda pursued by the Treasurer to try to get some
runs on the board after a loss in attempting to
privatise the TAC and a loss in trying to float
Tabcorp when the value was not in the shares.

'The Treasurer is trying to get some nms on the
board by saying the government has delivered some
of the policy. The government does not care whether
the outcomes are better, whether there are
economies of scale or whether we are brealcing up
what is a successful organisation. 'The government
wants to pursue an agenda and to prove to its
constituencies that it can corporatise two of the big
organisations in this state as a stage of privatisation.
As the honourable member for Bulleen mentioned,
MeIboume Water is a very profitable organisation.
In 1992-93 its profit was approximately $200 million.
That profit was derived from the organisation being
intact, being able to work on an economy of scale which is significant - being able to offset its
community services obligations and being able to
cross-subsidise those parts of its operation which
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were unprofitable and maximise its profit and
therefore its dividend to the government
What we should have heard from the government
benches was an economic argument about the
forgone income, the forgone revenue and the
forgone dividends which this bill will produce over
a series of budgets in this state. We should have
heard about the forgone revenue which will
seriously damage the revenue base of the state and
seriously disadvantage the capacity of any
government to deliver on its outcomes.
Melbourne Water had a significant return on its
assets of more than 126 per cent, higher than the
return that could be gained by privatising
Melbourne Water, which would be less than the
return on its assets. .An intact, well-managed,
government-owned utility, as Melbourne Water
currently is, is certainly an asset to the state. It
produces dividends for the state and, through
aoss-subsidisati~ provides the things the
government wants it to provide.
What we need to hear is why this new system, this
new experiment, will produce any better results
than we have already. That is what we have not
heard: we have not heard a convincing case. The
opposition has significant evidence. The London
School of Economics has again looked at this
question, as has a corporate affairs manager of
Melbourne Water. They seriously question the
government's attempts to disaggregate Melboume
Water. Those attempts will produce less dividend,
less profit and less effective organisation. I quote
from the Age of 26 September 1994:
A former Melbourne Water executive has backed
opposition claims that the state government's plans to
split up the organisation could cost the state tens of
millions of dollars.
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also better able to export its expertise. The paper does
not put a cost on breaking up MeIboume Water, but
Mr Barton said it would be in the tens of millions.

How can we vote effectively on a bill to corporatise
and disaggregate Melbourne Water when we do not
know the economic outcome and the cost-benefit
relationship and when we do not have available to
us the supposed benefits on the better dividend and
income? Mr Barton went on to say that the study the study the government is using to justify its
plans - appeared to be based on the very
contentious idea that there was no economic penalty
to be paid in splitting up Melbourne Water
distribution into three smaller businesses. There is
indeed. There is an enormous loss of efficiency in
splitting it up and enormous problems for the state
in disaggregating what is a successful service.
TIle honourable member for Bulleen spent half his

speech praising Melbourne Water. It would have
been nice to have made the connection and the
extension and to ask why it is being changed when it
is working well. Why not just improve its customer
relations output and continue to improve its
profitability and its service to customers?

The other problem to be borne by customers is the
cost to the users of the water system in this state of
the break-up of the system. It is dear that the
customers and the consumers will pay for the
break-up of Melbourne Water. I quote again from an
article by Matthew Pinkney in the Herald Sun of
24 September:
VlClorians will pay up to $40 more on their water bills
after state government moves to break MeIboume
Water into five businesses, it was claimed yesterday.

According to an internal London economics report, the
separation of MeIboume Water's operations could see
profits plunge by $SO million.

It would have been good to hear why it is not going
to cost tens of millions of dollars. We have not heard

that We have not heard any comment about the
economic viability of this radical proposal. The
article continues:
Mr John Barton, the former manager of MeIboume
Water's corporate planning, told the Age that the
government was gripped by a 'collective madness' in
its pursuit of competition, and had not realised that the
city water supply functioned best as a single system.

In a paper written this month. Mt Barton says a single
water authority would not only be more efficient but

That is a significant plunge in profit for what has
been a successful operation and a good dividend
earner for the state.
If it were passed on to consumers, the loss would mean
an extra $40 on annual household water bills.
At worst, some low-income families could be paying

almost $90 extra for water each year.
This consists of the $40 identified in the report and, for
example, an extra $48 paid by a single mother with two
children under a user-pays scheme announced in June.
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In another aitica1 assessment, the opposition released a
confidential 1993 study suggesting breaking up
Melbourne Water may have damaged its value.

The only consolation - it is a very poor .
consolation - to be gained from the breaking up
and disaggregating of MeIboume Water is that the
asset will be devalued, which means it will be less
profitable and less able to be privatised The same
applies to the supply and distribution sectors of the
electricity industry. So by the time a second bill is
introduced to privatise the different units within
Melboume Water, we will see a significantly
diminished and less attractive asset base. That is
some small consolation for the government's
mishandling of a profitable organisati~ which, as
has been alleged not only by someone in Melbourne
Water but by the London School of Economics, will
diminish the value of the asset by $50 million.
The problem with the bill is that we do not know
how successful the experiment will be. It is risky
and, as was the case with the electricity bill, Victoria
is being used as a guinea pig. The measure is radical
and Wltried, and no comparison can be found in any
other country, which the government admitted
yesterday. This is something we should not force on
the Vldorian public. We need to go down roads that

have already been travelled We should ensure that
a profitable organisation such ~ M~ ~ater
remains intacL We should certainly unprove Its
customer relations and service, but we should not
disaggregate it. Disaggregation will achieve exactly
the opposite of what the government is hoping for.

Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - I thank the Minister for Finance and
the honourable members for Richmond, Box Hill,
Altona, Coburg, Bulleen and Williamstown for their
contributions to the debate on this reasonably
important bill.
I pick up some of the comments made by the
honourable member for Bulleen about the
contribution of the honourable member for Coburg.
At least he understood the bill I am sure his
contribution will be significant in terms of future
policy development, given that he was the only
opposition contributor to the debate who relied on
his own research, unlike the other opposition
speakers, whose contributions were based on
extracts &om the newspapers.

This bill is essentially about establishing a licensing
system which, if anybody cares to read the bill to see
how it is structured and how the licensee functions
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and licensing arrangement will work. will lead to
the maintenance of those things the opposition is
arguing should be maintained. When considering
the question of water and waste water licences, one
of five that will be issued, members opposite should
read clause 90, which states:
A licensee has the functions specified in section 80 and
the following functions in relation to the area or areas
specified in its licence:

(a) to provide, manage and operate systems for the
conveyance and disposal of sewage and, if the
licensee enters into an agreement for its receipt, of
trade waste;
(b) to identify community needs relating to sewerage
services and to plan for the future needs of the

community relating to sewerage services;
(c)

to investigate, promote and conduct research .•.

(d) to educate the community about any aspect of

sewerage.

Each of the licences will have the same stipulations
concerning the obligations of licensees.

A great deal of time has been devoted to the history
of Melbourne Water and its antecedent, the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works. I am
sure those of us who understand the operation of the
entity will acknowledge that it has been a leader in
its field, not only in Australia but in most parts of
the world.

Last week I had the opportunity to meet the
Indonesian Minister for Works, who is responsible
for water in Indonesia. He was here to look at
Melbourne's distribution and treatment ~
given that Indonesia recognises we have a proud
history in that regard. It is a history that ~ led to
significant environmental improvements In
Melbourne and has contnbuted significantly to the
livability of Melbourne. MeIboume Water is
.
recognised in Indonesia as having a very substantial
contribution to make in those respects.
Melbourne Water is very much part of some
investigation work being carried out in Indonesia~
particularly in West Java. It is hoped that work will
evolve to the stage where the organisation can make
a substantial contribution to the development of
water infrastructure in that country.

As I have said, the bill is not a criticism of
Melbourne Water's operations. Instead, it is an
attempt to recognise that further savings can be
made. Of course, Melbourne Water's ratepayers are
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also the electors of this metropolis. A respon5lble
government should take every opportunity to serve
its community as well as possible. That is the reason
for the bill, which introduces competition by
comparison into the water distribution system. That
will inevitably lead to further savings, which will
obviously benefit Melbourne consumers.
It is a bill of some significance. It will establish three
regional boards to operate the distribution business
of Melbourne Water in the metropolitan area. The
bill will create Me1bomne Parks and Waterways as a
statutory corporation, which will take over
responsibility for the regional parks that have been
developed by Melbourne Water and operate,
develop and expand the system of linear parks that
is an integral part of Melbourne's topography. The
bill will also establish a water headworks authority
with responsibility for maintaining water quality.
Under the bill the existing sewerage arrangements
will be operated by licence as well. The system will
be fully accountable and will ensure the
metropolitan area continues to be serviced by the
corporation, which has a proud record. I am sure the
operation of the system will inevitably lead to
further savings.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition regaled us
with an hour and a half of quotes from various
newspapers about the British experience of the
privatisation of water functions, but the comments
made by the Minister for Finance were the most
pertinent. He said Britain needed a substantial
capital investment program to bring its
infrastructure up to a standard acceptable to the
European Community. The government of the day
decided the best result would be achieved by raising
the capital for the infrastructure development on the
private market. I am sure that if that had not been
done the investment to date would not have
occurred. TIle runs are on the board; and
irrespective of what has been said today, substantial
improvements have been made.
1here are about 1 million domestic customers in
Melbourne so the <nsts of operating Melbourne
Water are spread broadly between those customers
and the 250 000 industrial or commercial services.
As was pointed out by the honourable member for
Bull~ Melbourne Water has about $4 billion
worth of debt that must be serviced by the 1 million
domestic customers and 250 000 commercial and
industrial customers. The honourable member
quoted the debt servicing at $410 million a year. To
put it another way, about $400 of every account we
receive as domestic customers represents debt
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servicing costs. That is a major deterrent to the
undertaking of any other activity by Me1bomne
Water.
For the past two years Melbourne Water has had a
policy of taking on no new debt and of getting costs
under control Under this government one of the
costs that is being reduced is debt servicing. To that
extent, the way the bill lays out regional structures
for the delivery of services will1ead to further
savings and to the debt being addressed. It is a
consuming issue for Melbourne Water. It has
revenue of $12 billion and the annual debt servicing
cost of $410 million gives some idea of the
organisation's financial pressures.

The honourable member for Bulleen pointed out
that over the 10 years of Labor government this
organisation went from solvency to insolvency.
When Labor came to office in 1982 the Melbourne
and Metropolitan Board of Works, as it was then
called, had substantial reserves, but those reserves
were stripped away. It was one of the hollow logs
the incoming tabor government kept talking about.
It went through that organisation and tapped every
log, so when this government came to office the
former MMBW was in great financial difficulty and
required resuscitation and price increases to get it
back on its feet.
One of the main reasons the debt climbed as it did
was that the Labor government did not allow the

organisation a single rise in charges above the CPI;
every year its charges were kept below the CPl 1bat
led inevitably to the costs being capitalised back into
the organisation. The Labor administration held
down the price, believing that in some way the costs
could be addressed within the organisation without
attempting to get control of the costs. When the
history of the previous administration is written,
that will be one of the serious indictments of the
Labor government's 10 years in office. It led to
Melbourne Water, as it became known through
corporatisation, having a significant cash flow
problem in the latter part of 1992 and requiring
urgent resuscitation.
Some of the issues raised by opposition speakers
suggested that they may well have been drunk on
ideology. They have taken some sort of
philosophical objection to privatisation. Any reform
that might suggest privatisation even in the distance
is dressed up that way. However, there is nothing in
the bill to suggest that that will be the outcome. That
belief is simply the ideological position that has been
taken. It was interesting to see which opposition
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members spoke dming the debate because that
answers the question of where the ideology is
coming from.
Unfortunately in quoting from a range of British
newspapen;, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's
attitude seemed to be, 'We told you so'. The
implication was that the same thing will inevitably
happen here. I suggest that the circumstances that
led to the British situation were different from the
decision being made in Victoria. We want to put in
place a licensing system that changes the
relationship between authorities and government I
remind the house that the same process is occurring
in the rural water sector. Five regional organisations
are closer to their consumers, cutting costs
dramatically and providing those consumers with
an improved service.

We are in the final stage of reducing the 83 urban
authorities to 18. lbat in itself will lead to a scaling
up of those remaining enterprises and will provide
them with the opportunity to compete in a manner
that was previously unavailable to them. Three
regional bodies will be aeated. They are declared in
the legislation; there is no seaet about it The
outcome will be that the costs associated with their
accounts will be more transparent to Melbourne
consumers and through the regional structure they
will have the capacity to influence the situation. The
opposition members who spoke on the bill should
recognise that fact, take off their ideological blinkers,
see that there are real benefits in this for consumers
and therefore support it.
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CASINO (MANAGEMENT
AGREEMENT) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 November; motion of
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning).
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - This
is a bill that has already had some limited debate in
this house. This is the bill that was introduced two
weeks ago in the dead of night and to which the
opposition moved an amendment to have the matter
referred to a parliamentary committee.

As recent events have shown with the suspension of
Crown Casino shares from the Australian Stock
Exchange this is an important matter which affects
all Victorians and it is worthy of proper debate in
this house.
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This bill makes further changes to the agreement
between the state and Crown Casino Ltd for the
development and operation of the Melbourne casino
and the Melbourne casino complex. A number of
changes are outlined in the bill, and after its passage
through this house and the other place there will be
a registered agreement with Crown Casino and the
changes will become law.
The changes include alteration to the design of the
hotel; an increase in the number of hotel rooms from
360 to 1000; the rubber-stamping of design changes
for the temporary casino; the creation of a six-storey
car park in the area adjacent to the Melbourne casino
site; the agreement between Crown Casino and the
Melbourne Tourism Authority for a joint marketing
arrangement; and the introduction of a right to claim
damages if the hotel complex is not completed on
time. Those changes are another cogent example of
how the entire casino licence bidding process has
fallen apart and how this government will do
anything to look after its mates.

Honozmlble members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - That is what the bill is all about
The honourable members for Bentleigh and

TuIlamarine do not-The SPEAKER. -Order! I warn members on the
government benches that I do not intend to allow
the debate to continue in that vein. The Leader of the
Opposition, in silence.

m7

structure of Crown Casino has changed
dramatically. Secondly, the structure of the company
operating the casino, Crown Management Pty Ltd,
has changed, and it has changed so much that
Hudson Conway is now the sole shareholder.
Thirdly, the design of the casino has been changed
Considerably. Fourthly, the marketing strategy of the
casino has changed from having a focus on live
entertainment to having a greater focus on virtual
reality machines and other electronic games
designed to attract children and young people to the
casino. Fifthly, it is highly unlikely the casino
complex will be built on time as was required under
the Casino (Management Agreement) Act; and,
sixthly, Crown Casino has sought and obtained
additional space, additional gaming machines and
additional tables at the temporary casino for no
additional cost.
No matter how one reads or interprets the list of
substantial differences there is no interpretation
other than that this is a grubby attempt to give some
sort of legitimacy to the extraordinary changes being
sought by the Crown consortium to the complex and
to the corporate structure that originally won the
casino bid on 6 September 1993. Victorians have
been robbed of taxpayers' dollars; they have been
dupedand--

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Honourable members
are disorderly and interjecting out of their places. If
they continue I shall take action against them.

Mr BRUMBY - Show a bit of respect.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is not helping the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - The bill shows that the
government is prepared to do anything to look after
the interests of its mates, and this bill rubber-stamps
a proposal that is fundamentally different from and
in fact bears no resemblance to the bid for which the
casino licence was awarded in September 1993. lhat
should be placed fairly and squarely on the public
record and the record of Parliament

I shall consider the changes that have occurred that
have made this whole process a total farce. I shall
ignore for the moment the problems which occurred
during the bidding process and which will be the
subject of further public comment and debate in this
place and consider how much has changed since it
was announced that the Crown consortium had won
the right to the casino licence. Firstly, the equity

Mr BRUMBY - Had this been the casino
proposal back in September 1993, had this been
what the other consortia had been tendering for, it is
likely Crown Casino would have bid much higher
and Victorians would have benefited from a higher
licence fee. As the bill confirms, the Crown Casino
temporary premises have been substantially
increased in size and the changes for the permanent
casino add the potential to earn millions of dollars of
extra profit and revenue for the Crown group while
Victorians have been robbed

Our international reputation has been sullied, and as
groups such as the Sheraton group and ITr, which
are major international bidders, go around the world
they say that Victoria is a rotten. dirty place to do
business. Our reputation has been tarnished.
I shall come to the comments of some of the
commentators, especially Mr Terry McCrann of the
Herald Sun, in a few moments. The Crown
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consortium is obviously l'WlIring away from public
debate on these matters. It is not surprisjng and no
coincidence that at its annual general meeting earlier
this week it voted to take the word'casino' out of its
name, so it is now just the Crown group. It is
embarrassed because it is getting special treatment
and because it is a mate of the government. 1he
group knows it has mismanaged the casino and that
'casino' is a dirty word in the comnumity.
Mr Pertcm interjected.
Mr BRUMBY -1he honourable member for
Doncaster is out of his place. His predecessor
actually built a reputation for probity in
government, for analysing government deals and
making sure that governments did things properly
and were not beholden to their mates. He would be
shocked, as a decent and honest former
p~ to hear the current honourable
member for Donca.ster standing up for this grubby
measure which puts effect to the things that lloyd
Williams and Ran Walker want. This is not about
the public ~ about a fair deal or about
maximising taxpayers' returns, this is about looking
after Uncle Ran and Mr Williams. It is about looking
after the federal treasurer of the Liberal Party. It is a
dirty, stinking, rotten deal.
Mr LElGH (Mordialloc:) -On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I point out to you, as I have pointed out
to the Leader of the Opposition on a number of
occasions, that the concept in this chamber is that
honourable members actually speak through the
Clair. Both by his manner and the way he was
addressing the chamber, it is obvious that the Leader
of the Opposition was not addressing the Clair but
addressing the honourable member for Doncaster. I
do not believe that is acceptable.
The SPEAKER -Order! I am well aware of the
actions of the Leader of the Opposition but the Chair
has to exercise some balance and equity. The Leader
of the Opposition was faced with a banage of
interjections from the Attorney-General and the
honourable member for Donca.ster and, on the basis
of equity, I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Thank you for your ruling, Mr Speaker. This bill is
about the public interest, and the honourable
member for Mordialloc would be serving the public
interest much better in this place if he stood up for
groups in his electorate such as the Mordialloc RSL,
a decent group of people who want to do things for
their electorate and for elderly people.
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Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER -Order! H the honourable
member for Mordialloc: produces another outburst
like that I will name him.

Mr BRUMBY - This bill is about a major project.
It will go through this place, be endorsed by the
government and become a special act of Parliament.
It will provide for major changes to a pro;ect
designed to look after the interests of individuals.
When it comes to the interests of the ordinary
people, for example, the Mordialloc RSL and groups
of people who want to build comnumity, sporting,
recreational and entertainment facilities to serve the
local community, the honourable member for
Mordialloc does not come in here and support them..
However, he is about to vote later today on a bill
that will give special deals, privileges and
guarantees to the Crown consortium. When it comes
to lifting a finger for the Mordialloc RSL or for vital
CODlmurtity projects, the honourable member for
Mordialloc suffers from the McNamara effect he
simply vanishes, he cannot lift a finger to provide a
guarantee from this government for any proposals
to serve the community of Mordialloc.
The first we heard about Crown's plans to extend
the size of the casino hotel from 360 rooms to 1000
rooms was in an exclusive article by Terry McCrann
in the HertUd Sun of 18 February 1994.
On the very same day the Premier and the Minister
for Gaming both welcomed the expansion of the
complex, saying it would boost the state economy
through increased tourism. Indeed, the Premier is
quoted in the Age of 19 February 1994 as saying:
I think it is a very good idea. there is no other hotel in
Australia of 1000 rooms that I am aware of.

Unbeknown to Terry McC.rann at the time, Crown
Casino had already lodged its proposal to
dramatically enlarge the hotel while its prospectus
seeking to raise $213 million from the public was
still open.
In its prospectus Crown said it intended to build a
360-room hotel. However, although the offer in the
prospectus did not close tmtil 9 February,
information received by the opposition tmder
freedom of information legislation reveals that on
27 January Crown formally submitted a proposal to
increase the size of the hotel.
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Mr Williams can say all he likes about whether a
formal request for a hotel expansion or merely a
conceptual proposal was made on 27 January. The
fact remains that the Australian Securities
Commission, and indeed prospective investors,
should have been informed by Crown that it was
seeking to extend the hotel size from 360 to 1000
rooms.
I think it is relevant at this stage to refer to some of
the comments made by Mr Terry McCrann, who
wrote an article that was published in the Herald Sun
tmder the headline, 'Crown affair discloses some
glaring inadequacies'. This is really the whole story
about the change in plans that occurred while the
prospectw; was still out.
Mr Williams says the proposal was merely a
conceptual proposal, yet the freedom of information
docw::nents that we have received show that the
so-called conceptual proposal- which really was
not a proposal! - was in fact 37 pages long. I would
have thought it was more than merely a conceptual
proposal!
Mr McCrann says in that article:
Have both the new, improved, mandatory, stock
exchange ctisdosure rules and the prospectus
requirements failed? And failed fundamentally and
absolutely, in keeping investors and the wider market
adequately informed on a timely basis?
And if so, does that in a wider sense mean the
post-l980s national companies Jegislation and its
accompanying super regulator, the Australian
Securities Commission. have also failed?

These are the questions posed by what might be termed
the Crown Casino affair. To this commentator, the only
answer is yes, they have at least partially failed. And it
still remains unclear whether there will be any
rectification.
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become fact and the project's overall cost has blown out
to $970 million.

This is mostly because of the hotel and other changes to
the casino complex, and partly because of additional
costs at the temporary casino which opened mid-year.
Importantly, when the $200 million up-&ont licence fee
is excluded, the actual costs of the project itself have
jumped nearly 40 per cent from $562 million to
$770 million.
It is quite clear this has changed dramatically the
risk-reward profile of the entire project and
presumably all the assumptions on which the detailed
numbers in the prospectus were based.

As well, Crown has now had the experience of some
months of actual casino operations to get a much better
idea of real revenue and profit and cost numbers, as
opposed to the theoretical computer modelling of the
prospectus.

All this poses a series of disclosure issues.

He goes on and on. He says:
Crown's sponsor Uoyd Williams says no.

'That is, on the issue of conflict in the prospectus:
That it was only a 'concept' at the time and required
approval from both the casino authority and the
VICtorian government - and in fact was rejected in the
first instance.

To that Mr McCrarm says:
This just does not wash. Crown went to the public on
one basis, while seriously considering an enlarged
hote1- it must have been serious, as Crown formally
filed some sort of application on the subject with the
government at the end of January while the prospectus
was open.

He goes on to say about Crown Casino:
FiIst. Crown Casino. The core fads are indisputable.
Crown went to the public in late January to raise over
$200 million in shares and unsecured notes. Its
prospectus detailed a $762 million project. includjng a
360-room hotel- with revenue and profit pro;ections
outte 1997.
We now know that while the prospectus was open, the

company was thinking seriously of seeking te nearly
triple the hotel to 1000 rooms. Subsequently, that has

These are very serious matters, which are still under
investigation by the Australian Securities
Commission. Although Mr McCrann is careful in
this article - because he has to be mindful of
possible litigation - not to claim that there has been
a breach of the law, he is making it absolutely dear
that he believes there must be a full, detailed and.
comprehensive investigation by the Australian
Securities Commission.
Mrs Wade interjected.
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Mr BRUMBY - The minister interjects. Of
course, what Mr McCrann is saying is precisely
what the state opposition has been saying. It is a
matter of concern that if you say something in this
police state about a particular pro;ect. if you suggest
that it breaches Australian Securities Commission
laws and should be investigated, that is considered a
smear. lbat is, of course, what the opposition - -
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Mr BRUMBY - No, she says she got one sign
and wants more, but she cannot get them. She is
saying in her article that Crown Casino is getting
special treatment. The point I am trying to make
here is that a whole raft of people aaoss the
community in Melbourne, be they directors of art

galleries, people - Mr Weideman interjected.

MI5 Wade interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - There aren't 63 signs.
Mr BRUMBY - We are entitled to say that mates
are getting special treatment. If you want to ask me
to withdraw that, we will play that game out again,

but-The SPEAKER. - Order! Discussion aaoss the
table is disorderly. I ask the Attorney-General to
remain silent and the Leader of the Opposition to
address the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY - As has been said on numerous
occasions in this and previous debates, the
opposition believes there is special treatment here
for particular people. You have to ask how it is that
a pro;ect which was to have 360 rooms now has
1000 rooms. I know this is not the
Attomey~'s area, and she may not be aware
of the dimensions of the changes, but they involve
changing a hotel from. 360 rooms to 1000 rooms;
rubber-stamping of massive changes to the
temporary casino; the creation of a 6-storey car park
that did not exist previously; and providing for a
marketing agreement between Crown and the
Melbourne Tourism Authority basically for
subsidised promotion of the MeIboume casino. That
treatment is not available to other businesses in
Melbourne.
TIle same applies to road signs. We have 63 road

signs around Melboume pointing to the Crown
Casino. Other businesses do not get that sort of
benefit. Maudie PaJmer, who I think is the director
of the Heide gallery at Bulleen, stated in an article
published recently in the Melbourne Wee1dy that she
cannot get all the signs she wants pointing to the
gallery.
MI5 Wade interjected.

Mr BRUMBY - I will get the article and we will
read what she says about the special treatment of
Crown Casino.

Mr Weideman - A lot more than one.
Mr BRUMBY - There aren't 63 signs. I will not
respond to int:eIjections, but the general comment is
that there is a need for road signs. However, one
does not need to advertise the brand name of the
product. It could be a sign that just says 'casino'.
However, there are questions about the number of
signs and the advertising of Crown Casino.

At its amwal general meeting held earlier this week
it was announced that Crown Casino was about to
set up a string of international hotels with
international marketing arrangements. The facts are
that these road signs are advertisements for Crown
Casino, they are not available to other commercial
establishments and there are 63 of them! That is why
we say Crown Casino has had special benefits and
arrangements.
One of the reasons why the Sheraton group was a
serious contender was its worldwide network of
hotels. If a casino is to work it must draw tourists.
Mr Perton inte!jected.
Mr BRUMBY - We will come to that It has got
to draw tourists from interstate and overseas.
Mr Perton inte!jected.
Mr BRUMBY - I know a lot more about it than
you do. You should look at the figures for casinos
such as Jupiters and Adelaide casino. People talk
about Las Vegas, but for goodness sake, no-one lives
there! It is funded entirely by an export industry.
People come in and spend their money. I do not
know how many times I have to say that a dollar
spent by the local community in a casino is a dollar
not spent somewhere else.
Mr Penon interjected.

Mr Perton interjected.
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Mr BRUMBY - I suggest that honourable
members look at the break-up of retail figures in
Victoria.
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generating additional jobs and it is not generating
export income.
Mr Perton - Of course it is.

Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER -Order! I do not know how
many times I must draw to the attention of the
house that conversations across the table are
disorderly. They tempt honourable members to
respond to interjections and the debate gets very
ragged. I ask honourable members to remain silent. I
will call those members who are inteIjecting at the
appropriate time if they seek my eye.
Mr BRUMBY -One of the issues that we have
raised in the debate is the net economic benefit of the
casino to Melbourne. The point I wish to make was
also made recently in a speech by Or Ken Ohmai,
who would have to be regarded as the world's
foremost management consultant and forward
thinker. It is acknowledged by Kevin Gosper, Chief
Commissioner of the City of MeIbomne, that
Or Ohmai is an eminent person. Or Ohmai stated
that cities and governments that rely on strategies
such as grand prix and casinos for success will

inevitably fail. He is dead right!
I make the point that every dollar spent by the local
community in the local casino is a dollar that is not
saved or spent elsewhere. !here is not a bottomless
pit of money or a money tree for money to spend in
the casino. Every dollar spent there is a dollar not
spent somewhere else!
The minister ought to examine the retail trade
figures and disaggregate them to remove the
gambling figures to determine what is actually
happening in retail spending in this state. It is a
sorry picture! Expenditure on gambling is increasing
but the figures show that spending on clothing,
restaurants, white goods and a whole series of
consumer goods is in decline. There is not a
bottomless pit of money!

Mr Perton interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Doncaster, who is out of his seat, continues to
interject across the table. He continues to be an
embarrassment to the former member for Doncaster.
If members were concerned about probity issues and
about the way the state is being managed they
would be grievously concerned about the
management of the casino provided for in this
legislation because it is not adding value, it is not

Mr BRUMBY - It is not generating export
income because it is not getting tourists &om
interstate or overseas. And it is not generating a
single extra job. H the minister cannot understand
that, I say franldy that she is thick!
The challenge for Victoria and for every state in an
increasingly globalised economy is to increase trade
and to increase exports. That means getting tourists
from interstate and overseas to spend their money in
this state. All that is happening at the casino is
displacement - the dollars previously spent in
restaurants, at the TAB, on kiddies' clothing, on
holidays and so forth are being spent at the casino.
The challenge for government members is to refute
the retail figures - Mr Perton - It is Labor legislation.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Doncaster continues to interject. I will not respond
to his interjections. This is not Labor legislation.
Labor never gave carte blanche to changes of this
type. This proposal bears no resemblance
whatsoever to the proposal that was in the bid
which was tendered for in September 1993. This is a
rort! It is an abuse of Parliament
The Labor government supported the casino and put
in place the enabling legislation. H the government
wants it to work and to aeate extra jobs it must

attract people from interstate and overseas. One of
the strengths of the competing bids was that some of
the bidders had networks of international tourist
operations and hotels that would help bring tourists
to MeIboume.
It is ironic that after months of operation of the
temporary casino the Crown group now says that it
wants to set up a string of international hotels
because it wants to attract tourists. It has concluded
that if you continue to feed on a small aoss-section
of your own commmlity that eventually the money
will run dry. That is the history of casinos around
the world that were set up in a similar way.
Mr Weideman interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - There are substantial differences
with poker machines that are based in local
communities. Many are in local community facilities
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such as the RSL or sporting clubs and in New South
Wales much of the money invested in those clubs is
invested back into the local community. Poker
machines in New South Wales have been attracting
people, and therefore export trade, from across its
borders, but this casino is feeding on its own
community. The casino it is not well managed and it
cannot attract people from the middle class. How
many people from the electorate of the honourable
member for Doncaster visit the casino? VIltually
none!

Mr Perton interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - There is a small cross-section of
the Me1boume community-Mr Perton inteIjected.
Mr BRUMBY - I invite the honourable member
for Doncaster - I have some regard for the
honourable member - to go down to the casino for
two or three hours on a Saturday afternoon to see
who is attending the casino. Are they interstate
visitors? Are they from the top end of town? The
answer is 00. I have said before and I will say it
again; the casino is being marketed to specific
groups in the Me1boume community and it is
causing serious problems. It is damaging a number
of communities in MeIboume, including particular
ethnic communities. The government cannot wash
its hands of the matter; it must address the issue.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER -Order! I have warned the
honourable member for Doncaster time and again
that he may not inte1ject across the table. I note he
has a copy of HImsard. I suggest that he goes away
and does some research and when the call goes to
the government side I will call him. In the meantime,
he is to remain silent. I am tired of it!

Mr BKUMBY - I come back to the issue of road
signs and refer to an article in the Melbourne Weekly
of 25-31 October headed 'Maudie's millions'. The
article is about Maudie Palmer and states, in part
But not everything, you will probably be pleased to
hear, goes Maudie Palmer's way. Maud.ie may get the
money, they say, but she can't get the state govemment
to divert a bus past her patch. nor can she get a sign
directing visits to Heide on the main Bulleen road.
After years of pestering she has secured two signs
along the freeway, but even the efforts of one of the
local members of Parliament have so far failed to get
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one on Bulleen Road. So it was with more than a little
irritation that Palmer noticed the plethora of signs
directing traffic: toward that cultural vacuum, Crown
Casino. 'That was one thing that irked me,' she says.
'They had no trouble putting those up very rapidly:

That is a comment from an independent
commentator and demonstrates what she thinlcs
about the special deal.
To those in this place who think there have been no
special deals to mates, I say the clear implication of
the comments by Maudie Palmer is that she thinks
that the Crown Casino has special treatment
Mr Weideman inteljected.

The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Frankston is trying his luck. If he
interjects again I shall name him.
MD Wade interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - There must be more than two in

total
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will address the Chair and not pose
questions to the minister.

Mr BKUMBY - I return to the change in the
prospectus. On 19 February the Premier, in
commenting on the proposal to extend the number
of rooms of the hotel, said:
I think it is a very good idea, there is no other hotel in
Australia of 1000 beds that I am aware of.

When the so-called conceptual proposal, according

to Mr Uoyd Williams, was made on 3 February the

government formally rejected the request to increase
the size of the hotel. In an article in the Austrtzlilm of
24 February the Minister for Gaming was reported
assaying:
The particular l000-bed hotel had raised a number of
concerns, including design and traffic.

However, the Minister for Gaming refused to reveal
that precise concerns of the then Casino Control
Authority.

It is not possible to debate the bill without being
fully apprised of the reasons for the rejection of the
original proposal. It is symptomatic of the way the
government rubber-stamps changes.
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I have some sympathy for the backbench members
of the government because they have no idea what
they are voting for, yet they are required to support
the legislation because of a party room decision
following a cabinet and executive decision. This is
the same l000-room proposal rejected by the
government on 3 February because of design and
environmental considerations, yet the proposal is
back here because if it were not approved
Mr Williams and Hudson Conway would go under.
That is the fact and that is why it is being approved.

This Parliament will give carte blanche to the largest
hotel in Australia without any information being
provided about the design changes and other
modifications made to the original proposal. No
consideration is being given to the effect it will have
on other hotels in Melbourne and no consideration
. has been given to the effect it will have on the
domestic industry.
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The government has been extremely secretive in its
failure to reveal the concerns about the original
proposal and its dismal failure to explain the
difference between the originall~room proposal
rejected earlier this year and the current proposal
that has been approved.
I invite other contributors to the debate to refute the
fact that the then Casino Control Authority did have
grave concerns about the original proposal to extend
the hotel to 1000 rooms and that such objections ran
to at least three pages.

I now refer to the temporary casino. According to
John Richards, the Chairman of the Victorian Casino
and Gaming Authority, the reason for the extension
in the bidding process from 16 August 1993 to 30
August 1993 was because of changes required to the
design of the temporary casino. That may well have
been one of the reasons for the extension, and I shall
deal with that issue later.

Mr Ryan - They will have to compete; that is life!
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Gippsland South will come to reject those words
because it is not just a matter of competition.
Government has a role in proper planning. The
marketplace is not always perfect. That does not
mean the government makes all the decisions or that
the dead hand of the government is there all the
time, but it means there is a role for government in
major projects and proper planning.
Honourable members have not been apprised of all
the details of this proposal. It is not impossible indeed it is quite probable - that in the life of this
Parliament further amendments will be made to the
legislation controlling Crown Casino to
accommodate Uoyd Williams and the federal
treasurer of the Uberal Party.

However, for the time being, consider what has
happened at the temporary casino. According to the
government's own representatives, the amOWlt of
space being used by Crown Casino at the World
Trade Centre has nearly doubled from just over 7000
square metres of space to more than 14 000 square
metres. More importantly, the space being used for
casino operations has increased from 5000 square
metres to just under 6000 square metres, a 20 per
cent increase.
This increase in gaming space has enabled Crown to
increase the number of gaming tables from 130 to
180. Crown has also increased the number of
gaming machines from 1200 to 1300. In the interests

H Jeff Kennett's mates were getting favourable
treatment,. don't you think this process would have
been approved?

of the taxpayers of Victoria rather than Mr Williams
and the federal treasurer of the Liberal Party, why
were no additional lease or licence payments
required for the additional gaming space? It is a fair
question. If the state government had an office
building, say a building owned by the former State
Electricity Commission, and it let out additional
floor space, say 20 per cent extra floor space, it
would expect to be paid an additional amount for
that extra floor space. That has not occurred at the
World Trade Centre. I invite the Attorney-General or
honourable members to explain why no extra charge
has been levied.

It was a nice line at the time, but it is now a very
embarrassing line for the Premier because the
proposal has been approved. It follows that his
mates are getting special treatment according to the
definition that he set himself.

The government argues - and it is a feeble and
tenuous argument - that the state gets an increased
return through taxation. If that argument were
followed to its logical conclusion, you would not
have a licence fee for the casino. You would argue

All we have from the Premier in relation to this
matter is the extraordinary statement that appeared
in the Age of 25 February, when he said after the
then Casino Control Authority had knocked back
the original proposal for the l000-room hotel:
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that we get taxation, so why worry about charging a
licence fee? A casino licence is a licence to print
money, to make long-term cash flows of revenue.
There is a tax benefit there is an advantage to the
operator and there is a monopoly rent attracted
through having a single casino. That is the basis for a
licence fee. H the space at the temporary casino has
been increased substantially, there should have been
an increased licence fee or rent.
The government also argues it is not up to it to be
involved in lease negotiations between Crown
Casino and the Port of Me1boume Authority, the
owners of the World Trade Centre. The opposition
notes with interest the announcement last week of
the prospective sale of the World Trade Centre. The
opposition expects all tender documents for that sale
to be tabled in Parliament

We categorically state to any potential purchaser
that the temporary casino is exactly that - a
temporary casino. The state opposition does not and
will not approve of the extension of operations of the
casino at the World Trade Centre once the
permanent casino and the complex have been
constructed.
Allow me to look at another example of how in this
legislation the govemment is prepared to look after
the interests of its mates, and I shall focus on the
issue of bank guarantees. ~ I invite the
Attorney-General, who is representing the Treasurer
here today, or whoever the appropriate minister
is - perhaps the Minister for Gaming, wherever he
is - and the honourable member for Gippsland
South-Mr Fum - The minister is in the Council.
Mr BRUMBY - He has made such an impact in
this matter that the public would not have the
faintest idea who he is! I invite the uUnister to refute

this act of looking after mates.
On the issue of bank guarantees, this bill provides
for additional damages if the Melbourne casino
complex is not completed in time. It provides for
damages of $5500 a day. However, unlike the
damages for the non-completion of the Melbourne
casino, this sum is not required to be secured by
bank guarantees from either Crown Casino Ltd or
from Hudson Conway. Indeed, while Hudson
Conway has provided a sponsors guarantee for the
entire casino development, this guarantee is not
secured by bank guarantees. One can only wonder
why the government has changed its security
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requirements midstream. The dearest example is
because this government again wants to look after
the interests of its mates who run the casino, as is
shown in the arrangement between the casino and
the Me1boume Tourism Authority.

Taxpayers' money will be used to promote the
casino. In principle, the opposition would support
joint venture arrangements with major tourism
operators and MeJboume Tourism, but there is no
description in the legislation or in anything before
the house of the process or identification of the types

of projects envisaged. Again I invite government
members to outline clearly the nature of those
proposed marketing arrangements.
There are myriad problems about the casino which
can be answered only with a full judicial inquiry;
foremost is the issue of probity. Under the Casino
Management Act, defined in this bill as the
'principal act', the powers of the Victorian Casino
Control Authority are clearly set out One of the
powers of the authority is to undertake relevant
probity checks in relation to the tenders for the
casino licence. All honourable members will be
aware of the registration of interest brief issued in
November 1991. It contained the following
requirement:
Registrants will be required to demonstrate that those
parties proposed to be associated with the
development, ownership, management and operation
of the casino are of excellent repute -

and I emphasise'of excellent repute' and have adequate resoun:es and experience to
develop a world~ casino.

As honourable members will be aware, other
documents at the time made it clear that anybody
who had been associated with criminal activities or
convicted of any offence would be ineligible for a
licence. The Premier stated in this house on
20 October 1994 that those probity requirements
established in 1991 by the former government had
not changed; in other words, they were still current
The Premier is now well aware of the involvement

of Mr Uoyd Williams with Dominion Properties and
the fact that it was convicted of giving secret bribes
to Mr Norm Gallagher. The Premier has continually
defended Mr Williams in this place by saying that
even though Mr Williams's company Dominion
Properties was convicted of giving bribes,
Mr Williams was in the dear because the royal
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commission did not recommend that any charges be
laid against him.
The Premier has, no doubt - I hope inadvertently,
but perhaps deliberately - failed to inform this

house that the terms of reference of the Winneke
royal commission specifically excluded it from
recommending charges against those who gave
bribes. That provision was in the terms of reference;
Mr Winneke was not allowed to recommend charges
against those who gave bribes. Nonetheless, based
on Mr Williams's own admission that he was the
one who personally authorised the bribes,
Mr Wumeke observed that such bribes would
indicate that Mr Williams:
_. was seeking to secure some sort of advantage to
himself or the companies he was representing.

1n other words, it was a bribe. Further, Mr Williams
gave evidence before the royal commission and
made it dear that he was the person who personally
authorised the giving of bribes to Mr Norm
Gallagher. I specifically refer to page 1019 of the
transcript when Mr Williams said:
I am the person who authorised it _ I am the person
who did it ._

It is not an equivocal statement; it is an absolutely
clear and unequivocal statement, and I repeat
I am the person who authorised it _ I am the person
who ctid. it ._

That is, paid the bribe to Mr Gallagher. Mr Winneke
concluded that in paying that bribe Mr Williams was
seeking to secure some sort of advantage to himself
or the companies he was representing. There is no
other interpretation but that it was a bribe. It must
be put on the record again in this Parliament
because it is a matter of public interest, of probity
and of standards.

When the first licence was let in 1985 for the Sydney
casino Mr George Herscu, of the Hooker
corporation, was precluded. He had the licence
taken from him when he was convicted of paying
bribes. In Sydney Mr Herscu lost the licence for
doing exactly what Mr Williams did in Melbourne.
This is a debate about standards and probity. When
this bill was introduced in the dead of night two
weeks ago the opposition moved an amendment
that the issue should be referred to an all-party
committee with the power to call evidence and any
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papers. A whole range of matters should be
considered by such a committee or a full judicial
review. These issues must considered because the
stench about this deal will not disappear. I do not
know how many times I have to say it to the house:
the matter will not go away. More information will
become available, and the matter will be raised in
Parliament and in the press. This issue will not go
away. It is a dirty, rotten, stinking deal and the
opposition will continue to highlight it!
Many questions are WWlSWered and must be
answered. Firstly, why did Crown consortium's bid
increase so markedly during the bidding process
and by an amount which enabled it not to be
disqualified from contention on financial grounds although still not by enough for the financial
advisers, SBC Dominguez Barry, to recommend the
Crown consortium over Sheraton l.eigbton on
financial grounds?

Secondly, how does the government explain
statements in Parliament on 28 September 1993 by
the Minister for Gaming, the Honourable Haddon
Storey in the other place, that Crown was clearly the
best financial bidder'on every basis of
measurement' when documents dated September
1993 from SBC Dominguez Bany, the financial
advisers to the Casino Control Authority, show
clearly that that was not the case? The opposition
has the SBC Dominguez Barry document dated
September 1993. It shows absolutely and clearly that
it is not true to say that on every basis of
measurement the Crown bid was superior.
On a number of measures the Sheraton-Leighton bid
was superior, particularly the net returns to the state
over a period of 12 years, which was the method
used when assessing the Jupiter casino licence.
Someone is not telling the truth. Given that we have
the SBC Dominguez Barry document itself, which is
dated., authenticated and shows on every aspect of
measurement that it was not superior, one then has
to ask. about the veracity of the minister's claims, or
the advice that was given to him. I invite the
minister to respond.
Thirdly, given that the Crown consortium could not
be recommended on financial grounds, what were
the reasons for awarding Crown the casino licence?
1his is the real crux of the matter. If one listens to the
comments made by the Premier, the Treasurer, the
Minister for Gaming and others, they say, 'Oh, well,
it was the design features of this casino' . Today we
are discussing a bill that fundamentally changes the
design of the casino.
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Mr Bracks - Retrospectively.
Mr BRUMBY - Yes, retrospectively, on design
grounds. How can one support this proposal when
the design has so fundamentally changed?

It brings me to the fourth point that relates to the
TAB: was the TAB a part of the Crown consortium
when financial bids were lodged on 16 August 1993;
why did the TAB pull out of the Crown consortium;
and why did it apparently do so on the night of
16 August 1993, after bids had been lodged with the
then Casino Control Authority?

That raises the fifth question: why was the bid
process extended from 16 August 1993 to
30 August 1993? Certainly other bidders,
Sheraton-Leighton, believed there was no
opportunity for further substantial changes to the
bidding process.
That also raises the sixth question: when did the
government make its decision to restrict to 45 000
the number of gaming machines in Victoria and to
105 the number of gaming machines in venues
within 100 kilometres of the casino, and if that
decision was made after the bid process was
supposed to have finished on 16 August, why was it
not necessary earlier in the bid process?
We know the answer: Crown was having difficulty
raising the finance. This is the extraordinary matter
that was raised in this place. When I asked the
Treasurer what advice he had received &om the
Department of the Treasury about the impact of that
decision his reply was that he did not have any
Treasury department advice. This is a decision
which has a big impact on future revenue flows, the
future shape of om society and an impact on the
economy. It will have a significant impact on soc:ial
issues. The decision is made by cabinet without any
advice from the Treasury. What a remarkable thing
that is. Here is a profound economic decision made
without advice whatsoever. The decision was made
because it would advantage the Crown Casino
consortium.

'The seventh question is: why did the government
make a decision on gaming machine policy without
Treasury advice? I would not think cabinet makes
many decisions without advice. I would be
surprised if this is not the only exception.
The eighth question is: what probity checks were
carried out on lloyd Williams, and how did he
possibly pass the strict requirements of probity
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required for the casino operator? The public
deserves to know why there was an adverse finding
by the then Casino Control Authority on
Uoyd Williams and whether it was a fact that the
cabinet subcommittee made recommendations
subsequently to the authority about probity matters.
The opposition deserves to know whether the
Premier was aware, as he said, at all times of
material coming from the authority. Presumably he
was a member of the casino committee. Given his
close friendship with Mr Williams and Mr Walker,
the public deserves to know whether he was a
person who made a judgment about probity issues.

The ninth question is: given the facts that in
February 1993 heads of agreement were signed by
Ran Walker on behalf of the MeIboume Major
Events Corporation - and therefore the state of
Victoria - securing the grand prix for Victoria, and
both Ran Walker and Jeremy IGrkwood, chief of
staff to the Treasurer, gave evidence at the
Aclministrative Appeals Tribunal hearing on the
release of the documents relating to the grand prix
that at all times the government was underwriting
the cost of the grand prix, why was
Sheraton-Leighton, the other bidder, not informed
during the bid process that Victoria had secured the
grandprix?
Again I raise the fundamental point if the
government were truly interested in raising the
maximum possible revenue through licence fees, it
would have told all the bidders about the grand prix
coming to Melbourne. 'The fact is that the grand prix
will make a significant difference to casino revenues.
The opposition has in its possession a number of
documents that relate to revenue figures at the
Adelaide casino and other casino operations where
grand prix events have been held They show that
one could expect an additional $15 million to
$20 million in revenue coming through the casino
over a 10 to 15-day period as a result of those events.
Given that the Premier has talked of the grand prix
being held for a 10-year period, that means about
$150 million to $200 million will come through the
casino. That is a significant net profit, a significant
addition to the capital value of the Crown Casino
consortium, to Mr Walker and Mr Williams.

The tenth question is: who informed Uoyd Williams
of the grand prix negotiations? The answer, of
course, is that Mr Williams has told the Age that it
was Ran Walker who informed him at all times. I
have raised that matter in this place with the
Attorney-General and I believe she has forwarded a
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letter to the Australian Securities Commission. I
thank her for passing it on. No doubt that matter
will be examined.

There is a relevant section in the Corporations Law
which says that if a person in a privileged position
passes on information of this type which may have a
material impact there are potentially breaches of the
law.
To me it is no different in this case. Mr Walker, as
01ainnan of the Melbourne Major Events
Corporation, is in a position where if he signs heads
of agreement W1derwritten by the state government
that show the grand prix is coming to Melbourne, it
is like an adviser working for the Treasurer who, on
learning of information about a certain event coming
to Melboume, or certain decisions about, say,
resource rent matters or other things, tells a friend,
'Buy up, the government is about to make an
announcement'. That is against the law, and this is
no different.
What occurred here, according to Mr Williams, is
that his friend Mr Walker told him that the grand
prix was coming to Melbourne and that the state
government had tmderwritten it Of course
Mr Williams did not have to be a genius to work out
that the grand prix would bring in 100 000 visitors a
day to Melbourne over a lo-day period which
would mean significant additional revenue for the
casino if properly marketed. That would have
affected what he could bid for the casino licence.
I see no difference in principle. This is an example of
a public position being used for private gain. I invite
the minister to refute the fact that this is an example
of a public position where information gained from
undertaking public responsibilities is passed on to
someone who is able to use that information for
private gain. It is no different from an adviser
working in a minister's office who has access to
confidential information - the grand prix was
confidential information - and passes it on to a
third party so that the third party can benefit
£inancia1ly. That is what occurred in this case.
That raises the eleventh point Given that since the
Crown consortium won the casino licence bidding
process the structure of Crown Casino Ltd has
changed dramatically; the structure of the company
operating the casino, Crown Management Pty Ltd,
has changed; the design of the casino has been
changed once and Crown is now seeking to change
it a second time; the marketing strategy of the casino
has changed from a focus on live entertainment to
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more of a focus on virtual reality machines and other
electronic games; the casino will no longer be built
in the time required tmder the Casino (Management
Agreement) Act; Crown has sought and obtained
additional space, gaming machines and tables at the
temporary casino for no additional cost; and that
Crown is seeking exemptions from the penalty
provisions of the Casino (Management Agreement)
Act, what was the purpose of the bidding process? It
has been deliberately flouted.
That raises the twelfth point Did Hudson Conway
deliberately mislead the Victorian Casino Control
Authority about the involvement of Federal Hotels
in the Crown consortium during the bidding
process? I believe it did
This is the final point. If the Crown consortium won
the casino licence on the basis that Federal Hotels
would jointly own the company that was to operate
the casino, why did the government issue the casino
licence to Crown Casino Ltd on 19 November 1993
when Crown Management Pty Ltd was a wholly
owned subsidiary of Hudson Conway, a company
with no experience in successfully running casinos
as required pursuant to section 9(2)(e) of the Casino
Control Act? Again I believe there has been a breach
of the law.
The reason for that provision in the legislation is that

experience is needed in nmning a casino. They are
big, complex operations. The operator has to know
how to manage, operate and market a casino. In the
months following the opening of the temporary
casino it has become obvious that the present
operators of the Crown Casino are not competent

managers.
Federal Hotels was involved in the original bid
because the Crown consortium could not have got
the licence without the involvement of Federal
Hotels. It is an experienced operator. It ran the Wrest
Point Hotel casino well; it has pioneered many
administrative and management arrangements in
casinos. Just two months after the licence was
awarded Federal Hotels was kicked out. There was a
breach of the act.

Mr Perton interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - I invite the honourable member
for Doncaster to address that matter. Section 9(2)(e)
of the act states that the operator must be a person
with experience in successfully running casinos.
Mr Williams and Mr Walker have never nm a
casino. They are in clear breach of the act.
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Ultimately the question is a simple one: is the
Kennett government governing for the benefit of all
Victorians or, as is becoming clearer day by day, is it
governing for itself and a few of its selected mates?
That is the issue arising from this legislation. I have
outlined in this debate detailed matters and views
put by many people in the community, including
eminent financial journalists such as Mr Terry
Mc:Crann and others, and by Victoria's largest
selling newspaper, the Herald Sun, about the stench
of this deal. A Henz1d Sun editorial states:
Such secrecy is unacceptable _ VlCtorians have been

treated with contempt.

The opposition cannot support the legislation. It
makes a farce of the whole casino project. It injures
Victoria's reputation OVeISeas. It compromises
proper tender processes. It sends a message to the
business community that the only people who get a
look-in in this state are the mates of the government,
and that is probably costing Victoria money. H this
had been the original project on which the consortia
were able to bid, it is extremely likely that the
bidding price would have been considerably higher.

For all of those reasons and the questions of
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only a few months, but he can already smell the
stench of decay hanging over the Leader of the
Opposition.
It is extraordinary that we have an important piece
of legislation and allegations of corruption against
the Premier and against important business people
in the state but empty galleries and an empty
backbench. When the National Party was the third
party in this state, when it had 10 members in this
house, it could rustle up double the number of
members the Labor Party can for an important
speech by its then leader -not the Leader of the
Opposition, the leader of the third party.
I do not have a list of 13 questions, although there
are other questions to be asked. I have not been
sitting in my own stench of decay and dreaming up
my own fantasies as the Leader of the Opposition
has, but my fust question is: where was the Leader
of the Opposition and where were members of the
opposition back in 1991 when the legislation for a
Casino Control AuthOrity was introduced on the
motion of the Honourable Jim Kennan?
Or Vaughan - Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.

lawfulness we have raised and which have been
referred to respective authorities, we will be

Quorum fcmned.

opposing the legislation.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - First I will answer
the last question of the Leader of the Opposition: is
the Kennett government acting on behalf of
Victorians and in their best interests? I put it to the
Leader of the Opposition and the house that it
certainly is. The Kermett government was elected
with a massive majority in both houses. The actions
it is undertaking across the board, particularly in its
management of the finances of the state, are in the
best interests of the public of Victoria, and I believe
that when the election is held in October 1996 the
public will pass the correct judgment on this
government and retmn it to office with a resounding
majority.
There are other questions to be asked. One has to ask
whether in the history of this Parliament a Leader of
the Opposition has led a debate on such an
important bill before an empty press gallery, an
empty public gallery and a gallery of his
backbenchers constituted by four people: one asleep,
one meditating, one doing up his laces and the other
alert and on the edge of his seat because he sees
looming ahead a vacancy in the leadership of the
opposition. He has been a member of the house for

Mr PERTON - I thank the honourable member
for that. It was a rather extraordinary act by the
honourable member for Oayton. As I was saying to
the house, it must be a record for a Leader of the
Opposition to give a major speech in this house on a
major piece of legislation to an empty press gallery,
an empty public gallery and four members of his
own party. The honourable member for Oayton,
who has just called for a quorum, sits in zombie-like
meditation. I put it to him that he was in the same
state of zombie-like meditation in 1991 when the
tabor government led by Joan 1Gmer and fun
Kennan introduced the Casino Control Bill
As I indicated, I find it extraordinary that when the
National Party was the third. party in this house and

its leader was delivering a speech of some
importance--

Horwurable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Let me cut this right off
at the start. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
out of his place interjecting. I warn the honourable
member: one more word! Let me say this debate has
been difficult for the Chair to controL I do not intend
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to let it get out of hand now. lbat goes for members
on both sides of the house.

Mr PERTON - Let's ask the next question: how
can the Labor Party talk about probity and
standards? It has a former Premier, Mr Burke, in
gaol in Western Australia. It has a former Deputy
Premier, Mr Parker, in Western Australia in gaol
You want to come a bit closer to home - Mr Tanner interjected
Mr PERTON - As the honourable member for

Caulfie1d has rightly pointed out. you have a former
leader of the Labor opposition in Queensland and a
federal backbencher in Queensland in gaol, and
these people have the temerity to talk about probity
and standards! If the opposition wants to talk about
probity and standards, let's come back to this state.
Let's talk about the probity and standards of the
Honourable John Cain and Rob Jolly when they
were dealing--

The SPEAKER -Order! The Chair would
appreciate it if the honourable member were to
address the probity and standards of the bill.
Mr PERTON - Mr Speaker, with respect I accept
ruling. But let us not forget that the Leader of
the Opposition in addressing the second reading of
the bill spread his ambit far and wide, not precisely
on this bill. He was the one who raised the question
of probity and standards. Mr Speaker, I put it to you
that this party on your left has no right to criticise
this government or to hold itself up as a judge of
what are good standards in government.

yOUT

The Leader of the Opposition in opening this bill
talked about the effects of casino gambling and
gaming machine gambling. What I find
extraordinary is that the legislation to set up a casino
in Victoria was introduced by the Victorian Labor
Party. A long-standing Labor policy against casinos
and against gaming machines was reversed upon
the fall of the former Premier, Jolm Cain. The state
was in such a state of disaster, the economy in such
disarray, taxation revenue shot, government
spending overblown, $22 billion deficit - Mr WeideJlWl - No petrol in the tanks at all!
Mr PERTON - And no petrol in the tank, as the
member for Frankston rightly points out. What did
the Labor government - this party that now talks
about probity and standards - do? Did it trunk
about reining in its expenditure? Did it think about
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setting up a reasonable tax regime? Did it think
about being bailed out by its federal Labor
colleagues?

An Honourable Member - Let's talk about their
Treasurers!
Mr PERTON - Let's talk about their Treasurers!
What did they hit upon?
Mr Braw - Let's talk about schools!
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Williamstown who is and was the only alert
member of the Labor Party watching over this
debate-Mr Bracks - It is restrictive legislation! Defend it!
Mr PERTON - In the middle of this financial
crisis this Labor government set up a new vision for
Victoria. It was a gambling-led recovery that was
envisaged by the Labor party. It introduced gaming
machines and it introduced a Casino Control Bill
And the Leader of the Opposition talks about the
effect of a casino being established, especially the
detrimental effects of a casino being established.

It was the Liberal opposition that talked about those
detrimental effects. In a speech recorded in HJmsard
of 29 May 1991 at page 2708, I said:
Many people in the community are extremely
concemed about the detrimental effects that could
occur with the establishment of a casino in the aty of
Melbourne and further casinos throughout Victoria.
That cxmcem is well founded because both the
Australian LaboI' Party, in establishing the legislation
and regulatory network. and the c:oalition. in
establishing the casino when in government. must take
note of the strong arguments against casinos and
ensure that the deleterious effects of casinos are not felt
in this state.

What has this government done to ensure that that is
the case? What it has done is to make sure that the
proceeds from this noxious industry, that is, the
casino and gaming machine gambling, is put to a
useful purpose? The Agenda 21 program is being
hmded out of this gambling revenue. State capital
was allowed to be so run down by this Labor Party
when in government because it was okay to spend
money on its mates!
When talking about mates, let's not forget the

former minister for industry, who stacked the VEDC
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with mates from the Footscray Football Oub. What
a loss that was to this state. Let us not forget the
former Treasurer, whose standard ploy when
talking about Tricontinental was to say,'Oh well, it's
a hands-off job. We've appointed a board - hands
off', and $2 billion of the state's funds went down
the drain.
What has this government done? It has taken the
view that we have a casino. It has taken the view
that we have gaming machines. And now that we
have them, we have to put the proceeds to good use.
The Agenda 21 program is setting about that task.
We will have a restored and renewed museum for
the education of young people in the community in
general. Why could not the Labor Party have done
that when in government? We are to have a renewed
and invigorated State Library, a centre of learning. I
remember, when the Labor Party was in
govemment, its members standing there crowing
and saying, 'Oh, we're the party of the intellectuals,
what do you know?' Yet that was the party that
allowed the State Library of Victoria to fall into
further disrepair and its capital stock, rare and
expensive books and the like, were allowed to rot
because of the lack of resources and investment by
the Labor party.
I shall turn to the exhibition centre. A new exhibition
centre is to be built for Victoria. If we are to have
gaming let us make sure that the proceeds of gaming
are put to good use, which is certainly what this
government is doing.
Mr IWnilton inteljected.
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Morwell says 'This is a bit sanctimonious'. The
honourable member for Morwe11 must have been
napping through the speech of the Leader of the
Opposition. And I congratulate him on that because
he looks like he has woken up well refreshed. In his
sanctimonious address to this house the Leader of
the Opposition addressed a number of questions but
left the great bulk of the questions, particularly the
questions relating to his leadership, very much

WlaIlSWered.

Mr Bracks - He addressed the bill, that was
important!
Mr PERTON - Mr Speaker, as I indicated to you
earlier, the honourable member for Williamstown
was sitting on the edge of his seat as he watched the
carcass of the Leader of the Opposition in front of
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him. Let us come right to the points that were made
by-M!' Hamilton inteljected.
M!' PERTON - The honourable member for
Morwell makes a humorous interjection to say that I
don't listen to interjections when I have got a bit
more material. The problem is that I am trying to
address the arguments that were put by the Leader
of the Opposition. If the honourable members for
Morwe1l and Williamstown do not like to have those
arguments addressed, their arguments will be very
thin on the ground. Because this bill is a good news
bill!

Mr Bracks - Why?

Mr PERTON - I will tell the honourable
member for Williamstown why. Let us start what
will this facility give to Victoria? It will give us a
five-star, 38-level, l000-room resort-style hotel at a
time when Me1bourne is suffering a shortage of
hotel rooms and space, and at a time when we are
losing the international convention competition to
New South Wales because they can accommodate
delegates to conventions. It will include 2 hectares of
rooftop gardens with spectacular views overlooking
the Yarra River; 15 restaurants and 23 bars;
Australia's largest Sportsbook seating up to 2SO
people; the entert.aUunent facilities include a
ballroom/ showroom accommodating up to 2400
people; a river entertainment room accommodating
up to 800 people; multisaeen cinemas; live
entertainment showrooms; a sports cafe and sports
bar; and a diversity of performance spaces for music,
comedy and vaudeville. Vaudeville would be very
appropriate - we could probably find a little bit of
part-time work for some members of the Labor
Party! And there are a range of new facilities.
What is the rest of the good news? The impact on
employment. Crown now employs more than 3500
workers, perhaps even 4000, at the temporary casino
at the Galleria. A further 3000 will be directly
employed at the new casino. The construction of the
new casino at the Yana bank site will provide 5500
direct jobs and up to 15 000 indirect jobs. That is
very important for the City of Melbourne, but the
opposition does not want to hear the good news.
After having made his speech to an empty chamber
and an empty gallery the Leader of the Opposition
quicldy left the chamber.
Let me address the next question that the Leader of
the Opposition raised.
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Mr Phillips - The Labor Party called a quorum
10 minutes ago. Where are its members now?
Mr PERTON - As the member for Eltham
rightly points out, the Labor Party called a quorum a
few minutes ago on an important piece of legislation.
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about casinos in Las Vegas and Macau where you do
not have a large local population. But the Leader of
the Opposition was so arrogant that in an exchange
with me at the table he said 'What do you know?'
and claimed that he knew more than me!
Mr Seitz int.eIjected.

Honmmzble members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! We must control our
passions.

Mr PERTON - It is very hard for the
government to control its passions in this debate.
This is an important bill to the Labor Party. Its leader
led the debate, now there are two of them in the
chamber, one of whom slept through the Leader of
the Opposition's speech and the other who stayed
on the edge of his seat like a vulture. Honest to
goodness, Mr Speaker!
Mr Hamilton inteIjected.
Mr PERTON - I thank the honourable member
for Morwell for the complimenl The argument the
Leader of the Opposition raised was that the casino
is not attracting tourists and that there is a great
problem with it because the bulk of its clientele are
local gamblers. I have been to the casino and
unfortunately I could not even get on a table because
of the great mass of Australians who were there
gambling and enjoying the facility. These questions
were raised when the Labor Party introduced this
bill
Again I quote from the debate of 29 May 1991. At
page 2712, responding to an interjection by the
honourable member for Richmond, I said:
One of the arguments that has been put against a
casino being established in the City of Melbourne is
that it would no longer be a significant tourist asset to
this city. Each of the other cities in Australia has a

casino-

with the exception of Sydney and on the anecdotal evidence I have received most of
the business going to a Melbourne casino would be
&om MeIboume people.

lbat was true then and it remains true now. A
casino in a city of 3.5 million people is going to have
the bulk of its clientele from its local and domestic
population. It is all very well to talk about casinos on
the Gold Coast and in Perth; it is all very well to talk

Mr PERTON - In 1989 I travelled at my own
expense arotmd the casinos of the world. I examined
casinos in the United States, Europe, Asia and

Australia. Unlike the jtmketeering member for
Keilor who has had his snout in the public trough
often enough - The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member to withdraw that remark; it is
tmparliamentary.

Mr PERTON - I withdraw the remark.
Mr Hamilton - He is just skiting about how
much money he has got!
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member for Morwell is causing me a great deal of
irritation. I ask him to remain silenl
Mr PERTON - I looked at the casinos around
the world, and the closest model I could find to the
casino we are going to build is in Atlantic City.
Atlantic City is in New Jersey; the casino is built for
the New York market and that is where it gets it
market from. Sure, you get the international
jetsetters and junlceteers attending, but it is built for
the domestic market, as is the casino in the City of
Melbourne. That will also be the case in Sydney.
These are large cities with large facilities built within
them. Of course the bulk of the casino's clientele will
be drawn from there.

1be Leader of the Opposition continues to make
racist slurs and to talk about ethnic groups suffering.
I am sick and tired of this Labor Party patronising
the ethnic communities in this state. If there is a
problem with gambling, it is a problem for people as
Melbumians and Australians. It does not matter
whether they are Vietnamese-Australians,
Greek-Australians or Anglo-Celtic Australians. The
fact is that we all have to work together to deal with
those problems.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.

Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Footscray laughs about the suffering of his own
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comnumity, but this government does not This
government has ensured that the Community
Support Fund is directed at helping homeless youth,
a problem the Labor Party allowed to run rampant
throughout the term of its government, and the
member for Footsaay laughs at it! Of course he
laughs at it, because his party is a party of frauds.
They parade themselves as the social justice party,
but their entire argument on this legislation is lies
and hypocrisy. They introduced the legislation;. they
set up the process; they set up the authority; they
made the appointments with the authority and now
they complain when the result is delivered.

of his record. He was concerned about public
probity and pursuing aiminalsi he was concerned
about allegations of crime and making sure the
attention of the Parliament was drawn to those
issues. That is a proud heritage. If I were the
member for Footsaay I wouldn't hold my head up
high about the heritage of my predecessor -one of
the bunch that employed the cronies and lost the
money for this state. In fact he was so bad that even
his own government rouldn't tolerate him. He had
to resign from his ministry disgrace.

Mr McLellan - Because their mates didn't get it

Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Footscray is talking about the gravy train - it was a
gravy train for that member and his pack of mates.

Mr PERTON - As the honourable member for
Franlcston East says, their mates didn't get it What I
find even more hypocritical is what would have
happened if Sheraton had got the deal? What would
have been the allegation? Would we have been
accused of taking bribes from the OA? Would we
have been accused of selling the family farm? I just
wonder whether the Labor Party would have
worked with the other losing tenderer to complain
about the process if the Sheraton group had got the
casino.

I must confess I have no great connection with the
Crown Casino group but I am pleased and proud
that a Victorian, MeIboume-based company has
been awarded the contract
Mr Hamilton - You appointed it!
Mr PERTON - What is wrong with it? It is a
Melbourne company. The shareholders are
overwhelmingly Victorian and MeJbumian. The
money and the profits generated by the casino are
being reinvested in Victoria on behalf of Victorians.
The Leader of the Opposition in his total hypocrisy
then goes on to complain that the Crown group is
going to build a chain of hotels. What is wrong with
Victorians going out and actually earning some
export revenue?
Mr Phillips - They are anti-business.
Mr PERTON - Of course they are anti-business.
They do not understand business. They do not even
understand probity and standards.
The honourable member for Footscray does not
follow in fine tradition. I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for referring to my predecessor,
Mr Maurice Williams. Mr Williams could be proud

Mr Mildenhall inteIjected.

Mr Mildenhall- What about probity?
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Footscray continues to ask about probity. He was
not actually in the chamber during the speech by his
leader; he has entered the chamber only quite
recently. Again I think the public of Victoria should
be reminded of the sight of the Leader of the
Opposition playing to an empty gallery and four of
his own colleagues, only two of whom were awake,
and one of those was playing with his shoelaces!
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.04 p.m.

Mr PERTON - Prior to the suspension of the
sitting I was addressing the questions raised by the
Leader of the Opposition. But his contribution left
more questions to be answered by his side of
Parliament than by ours. The Leader of the
Opposition asked why the expansion was being
permitted, alleging that it somehow corrupted the
government and corrupted the process. What
absolute nonsense! If Crown Casino had gone into
the original bidding process with a lOOO-bed hotel it
would have won the tender even more easily than it
did. How can members of the opposition complain
about the expansion of the hotel w~ if Crown
Casino Ltd decided to build a hotel on the next site
or somewhere else, the opposition would not only
accept it but congratulate Crown?
This is a nonsense! The tabor Party established the
process, introduced the legislation and set up the
casino authority, yet here it is querying the process.
Not only that, if Sheraton-Leighton had won the
casino bid, the opposition would have raised
allegations of corruption and accused the
government of selling Australian interests to
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multinational corporations. The next opposition
speaker should respond to that point. In any case the
opposition would have simply accused an American
corporation rather than an Australian corporation of
bribery and corruption!

Mr E. R. Smith interjected.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair does not
intend to allow the level of interjection to continue.
The honourable member for Glen Waverley is out of
his seat, and the Minister for Planning is being
disruptive.

Mr PERTON - All Melbumians are rightly
proud that a Melbourne company is running our
casino -a MeIbomne company owned by
Melbourne and Victorian shareholders and
managed by Victorians. Crown has already
employed 3500 people, and a further 3000 will be
employed when the new casino opens. The
construction work is providing 5500 jobs directly
and up to 15 000 jobs indirectly.
The opposition cries about the so-called diversion of
funds. It says the money going into both the casino
and gaming machines could have been spent in
other parts of the economy. That is well known.
When I raised the issue in 1991 during the
second-reading debate on the Casino Control Bill,
members of the former government, now the
opposition, laughed at the proposition. In particular,
the former Deputy Premier, Jim Kennan, laughed at
the proposition that there would be a diversion of
funds from other parts of the Victorian economy.
Mr Speaker, the government inherited that situation.
We inherited the construction of a casino and the
gaming machines. At least we have the public's best
interests at heart. We have had the courage, the good
sense and the will to put the money from gaming to
good use - building a new museum, a new library
and a new exhibition centre, helping those who have
a gambling problem, giving accommodation to
homeless youth and generally delivering something
better. This government set up gaming for one
purpose: to solve the problems - -

Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr PERTON - Sell your soul! The honourable
member for Morwell should be sitting there,
humiliated. At least he has woken up. Like the rest
of the members of his party, he showed no respect
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for the arguments put by the Leader of the
Opposition; and I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that
they do not deserve to be shown any respect.
Mr BRACKS (WilliamstOwn) - The honourable
member for Doncaster spoke for 30 minutes about
interstate casinos, international casinos and the
benefits of casinos generally. He discussed the Labor
government's 1992 change in policy, from one of
opposing casinos to one of accepting the
construction of a casino. But there is one thing the
honourable member for Doncaster did not discuss,
one thing he made only a passing reference to - the
bill.
This bill is not about the general benefits of a casino.
It is about enabling changes to the accepted tender
arrangements, because it will allow the size of the
hotel attached to the casino to be increased from 360
to 1000 beds. That is what the bill is about! What we
should have heard and need to hear from the
government is a defence of the bill.

Mr Maclellan inteljected.
Mr BRACKS - The minister asks what is wrong
with it. That is the basis of the discussion we should
be having. We have had 30 minutes without any
debate on either the benefits of the bill or why the
government believes it is defensible and should be

supported.
The honourable member for Doncaster avoided
defending the bill but I hope subsequent
government speakers will make a vigorous defence
of their reasons for saying the bill is good. I hope
also that they will explain why we are considering
retlospective legislation to honour a commitment for
a l000-bed hotel that had already been made and
why it should be made again on this occasion.

Comments by Terry McCrann in the Herald Sun of
Tuesday, 29 November, go to the heart of the bill:
The core facts are indisputable. Crown went to the
public in late January to raise over $200 million in
shares and unsecured notes. Its prospectus detailed a
$162 million project, including a 360-room hotel- with
revenue and profit projections out to 1997.
We now know that while the prospectus was open. the

company was thinking seriously of seeking to nearly
triple the hotel to 1000 rooms. Subsequently, that has
become fact and the pro;ect's overall cost has blown out
to $970 million.
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That is what this bill is about and we should hear
something in its defence. In the contribution by the
honourable member for Doncaster we should have
heard an explanation of why this represents such a
benefit There is certainly an arguable case.
The honourable member for Doncaster referred to
the purposes of the bill but offered no defence of it
and did not discuss the reasons for its being before
the house. Let us consider the second-reading
speech and reflect on what this is all about. I for one
intend to discuss the bill. The second-reading speech

states:
1he amendments wlUch have been agreed to include
the expansion of the hotel from 360 to 1000 rooms, the
deletion of the Ferns wheel, the expansion of the
ballroom from 1600 to 2300 square metres and an
expanded sporting facility wlUch will have aca!SS to the
roof garden. Retained. will be the wintergarden and the
roof garden at its original size and with a similar
configuration. A 15OO-seat showroom will also be
retained amtp1ete with fly tower and a backstage area
with a similar capacity to the original proposal. The
showroom has been relocated within the complex to
enable access to the garden terrace overlooking the
river.

We are talldng about a substantial change to the
proposal that was originally made by Crown in its
winning bid In considering the legislation, which
seeks authorisation for what has always been
intended, we must ask what we are looking at Are
we looking at a casino with a hotel attached or a
hotel with a casino attached? A lOOO-bed hotel is no
small hotel by Me!bomne's standards or even by
international standards. Effectively, it will be one of
the biggest competitors on the market. The
government has slipped in a big hotel on the back. of
a casino. Obviously the hotel will be only the start of
something that will spread around Australia and
internationally.
Mr Maclellan - That's good!
Mr BRACKS - If that was the intention--
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Mr BRACKS - If this was always the intention
and if it is such a good proposal we should have
heard some good arguments about the benefits
instead of discussions about casinos in general
Where is the government's cost-benefit analysis on
this proposal? Where are the government's
projections on the effect the lOOO-bed hotel will have
on the accommodation market of Melbourne? Where
is the evidence to prove that his proposal is worth
supporting? We do not have it The fact is that
whatever Crown, the successful tenderer, wants it
will get If it wanted a ~room hotel, it would get
it It will get the lOOO-room hotel it wants. If it
wanted more rooms than that it would get them.
The bill is enshrining foreknowledge Crown had in
the preparation of its tender which the WlSUccessful
tenderers did not have - foreknowledge about a
lOOO-bed hotel, which was always the proposal;
foreknowledge about the grand prix coming to
Melbourne. It was not a matter of speculation:
Crown and its principles knew the grand prix was
coming to Melbourne. Out of the mouth of Uoyd
Williams, in his attempts to defend the process - Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, I raise the question of relevance. At the
start of his contribution the honourable member for
Williamstown made great play about my speech
being irrelevant He is now moving on to discuss
processes relating to the allocation of the original
licence for the casino. It is quite clear on reading the
bill that it relates to an alteration in the design to
construct a larger hotel and other alterations to the
design. That has nothing at all to do with the
granting of the licence.
H, as appears to be the case, the honourable member
for Williamstown is addressing questions about
knowledge of events outside the casino bidding
process before the process was complete, on his own

test and his own judgment, his comments are
irrelevant to the bill. I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that
in order for his speech on the bill to be logically
consistent he ought to be confined to the changes in
design and not to the processes that led to the
granting of the original casino licence.

Honourable members interjecting.
Order! I had to caution the
honourable member for Doncaster earlier today for
interjecting. I do so again. There are some other
members on the government benches who are
persistently interjecting, many of them out of their
places. The honourable member for Williamstown,
in silence.
The SPEAKER -

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) -On the point or
order, Mr Speaker, I am absolutely amazed at the
duplicity of the honourable member for Doncaster.
He just described his own speech! Oearly he has not
been listening to the honourable member for
Williamstown, who is describing exactly why the
material he is presenting to the house is part and
parcel of the debate on the bill. Those of us who
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have been listening to the honourable member for
Williamstown and not malcing inane interjections to
try to put a relatively new member off his speech
understand that. I am proud of the honourable
member because he has maintained his decorum,
despite the unruly interjections, and is establishing
his argument extremely well in line with the subject
matter of the bill. I ask that you not uphold the point
of order, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! I must admit that the
debate has been wide ranging. I had the privilege to
listen to the honourable member's speech in its
entirety and I took particular note of it, as I did of
speeches made by other honourable members
during this debate. Given the seriousness of the
issue I decided to occupy the chair for the duration
of the debate. For that reason, and having listened to
the points raised by other members in this house
and as the honourable member for Williamstown
has the right to refute any arguments that have been
put forward, I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr Perton - Mr Speaker, I direct your attention
to the state of the house.

Quorum formed.

Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - This bill is about
retrospectively approving what was always the
intention of the Crown consortium and the Crown
Casino bid: to have a 1()()()..bed hotel and other
changes significantly different to what was
originally disclosed in the successful Crown bid.

The foreknowledge of Crown Casino of its
expansion and the changes now proposed to be
adopted by this bill does not stop there; it also had
foreknowledge about other matters and major
events which are to occur in Victoria - particularly
the grand prix. That came from an admission by
Mr Lloyd Williams himself in an article in the Age of
27 October 1994 through which he sought publicity.
Unfortunately, he was not c:onstrained in his first
detailed interview since the allegations about the
tendering process were raised in the federal and
state parliaments and he offered some new
information. 'The article says:
He was aware of 'all negotiations going on at all times'
for the grand prix, while Sheraton Leighton remained
in the dark. Attempts to get the race for Melbourne
were being made over 10 years and it was not up to
him to tell Sheraton Leighton. But he would be
surprised if the grand prix added 1 per cent ($1 million)
to casino revenue.

2245

That is interesting news. It is an admission from
lloyd Williams himself that he had full knowledge,
he had preferential information and he had, if you
like, the moral equivalent of insider information and
insider trading. That was admitted in that Age article.

In additi~ the value of the grand pm has now
been discounted; it is now worth a lesser amount
than that originally proposed when it was suggested
that over a 10-day period something like 100 000
people would be in Victoria spending and adding to
its economy. Now we see that the grand prix is not
significant enough or material enough for
knowledge about it to have altered the tender
process. lbat was a very unusual admission; we do
not agree with it and, I am sure, the WlSUccessful
bidders would not agree with it The information
was significant and would have affected the original
proposals and bids submitted for the grand prix.
Who is concerned about this issue? Who is
concerned about these matters of disclosure and of
preferential information being obtained by one
bidder and not another? Not just the opposition or
the unsuccessful bidders, but those organisations
that were set up to arbitrate the process and to
ensure that the process was undertalcen without fear
or favour and done with proper scrutiny. The
arbitrators have concerns.
We have already seen that this bill was of concern to
the Australian stock exchange when a lack of
information was presented for shares to be floated.
More information was sought before any shares
were floated or any shares were acceptable to be
floated on the stock exchange. That disclosure was
material to the Australian stock exchange. That
information was material not just to the unsuccessful
bidder and the opposition; it was material to the
stock exchange and it should have been provided.
It was also material to the Australian Securities
Commission. Full disclosure to the public on the
prospectus was of significant concern to the
Australian Securities Commission and it will
investigate the process. The arbitrators, those
examining the fairness and opermess of the
disclosure of information surrounding the bid, all
have concerns about the process. Therefore, the bid
was suspended and there will be further
investigation.
This bill now seeks to do what Crown Casino did

not do when it first accepted the bid, when it first
knew about the extra rooms in the hotel and the
extra changes. The project now has a bigger risk - a
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changed risk. I refer to an article by Terry McCrann
reported in the Herald Sun of 29 November 1994 in
which he talks about the risk being material and
requiring a proper cost-benefit analysis by this
government before it introduces a bill asking the
house to approve - after the event -matters which
have changed from the original process. The article

says:
But it-
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some comfort to the public. But it has not. This bill
has been introduced without a cost-benefit analysis
and without an explanation of its benefits or why
the changes have occurred.
What did the Premier say about this apparent
conflict, this apparent association and the need to be
seen to be fair and to be seen to be dealing properly
with tenderers? An article published in the Age of
18 November 1994 about what the Premier said in
this house says:

that is the billcertainly changes the whole risk-reward profile of the
project. Crown is spending an extra $208 million. and it
has to fill a tooo-room hotel instead of a 360-room one.
Bigger ~ perhaps bigger reward.

We do not have that cost-bene.fit analysis and we
should have it before this bill is passed. Therefore
this bill should not be considered this session. Terry
McCrann continues:
Now I am prepared to concede that Mr Williams and
his codirec:tors made a judgment can on that disclosure
and honestly believed it was either inappropriate or not
required. But their judgment can was wrong.

Indeed it was wrong. It was incorrect, it was
misleading and it should have been disclosed at the
time they knew that they would be seeking an
expanded, different proposal; one which bore no
apparent relationship to the original proposal that
was accepted.

This bill goes to the heart of the problem of Crown
Casino. The problem is described well by Terry
McCrann. It is also a problem of perceptions about
being seen to be fair and being seen to be treating
bidders and tenderers for government contracts
without fear or favour. It is hard to explain to the
public how it is seen to be fair when we see that the
major beneficiary of the new casino and the
principal of the company operating it is Mr Walker,
who is also the federal Treasurer of the Liberal
Party. It has to be seen to be fair. How can it be seen
to be fair when the company, Hudson Conway,
which is constructing the new casino, is controlled
by Mr Walker? Those matters deserve public
disclosure.
In presenting the bill containing the proposed
changes this government must assure this house and
the public that the disclosure which has not been
apparent by the Crown Casino bid is one for which
it has regard and one about which it will provide

Mr Kennett also rejected suggestions that the
government had allowed Crown to alter its plans
because of his frie:ndsh.ip with Crown shareholders
Mr Lloyd Williams and Mr Ran Walker.
Mr Kennett said he had many 'mates' and would not
turn his back on them for political purposes.

He admitted he had met socially with Mr Williams and
Mr Walker during the tender process but never
discussed the casino with them.

It is stretching the point to expect Victorians and
members of the business community to believe that
these associations mean nothing and that when
these meetings, discussions or informal
get-togethers were held there was no discussion of
what is one of the biggest projects and revenue
earners this state has seen. That is inappropriate.
And the bill worsens rather than corrects the
situation because it largely confirms what we all
know was the case: the Crown Casino bid was
always going to be different from that which was
submitted and would require this sort of legislation.
The bill offers little comfort or assurance to the
Victorian public. In fact, it heightens the problems
for the government in explaining why the process is
fair and how it is seen to be fair.
The bill should be rejected. It should be held over for

discussion. We should have a proper cost-benefit
analysis of the proposal from the government on the
benefits that will apparently accrue to it and the
effect of the proposal on the accommodation
industry in Victoria. Although we do not have that
we are still asked in retrospect - after the proposals
have been submitted for approval- to adopt the
bill It is of little comfort. The bill should not be
rushed through.
The opposition will stand up for the process and will
not accept the bill.
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Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) - It is my pleasure
to join the debate and support the bill The casino
complex - that is the proper term for it because it is
a complex in the true sense of the word - will be a
magnificent structure not·only for Melboume but for
Victoria as a whole. I particularly make that point at
the outset in my capacity as a member of Parliament
representing a country electorate.

The casino will benefit not only MeIbtmtians but all
Victorians and, in the broader sense, if the
aspirations of those who own and operate this
establishment are realised, as I believe they will, it
will be an icon in the South-East Asian region and
will re-establish Melbourne as one of the prime
points of destination for people travelling to this
part of the world.
The government has been instrumental in enabling
the legislation to come before the house and is only
too willing to support the project. One of the
dreadful ironies is that the opposition, which when
in government in 1991 enabled the whole process of
the establishment of the casino to occur by
introducing its own legislation, is opposing the bill. I
will deal with that more fully as the debate
progresses. However, I emphasise that this is truly a
magnificent project for Victorians at large.
I shaD deal with just some of the issues that are
relevant to the establishment of the complex. The
passage of the bill will ultimately result in the
building of a complex comprising a l000-room hotel
of 5-star quality; something in the order of
15 restaurants and 20 bars; a sports dub, including
tennis courts and other forms of sporting activity; an
8-saeen multiplex cinema; and an array of public
spaces for entertainment of all sorts. The casino itself
will boast 200 gaming tables and 2400 gaming
machines. The total cost of the project is in the order
of $950 million.

Approximately 5500 jobs are available in the course
of the construction that is currently under way, most
of them taken by Victorians. Already 3500 people
are employed in the temporary casino, and on
completion of the complex a further 3000 jobs will be
available. There will be jobs for about another 15 000
people in associated enterprises off the site.
In addition to all that, the government has thus far
received $262 million by way of a licence fee and a
further 523 million has been committed for off-site
works.
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Ongoing taxation benefits -again a benefit for all
Victorians - take the form of $5 million a year until
June 1997 to pay for the operation of the Victorian
Casino and Gaming Authority; the casino tax of
20 per cent of the gross, which will increase to 21.25
per cent from July 1997; a 1 per cent gross gaming
revenue tax for the Community Support Fund to
assist people who need help and for community
programs generally, including housing for youth; a
super tax indexed to the duration of the licence and
available when the gross revenue of the
establishment exceeds $500 million; and, during the
operation of the temporary casino, which
commenced only a couple of months ago, a payment
of $2.4 million per month to the government.

I have just taken a collage, if you like, of various
aspects of the benefits available through the
establishment of the casino complex. On any view it
is a great development that will benefit all
Victorians. The reaction of our opponents in the
course of this debate and their approach to this issue
generally is, therefore, all the more pathetic.
I wish to go back in time a little. I heard the
honourable member for Williamstown completely
misuse the word 'Ietr:ospective' on another issue, to
which I will come in due course. I now refer to the
second-reading speech that former minister, the
Honourable Jim Kennan, made in this house on
24 April 1991 when, interestingly enou~ he spoke
in his capacity as Minister for Major Projects rather
than as Attorney-General. Aft2r speaking about the
general structure of the bill then before the house
and likening it to that proposed in New South
Wales, he lauded that sameness, if you like, and said:
This consistency of approach will be of benefit to
prospective teruierers for casino licences and will offer
to both states the same high level of stringent control
and regulation of casino opezations.

Further on. he said:
The bill separates the control and regulation of casinos
between two different sets of people. An independent
VICtOrian casino control authority is to be established as
the body overseeing the control function. It will be
beaded by a chairperson who has been a lawyer or
magistrate for at least 10 years and will include four
other members. The authority will have power to grant,
suspend or cancel casino licences and to oversee the
operation of casinos.

He then went on to talk about the regulatory
function that was to be established under a separate
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regime. That is exactly what happened! To its

credit that is what our predecessor, the Labor
government, proceeded to do. An authority was
established to fulfil the roles outlined in that
second-reading speech. Mr John Richards, an
eminent lawyer, was appointed to chair the
authority. During my years in practice, I knew John
Richards. Although I did not know him well, I knew
his reputation to be absolutely impeccable. It
remains so today.

One of the fundamental things that needs to be said
today is that through the attacks they are laWlching
on the government and people assodated with the
passage of the bill, opposition members are
~tally attacking the very people they
appomted under their own legislation to oversee the
process to bring about the development of the
complex we are now discussing. They have to come
to grips with that.
The Leader of the Opposition was earlier bleating
about what he says is a series of unanswered
questions. I would like an answer from someone on
the opposition side of the house on that issue. Is the
opposition challenging the very authority of the
people that when in government it appointed Wlder
an act of Parliament to oversee the process? Let
someone from that side stand up and answer that
question! I think the honourable member for Coburg
is next to speak. I will be interested to hear from
him, on behalf of his party, about its getting stuck
into the integrity of people like John Richards, who
are m~ of the VICtorian Casino and Gaming
Authority and who have an integral involvement in
the process.
The process that the previous government set up,
particularly pursuant to the terms of the Casino
Control Act, was, if you like, the genesis of the bill
being debated today. In a sense, this bill is really the
last stage of a process that was established under the
Casino Control Act.
I heard the comment made by the honourable
member for Williamstown that the house would be
passing retrospective provisions in this legislation.
That is nonsense! He does not understand the term
'retrospective'. We are debating legislation pursuant
to section 15 of the Casino Control Act 1991 that was
passed by the former Labor government. It states:
15. Management agreement
(1) TIle authority must not grant a licence unless -

(a) an agreement in writing has been entered
into on or after 1 December 1992 between
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the minister for and on behalf of the state
and the proposed casino operator
identifying the casino to be the subject of
the licence and containing any terms and
amditions that the minister thinks fit; and

(b) the agreement has been ratified by the
Parliament.
(2) An agreement referred to insulHection (1) may
be varied by the parties but has no effect
unless it is ratified by the Parliament.

That is precisely what we are here about. We are
debating the bill because in the course of the
drafting of the former government's legislation it
was recognised that developments in the nature of
the casino complex would inevitably undergo
change. There is nothing strange or extraordinary
about that and there is nothing unusual about what
we are seeing today. It happens with projects of this
dimension. The former Labor government included
section 15(2) to allow for precisely what we are now
dealing with.
It is rubbish for the opposition to talk about the
government passing retrospective legislation or to
suggest that this has been cooked up as some sort of
afterthought! The section that enables variation to
occur is not even the subject of discussion either in
the former minister's second-reading speech or in
the debate generally. That indicates that those who
d~~ that bill accepted that in proposals of this
dimension there will inevitably be change. That is
what happened, the proponents sought change.
It is no different from the Daimaru project in
Melbourne or the Sydney Opera House prqect. The
Sydney Opera House is nothing like the original
design. which was changed after the process had
been completed and after the preferred tenderer had
been selected to build the project.
Pursuant to section 15 of the Casino Control Act
1991, the agreement was ratified by Parliament in
the Casino (Management Agreement) Act 1993. The
next link in the chain was that on 19 November 1993
the licence was granted to the operator and the
operator must complete the complex by 6 August
~996. It w~ always contemplated by the parties
mvolved m the negotiations and the development of
the legislation that such would be the case.
How did the government get to the stage where
these changes were contemplated? It established a
process which saw the Crown Casino consortium
bring forward its variations. The government
established an advisory committee to give advice
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about the changes that the consortium sought. The
committee comprised Professor Peter McIntyre,
Mr William Corker and Mr Peter Manger, who were
members of the original design and siting panel The
government also consulted with the Victorian
Casino and Gaming Authority.

I come back to the point that all the government did
was deal with those people who set up part of the
process that was established by our predecessor. The
government took advice from the committee. The
committee considered changes proposed by Crown.
accepted some and rejected others. It rejected the
changes in the first instance because there were
deficiencies and ultimately made recommendations
about the variations that should be accepted The
government took that advice and acted on it.
Pursuant to section 15 (2) of the Casino Control Act
1991, those variations must be ratified by
Parliament. That is precisely why the bill is before us
today.
The variations comprise an increase in the size of the

establishment from 360 rooms to 1000 rooms and it
is intended that the ferris wheel be deleted. I pause
to say that I recognise that this is a source of extreme
disappointment for the Leader of the Opposition. It
has been much mentiooed by the people down my
way who think it is hysterically funny. I am not
being disrespectful when I say that they refer to poor
Johnny who has lost his ferris wheel! It is said in a
warm and cuddly colloquial fashion. I am sure they
do not intend to be disrespa..'"tful

The area of the ballroom will be increased from
1600 square metres to 2300 square metres. There will
be extended sporting facilities; access to the roof
~ which remains at its original size; and the
retention of the wintergarden. That merited
comments by our good mates on the opposition side
of the house and in the Age, which at one stage tried
to sell the tale that the roof garden had gone. It will
be retained.
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this afternoon? H it was not so serious it would be
pathetic!
The government is doing no more than following
step-by-step the process established by the former
Labor government. I again emphasise that we are
using the advice of the same people that the former
government appointed and about whom the
opposition now complains. I invite opposition
members to comment on these people, whom they
believed were good enough at the time. Have they
sold out or jumped ship? I am sure those in whom
the opposition when in government vested the
responslbility for these judgements would be
delighted to hear what the opposition has to say.
There are enormous advantages in the legislation.
We have the prospect of being better able to attract
tourism for conventions and conferences, which will
mean major job growth.
Amendments have been made to clause 17 of the
original agreement, which was appended to the
legislation and which gave rise to the licence being
issued. That agreement was the subject of careful
scrutiny. I was on the minister's committee that
went though it very carefully with the ministerial
advisers to ensure that the bill was drawn up in an
appropriate fashion. I assure the house it was drawn
up properly.
The major amendments will see an additional
600 parking bays in Whiteman Street. The provision
for the payment of liquidated damages of $50 000 a
day for non-completion of the project has not
changed. However, a provision has been introduced
that liquidated damages will become payable at a
rate of $5500 a day for non-completion of the general
complex. We did that because we believed it was the
respon5lble thing to do, bearing in mind that the
developers are adding to the general focus of the
casino with many additional features to make it a
complex in the true sense of the word.
The Crown Casino consortium and Tourism Victoria

The 15OO-seat showroom will be retained and
relocated to enable better access to the garden
terrace. There will be a reconfiguration of the retail
facilities which will enable people to pass back and

forth through those facilities without going through
the gaming area - an excellent move. There is a
reiteration of the absolute commitment of the
government to quality and design in the project.

There is nothing extraordinary this. It is a matter of
patent commercial practice. What causes these
people to wimp away in the way that we have hear

have agreed to undertake a five-year joint marketing
pr~ which will be of great benefit to the state.
These variations do not represent any cause for
delay in completion of the project or provide any
rationale for the developer to avoid the liquidated
damages provision contained in the original
agreement.
I now refer to some of the points raised by the
Leader of the Opposition and those who spoke on
behaU of the Labor Party. I say again I find it
astoWlding that this nonsense is being raised. The
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Labor Party started the process for the construction
of the facility when in government. It set up a
procedure which entailed variations. The word
'variations' is not: defined in the Casino Control Act.
Consequently, variations are taken to be interpretive
in the normal English sense. It was always
contemplated there would be changes to the design
of the casino. That was part and parcel of the
process. For people to get stuck into the government
because it ostensibly did not apply the correct
process is political chicanery at its very worst
Once again, we are doing our best to get the state up
and running. And we are achieving it. But this lot
opposite, having dropped the state into the pit for 10
years, is grabbing us by the ankles and pulling us
back in just when we were getting out.

The Leader of the Opposition said there is no
distinction between the proposal for modification of
the number of rooms in the casino put up earlier this
year and the proposal we have now approved. That
is not so. There were problems with the initial
modification plan relating to traffic Bows around the
site. That was one reason why the advisers to the
government - the people I have named already,
who have been advisers to the project for some
years -would not agree to it. There was a problem
with shadowing in the design of the building - the
casting of shadows across the river and walking
areas that had to be monitored, and that has
occurred. There was a problem with wind
deflection. That also has been addressed.
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The Leader of the Opposition says the casino is not
an appropriate attraction because of its general tenor
and the fact that it is relying on local custom. He
cites as an example Las Vegas where he says no-one
lives. Out of his own mouth he makes the clear
distinction. Victoria has more than 3 million people
and, if the government has its way, it will have more
with the passage of time, especially throughout the
area I represent. I do not know what the Leader of
the Opposition means when he says that Las Vegas
can be compared with Melboume. The government
proposes, as does the consortium, that the
development will be sold as an aspect of the
attraction of the city. It is not the central attraction
that will bring people to Victoria. It will enhance the
proposals that the tourism industry considers when
it attempts to bring people here.
The Leader of the Opposition said that section
9(2)(e) of the Casino Control Act required experience
on the part of an operator. I hope I have not
misquoted him, but I believe that is what he said.
The comment was made as an invitation to the
Attorney-General to explain how it was, as he
asserted, that this breach of the law will be allowed
to occur. This is another classic. It demonstrates the
way this man and the opposition conduct
themselves. 1bat is not what the section says.
Section 9(2)(e) states:
The applicant has sufficient business ability to establish
and maintain a successful casino.

Let us look at who is involved. Mr John Haddad at
The coosort:ium also wanted to build a
12O-apartment building for the high-fliers. The
government said no to that proposal !here have
been real modifications to the variations suggested
by the consortium earlier this year as opposed to the
proposal that has now been approved. The Leader of
the Opposition says the building of a 1000-room
hotel instead of the original340-room hotel will, in
some obtuse way, be a threat to the hotel industry.
What a lot of garbage. You only get that sort of
rubbish from a person who has no commercial
experience. That is a comment from someone who
has been living in a burrow all his working life. Is he
saying that forever after the city of Melbourne will
be unable to expand its hotel capacity? Will
Melbourne stay with the same number of hotels
forever? What a lot of idiotic, stupid nonsense. I
hope to further his popularity in the opinion polls by
ensuring that comment is published extensively
throughout Victoria and Australia, because it will do
even more to enhance the reputation he enjoys in the
public domain!

one stage ran Federal Hotels, which had extensive
experience in operating casinos. Mr Haddad is
chairman of the Crown management. He is one of
those instrumental in running the company which is
the operator of this enterprise. With the Leader of
the Opposition it is the subtlety that is the danger. I
make the same point again about another issue the
Leader of the Opposition raised in the course of his
contribution. People must be wary of what he says,
because he is often wrong. He has either not
understood the legislation or chooses to be
deliberately misleading. The people who read these
debates ought to make judgments about him and his
contribution and those he leads by looking at the
facts.
The Leader of the Opposition said the casino was
not appealing to the middle classes of Melbourne.
The operators have made a change and developed
the Oak Room. I have been to the establishment to
gain an insight into the operation of the casino to
assist me in this debate because otherwise I would
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not have gone there. Suffice to say, the Oak Room is
a class establishment. Mr Acting Speaker, I invite
you to come down and look at it because they have
done it well It is an adjunct to the main casino area
and one must wear a tuxedo to gain entry. It is a bit
swish.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr RYAN - I am sure the Minister for Planning
would be most welcome. With due respect to the
other area, the casino management has lifted the
image of the establishment and I am sure it will be of
considerable benefit.

The Leader of the Opposition referred to tourism
and whinged about the fact that there is no formula
for the variation of the agreement. I have already
said that there is a commitment between Crown
Casino and Tourism Victoria to develop a five-year
plan. 1be Leader of the Opposition wants to dot the
i's and aoss the t's. He is commercially ignorant. He
has no idea. He complains about the possible delay
in the completion of the permanent casino. To my
1cnowledge, the developers have not sought an
extension under their agreement. If they do not
complete the permanent casino by the completion
date, 16 August 1996, they will have to pay a penalty
of $SO 000 a day if the casino is not functioning and
$5500 a day if the casino is operating and the
complex is not complete.
That is where they stand today. I would like to know
where the Leader of the Opposition gets IUs
purported information that the builders cannot
make the date, particularly because, based on
further advice, Grocon Pty Ltd, the builders, are
already ahead of schedule.
I turn to the comments by the Leader of the
Opposition about Uoyd Williams and Ran Walker.
'They were more of the same, the gutter came to
visit - the Leader of the Opposition at his absolute
best! For weelcs and weeks we have had to put up
with his breathless assertions, another example of
the tall poppy syndrome.
I will make a bet - a pun appropriate to the
debate -that on the night the permanent casino
opens the Leader of the Opposition and his mates
will be down there drinking the champagne. They
will grab the invitations, don't you worry about that!
'They will be in there up to their armpits. How will
they greet Uoyd Williams, Ran Walker and the
others who have worked so hard to bring such
inspiration to Melbourne? Will they look them in the
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eye as they accept their hospitality? I would like to
hear a comment about that! It is a pity that the
Leader of the Opposition is not here to make a
contribution. because on the night the temporary
casino was opened he was there as large as life,
drinking the champagne - thank you very much!
This is an opposition beat-up. It should be ashamed
of its efforts in debating the bill. If the opposition
had a modicum of decency, it would get behind the
government and support its initiatives, for the good
of all Victorians.
Mr CARU (Coburg) - I oppose the bill, which
goes to the heart of the criticisms we have made of
the government. It is an example of the very reason
why we frequently use the phrase 'gravy train' in
this place. Crown Casino is getting spedal
treatment, treatment that no other developer
receives.

This major project has been favoured from the
beginning. The project the bill pushes, the
re-d.raft. does not resemble the project agreed to as
part of the 1993 bid. It is not the basis on which the
prospectus was released in January. The design has
changed; and it is a major change, not a simple
variation. The casino is not a simple project. Casinos
are an incredibly profitable industry. The
procedmes were established in an attempt to ensure
that the process was beyond reproach,. but
unfortunately that has not been so - and the house
has seen the consequences of the casino bidding

process.
I refer to the prospectus released by Crown Casino
to attract share money. It showed a hotel
development of 365 rooms, which has now been
increased to 1000 rooms. Also the hotel will be
34 metres higher. The shareholders were not privy to
that information. Even worse, at the time the
prospectus was released Uoyd Williams was aware
that the company was seeking major changes - that
is, it wanted to triple the size of the hotel. So at the
same time as the company was seeking public funds
it was planning a bigger project to which greater
risks were attached. For that reason, the shares - Mr PERTON (Doncaster) -On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the bill relates to an increase in
the size of the casino project. In other words, it
relates to a variation. in the agreement. As such, it
does not give honourable members the opportunity
to canvass the entire set of circumstances relating to
the original granting of the licence; nor does it in any
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way relate to the Australian Stock Exchange or its
listing or reporting requirements.
The debate is fairly narrow. The honourable member
for Coburg's attempts to canvass general issues
relating to Crown Casino Ltd., the original granting
of the licence or anything to do with the stock
exchange are totally irrelevant to the debate, and
you should rule them out of order.

Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) -On the point
of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for Coburg has been clearly talking about
the specifics and intent of the bill. As the honourable
member for Doncaster said, it is about increases and
changes, which the honourable member for Coburg
has been referring to. The point of order raised by
the honourable member for Doncaster is frivolous
and not in order.

The ACIlNG SPEAKER (Mr Perrin) - Order! I
have heard enough on the point of order. I believe
that at present the honourable member's comments
are within the confines of the bill. In the event that
he strays from it, I will be more than happy to pull
him up. I warn the honourable member to keep
within the confines of the bill.

Mr CARLI (Coburg) - The changes to the
agreement are essentially major, and little
consideration has been given to the effects
thereafter. The development will be 34 metres
higher. The number of rooms will be increased,
which will have a dramatic effect on the economics
of the local hotel industry.
Mr Perton - Beneficially.
Mr CARU - It will have a significant impact,
but no consideration has been given to the effects on
local amenities. Crown Casino is much favoured and
has been given the green light at every turn. Indeed,
the bill defends its interests. No-one else has been
feted in the same way, the best example of that being
the treatment of Atlantis Recordings. When the
recording company sought to settle in the area it
sought advice from the Melbourne City Council and
planning authorities. The viability of its recording
studios has been destroyed by Crown Casino and its
massive construction. The government has not
turned its attention to the company's situation, even
though it races in when anything affects Crown
Casino. The bill is part of the general favouritism
which is given to Crown Casino but which is not
extended to other projects or other people.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Minister £or Planning) -On
a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for Cobmg has suggested that Crown
Casino has been the beneficiary of planning favours.
As I am the minister responsible for the planning
issues associated with both the temporary and the
permanent casino, I consider his remarks offensive
and I ask that they be withdrawn.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - The meaning
of what the honourable member for Coburg is
saying is clear. He did not use the word
'favouritism'.
Mr Maclellan - Ask him.
The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! The Minister
for Planning has fowtd the words of the honourable
member for Coburg offensive, and 1 ask him to
withdraw.
Mr CARU (Coburg) - I withdraw.
Mr Perton interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! At the
moment the honourable member for Doncaster is
not contributing to the debate.
Mr CARU - As the Leader of the Opposition
has said, we will continue to raise a number of
concerns. We believe those concerns ought to be part
of the debate on and consideration of the bill
because they go to the heart of the Crown Casino
project. One concem is about the probity checks on
Mr Williams. 1 refer to an Age article of 19 October
1994, which states:
Mc Williams was the managing director of Dominion
Properties Ltd when it was convicted of giving

secret--

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) -On a point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the article is clearly outside the
ambit of the debate. This debate relates to an
alteration to an agreement between the minister, the
Casino Control and Gaming Authority and Crown
about construction of the casino. It has nothing to do
with probity checks leading up to the initial
application.
Mr BRACKS (Williauistown) -On the point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, when I was speaking on
this debate and when the honourable member for
Doncaster raised a similar point of order, the
Speaker ruled that it was a wide-ranging debate.
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Given that during his contribution the honourable
member for Doncaster talked about the performance
of the last government and international casinos and
did not say much about the bill, you should apply
the same standard that applied to the honourable
member for Doncaster.

elsewhere in more productive areas. Oearly the
growth in the economy of the state is being largely
built around the gambling turnover, which in 1982
was $2.5 billion compared with $11 billion last year
and growing significantly. The gambling-based
recovery is inappropriate.

The point of order is the same point of order ruled
on by the Speaker about half to three quarters of an
hour ago. He ruled against that point of order. I ask
you, Mr Acting Speaker, to also rule against the
point of order.

The whole box and dice is a speculative
development that is not in the long-term interests of
the state. It was never the intention of the Labor
government to have anything other than an
internationally focused casino with certain limits.
Now there will be a massive and unnecessary
project that will be detrimental to the wellbeing of
the state.

The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! I was in the
house when the honourable member for Doncaster
raised a point of order about probity checks. My
understanding is that the Speaker suggested that the
honourable member for Doncaster was not in order.
I agree the matter of probity checks is not a matter
that is the subject of the bill. I suggest to the
honourable member for Coburg that he return to the
bill.
Mr CAIW (Coburg) - The opposition is
concerned about the process involved in this bill.
The variation plans are part and parcel of the
government's commitment to the project, but the
government fails to tackle the issues that have been
eluded to by the oppositiOllt such. as the role of
Federal Hotels, the role of the Australian Securities
CoIIUIUssiOllt the prospectus and the possibility that
there was inside information about provisions in the
bill.
Although I understand that is not directly related to
the bill it forms part of the general ambit of the
debate, which is wide-ranging. This grandiose
project lacks international focus and its management
lacks experience. The weaknesses in the project are
tied into the way the process was initially handled.
The 1000-room hotel will be much larger than
should be the case. The casino will be a parasite
rather than having an international focus, which was
the initial intention, and management of the casino
lacks the experience of international casinos. Why is
the project flawed?
The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable members for Doncaster and
Thomastown should not discuss matters across the
Chamber.

Mr CAIW - Oearly the project is being
mismanaged, is grandiose and will be a parasite.
This is an attempt at a gambling-led recovery. A lot
of money will circulate but it will not be spent

Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I wish to make a
few brief remarks about the bill.
Mr Perton interjected.
Mr LONEY - As always, the honourable
member for Doncaster is a considerable help to me.
The Casino (Management Agreement)
(Amendment) Bill is an important piece of
legislation. Despite the attempts of various
government members, including the honourable
member for Doncaster, to portray this bill as some
minor amendment similar to those made in other
areas, that is not the case.

A short time ago we had the spectacle of the
honourable member for Gippsland South saying the
changes are a normal variation of a building
contract I do not know - I hear the honourable
member for Doncaster agreeing, which is
interesting - how much the honourable member for
Gippsland South has had to do with the building
industry and contract variations, but I can assure
him that this type of variation is not regarded in the
building industry as normal. This is a new major
redevelopment of the original project. It is so major
that it bares little resemblance to the original plan.
Mr McArthur interjected.

Mr LONEY - It is interesting to hear the
honourable member for Monbulk, as he often does
at this time of night, throw a few words around
'This is more than a minor modification from the
original plan. That is bome out by a number of other
authorities: the stock exchange does not consider
this to be some minor variation to the original plan,
nor does the Australian Securities Commission, as
the honourable member for Gippsland South was
trying to argue earlier.
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What we have now is a different building and a
different casino. The hotel has been increased from
360 to 1000 rooms. Some sort of variation! I bet that
when the honourable member for Monbulk was
building his house he never submitted to the
builders a variation to double the size, as a casino
ballroom will do, which is what the honourable
member for Gippsland South was saying.
Mr Perton inteIjected.
Mr LONEY - We could ask the honourable
member for Doncaster whether casinos are a bad
thing. He may like to reply. The coalition party room
only a short while ago did not consider this to be
some minor variation; the cabinet said, 'Go away,
we are not allowing this'. So what has changed in
the interim to allow this completely new project?
The other point that arises is the relationship of the
casino to the total economy in Victoria and the

contribution of this casino and other casinos across
the world to their local economies. That has been
addressed by a ample of speakers but was first
raised by the Leader of the Opposition. Generally
when the figures are done reference is made to Las
Vegas. Why is Las Vegas referred to? It shows up
the best figures, with only 10 per cent of gambling
dollars from within and 90 per cent from outside the
local economy.

Mr MacleUan interjected.
Mr LONEY -1he minister is on the ball That
has to be the case because there is no other economy
in the local area in Las Vegas. But the Canadian
experience is the reverse and, as the minister well
knows, the Canadian experience is far more relevant
to the experience in Melbourne.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) -On a point of order, I
find the topic the honourable member is speaking on
now very interesting. He gives an analysis of the
impact of a casino on the total economy. He has
raised the example ofLas Vegasand moved on to
Canada. Perhaps he will go to Macau and then
Europe. I know all of us find that supremely
interesting, but it is not relevant to the bill because
the variations in this legislation relate to the design
of the building and the hotel.

The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! Will the
honourable member come to the point of order.
Mr PERTON - Certainly: it is on the point of
relevance. !he legislation does not vary the casino
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specifications; nor does it alter the number of
gaming machines or gaming tables. It merely leads
to alterations in the design of the total building, the
hotel and the entertainment facilities. To the extent
that the honourable member for Geelong North is
speaking about the impact of casinos on the total
economy, taking off on excursions &om Las Vegas to
Monte Carlo, I put it to you that he is out of order.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) -On the point
of order, this debate has gone on for many hours
today. It has been very wide ranging. Many speakers
have been given permission from the Speaker and
Acting Speakers at various times to discuss many
aspects. That has been acknowledged in points of
order this evening. I also understand that the
honourable member for Doncaster traversed these
same issues in his contribution. I ask you, Mr Acting
Speaker, to rule that there is no point of order.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER - Order! I do recall the
honourable member for Doncaster mentioning a
number of overseas casinos during the course of his
speech. I remember that it was a passing reference,
and I believe that is acceptable. The honourable
member for Geelong North should take that into
account in his contribution.
Mr LOND' (Geelong North) - I assure you,
Mr Acting Speaker, I am making a passing reference.
In fact I had almost concluded my point. Had the
honourable member for Doncaster waited for just a
short time I would have concluded. The point I was
making is that where 90 per cent of the gambling
dollar or thereabouts is being taken out of the local
economy, that must affect other parts of the local
economy. In this case the evidence is already there
that the casino is affecting the retail industry in
particular and the restaurant economy throughout
the city.
The casino, as a major project in Victoria, has been

given a preferential pathway. I say that not in terms
of favouritism, which the minister took objection to
before, but in terms of a major project being given a
preferential pathway. It has been given certain
planning advantages over other pro;ects and so on.
TIle government, in giving preferential treabnent to
the casino, as it does again through this bill, does not
take account of the disadvantage that is suffered by
other businesses as a result of such preferential
treatment. The government should take that into
account. Normally such issues are very important to
those on the other side of the house. The role and
protection of small business is particularly
important to them.
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The businesses that abut the casino site have been
affected dramatically by the construction on the site.
The government should take an interest in such
matters. Take the example of the Atlantis Recordings
studio, whose business is being destroyed by the
construction. It is no surprise that the honourable
member for Monbulk does not worry about the
recording studio's business being driven into the
ground.
As the Minister for Industry and Employment
probably knows, this successful studio had contracts
signed with Asian countries, was exporting
Australian talent, had joint venture agreements in
place and was on the verge of signing a contract to
build a recording studio in Kuala Lumpur with
$1.25 million committed when the Malaysian
partner pulled out as a result of the problems
brought upon the studio by the construction of
Crown Casino.

These are important issues. The studio is giving jobs
to Victorians, which the government says it is in
favour of; it is promoting Victorian talent, which the
government says it is in favour of; it is exporting and
earning income for the state through expon dollars,
which the government says it is in favour of.
However, can it get to talk to anyone about its
concerns? It can speak with nobody at all. Mr Tony
Jolly, the state government's representative on the
casino site, was written to more than five months
ago about relocation and has not replied.
Mr McLellan - Are you sure that is true?
Mr LONEY - I will guarantee that it is true. The
government says the casino is of great benefit to
Victoria.. What the people who are being driven out
of their small businesses want to know - obviously
members opposite do not care about that - is why it
is of benefit to Victoria that they go broke.
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and I hope government members may be a little
more positive in their response now than they have
been in the recent past.
Mr TIlOMSON (pascoe Vale) - Like other
opposition members I, too, express concern about
the nature of the changes proposed to the casino as
proposed by this bill. In my view it was extremely
unsatisfactory. The most appropriate analogy you
can use to describe what has gone on is of an
advertisement for a job for $20 000 a year. A
particular person applies and is successful, and then
suddenly the salary for the successful applicant is up
to $80 000 or $100 000 -after the successful
applicant for the job has been determined.
It is very easy to rort a job application in that way,
and it is very easy to rort a casino in that way. That
is what has occurred with the changes that have
been made to this casino agreement
An honourable member interjected.

The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member is out of his place and out of
order!
Mr THOMSON - And out of his mind!
The ACI1NG SPEAKER -Order! I ask the
honourable member to withdraw that statement.
MrTHOMSON -In deference to the Chair I
withdraw.
Dr Naptbine interjected.

The ACIlNG SPEAKER -Order! The
honourable member for Portland will resume his
seat

Perhaps the minister may address that matter in
dosing. Why is it of benefit to Victoria that they are
sent broke when they are providing jobs, income
and export dollars to this state? They did the right
things, they got their planning permits, they did the
whole lot. Yet they are the ones who are suffering.
Nobody wants to lift a finger to even try to bring the
parties to the table. It is about time this government
took some responsibility for that and at least
organised a meeting of the parties so that those
issues could be sorted out.

Mr THOMSON - When the proposal for a
lOOO-room hotel was put forward 1 can remember
the Premier saying that if he were pulling the
strings, or words to that effect, 'Don't you think the
proposal would have been approved?'. With the
introduction of this bill we can now see exactly what
is occurring, that is, the exact proposal that is being
approved. It is for that reason and for many others
that people in this community have become most
concerned about the integrity or lack of integrity in
the casino process and about the way Crown was
awarded the casino licence ahead of m Sheraton.

I do not wish to take this matter any further. I ask
the government to consider these particular issues,

It has been suggested to me that
Sheraton has
indicated to international financial markets and

m
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people in the circles in which it moves that Victoria
is not an appropriate place to do business because
the processes here are lacking integrity. It has done
that on a variety of bases, but certainly the processes
that have come forward in the debate on this bill
tonight indicate that many of its concerns are
justified
For example, before the prospectus was finalised for
the Crown consortium an application was made to
the Department of Planning and Development for
approval of a 1000-room hotel, and that was
contained in a 37-page letter to the department. That
application was made well before the closing date of
the prospectus. So that application had been made
well before the closing date of the prospectus; the
consortium had not at any stage had any intention of
honouring the commitment that it gave. What we
are seeing with this particular legislation is that
Crown plans to go into the real estate business. It
has nothing to do with hotel or casino development;
it is simply real estate. The apartments will probably
be sold off to foreign owners.

I understand that an application has been made to
the Foreign Investment Review Board for approval
of the sale of the apartments for foreign buyers
overseas, which is in flagrant breach of the
commitments and undertaking of the legislation.
The casino complex itself has been drastically
reduced in size &om around 360 000 square metres
to some 265 000 square metres.
The opposition is also concerned about the
appointment of Multiplex Constructions, which was
the prefel1ed builder of the casino. Despite it being
the preferred builder of the casino, a contract has
since been signed with Grocoo Pty Ltd nm by
Messrs Bnmo and Reno Grana.

Questions have been raised about probity issues. I
say to the Parliament that it is essential that there be
public confidence and trust in the credibility and
integrity of the regulatory process and the casino
operation. The Casino and Gaming Authority had
indicated to the community and to Victorians that
any persons associated with or COIU\ected to the
development, ownership, administration or
management of the operations or business of the
Melbourne casino, would be considered with a view
to excluding &om participation therein any persons
or corporations with known criminal records, habits
or associations with persons known to be deficient
in business probity, ability or experience.
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That is an admirable sentiment, but one which, in
the view of many of us, has not been offered or
honoured in practice. The casino licence has been
granted to, among others, Mr Uoyd W1lliams, who
in a royal commission held in Victoria indicated that
he was guilty of paying bribes. Mr Williams said 1
am the person who authorised it. I am the person
who did it' as managing director of Dominion
Properties. Yet he has been given the casino licence.
I have also indicated in the house my concem. about
the circumstances of the $80 000 bribe paid to Faye
Hinze during the 19805; that is something that
deserves closer examination. 'The opposition has
concerns about the integrity of the whole process
and how it is that the Crown consortium came to be
awarded the casino bid and, in particular, the
changes that have been made to the bid after Crown
was successful, which have led to great concern on
the part of ID Sheraton and many people within the
community who are fair minded and understand the
need for integrity in these processes.

The opposition holds concerns about the great
number of changes that have been made to the
casino design since the origina11egis1ation was put
through. I point out that the advisory design
committee engaged in a consultative evaluation
regarding the design changes sought by Crown.
Crown's proposals involved the deletion of some of
the original features of the successful bid and
modification to others, but the government advised
Crown that to achieve any agreement to changes the
amendments had to retain the major features of the
original proposal.
The amendments which have been agreed to include
expansion of the hotel from 360 to 1000 rooms;
deletion of the Ferns wheel; expansion of the
ballroom from 1600 to 2300 square metres; an
expanded sporting facility, which will have access to
the roof garden; and a lOO-foot showroom will also
be retained, having been relocated within the
complex to enable access to the garden terrace
overlooking the river.

The amendments reflect other modifications as well,
but what we see in looking at the proposals in total
is a dramatic change to what was originally
proposed. So the people of Victoria are essentially
entitled to expect more from the licence than they
got at the time. 1hat is what it comes down to in
terms of the propriety of this issue, that had this
proposal been the one on which Crown and rrr
Sheraton and any other prospective bidder had been

CASINO (MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday. 1 December 1994

ASSEMBLY

tendering, the people of Victoria would have been
entitled to expect more by way of licence fees.
So we have seen Crown being awarded the tender
on the basis of a particular licence fee. As the
opposition has noted before, it is a licence fee which
was inaeased by some $90 million after Uoyd
Williams 'sensed' that his original proposal was well
behind that of ITI Sheraton and that it needed to be
substantially inaea.sed. Mysteriously, it was
inaeased by $90 million to equate with that of

Sheratonm.
In any event the proposal has now changed so
dramatically, so radically and so fundamentally that
the opposition believes it does not resemble the
original. lhat is why it believes the tenders should
be reopened and the process gone through again.
Only in that way can we expect public confidence in
the casino project rather than a situation where
many people in the Parliament and the community
are concerned about the integrity of the process.

By way of indicating that others have concerns
about the integrity of the process I indicate that the
editorial in the Herald Sun of 12 November refers to
the work going on at the casino. 1hat editorial refers
to 'the hole by the Yarra':
The bole in question is very large. It will hold the
fotmdations of one of the biggest developments ever to
take place in Melbourne - the home of the Crown
Casino's permanent gambling house and associated
facilities.
The extent of the work already done in this massive
excavation suggests that the developers were
supremely confident cabinet this week would approve
the latest version of their plans.

Crown Casino has every reason to believe cabinet
will approve their plans in whatever version they
arrive, and I believe Mr Walker and Mr Williams are
pulling the strings in this state and that cabinet
simply agrees to whatever they ask.
The Herald Sun goes on to say:
Yet the people of Melbourne and the shareholders of
Crown Casino are still ignorant of the details.
In February this year, after the share issue had dosed,
the HerrUd Sun revealed that Crown planned to expand
the pro;ect as originally outlined in its prospectus.
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The new plan nearly tripled the size of the hotel from
360 to 1000 rooms and inaeased the cost of the
permanent casino complex from $400 million to
$500 million. The Casino Control Authority rejected the
proposal for planning and traffic reasons.

Of course it is most significant that the proposal was
rejected at that stage but now appears before the
Parliament in form having been approved by the
government
This week the Herald Sun revealed that Crown lodged
its revised proposal while the original prospectus was
open. It failed to malce the change public.

N"me months later, the Australian Securities
Commission is still investigating the prospectus and
the c:ircwnstances surrounding the fundraising.

Of course we subsequently saw the Australian
Securities Commission suspend Crown's shares on
the basis of those very concerns about the proposal
being revised while the original prospectus was
open but while the changes were not being made
public. The Herald Sun editorial concluded:
The latest changes in Crown Casino's plans ._ suggest
the final version will be very different to the original
concept In particular the complex will be significantly
smaller in area and the Mark n hotel will now be
roughly half hotel and half apartments.

So we have the situation where dramatic changes
have been proposed to the Crown management
agreement and, therefore, the proposal before the
Parliament is quite diHerent to that on which the
various consortiums put forward their tenders. That
is only one of a swag of reasons why the opposition
has expressed the concern it has about the casino.

We have also been concerned about the role of
Federal Hotels Ltd, which was part of the original
consortium. On the very day the Crown proposal
was approved Federal Hotels disappeared from the
scene. We are aware that it was the expectation of
the Casino Control Authority - I think it was in the
licence conditions - that there be more than one
co-sponsor in any given casino proposal or
consortium and that the Casino Control AuthOrity
regarded it as essential that someone with previous
casino management experience was involved in the
successful casino bid. However, with the
withdrawal of Federal Hotels, which of course had
that previOUS management experience, the
management of the casino was simply left to
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Hudson Conway - that is Ran Walker and Uoyd
Williams.

interested in or concerned with the casino or the
casino legislation at all.

It is certainly my view that their lack of experience
with casino management has led to some of the

You may be interested to know, Mr Speaker, that the
opposition was offered a briefing on this bill and an
initial briefing was ananged Not one opposition
member turned up for that briefing. One solitary
adviser turned up and a second briefing was offered.
On that occasion two advisers turned up, and I
understand the Deputy lsder of the Opposition
dropped in for 5 minutes. Neither the Leader of the
Opposition nor any other member of the opposition
showed any interest whatsoever in finding anything
out about this bill.

shortamUngs that we have heard about regarding
activities and antics within the casino itself and the
casino surrounds involving children being left in car
parks, young people being beaten up by bOlmcers
and a variety of other unsavoury activities.
Against that background the opposition does not

support the bill. We do not support what we see as a
willingness by the government to go along with
anything and everything the Crown Casino
consortium wants. We remain concerned about the
triple-headed conflict on the part of Mr Walker who
has a public position involving the Melboume Major
Events Company, a private position as the deputy
chair of Hudson Conway and a political position as
federal Treasurer of the Liberal Party. In our view
that involves a massive conflict of interest In those
circumstances we believe Mr Walker should not
continue to play a role within the Melbourne Major
Events Company and that these sorts of
amendments to the original agreement should not
be approved on the basis that it is open to the
successful tenderer to simply modify the original
proposal in whatever way it chooses. For that reason
the opposition vigorously opposes this bill.
Mrs WADI (Attorney-General) - For a debate
on what the opposition has identified. as a major
issue this has been a bit of a fizzer. I thank all
honourable members who participated in the
debate. However, I will concentrate on matters
raised by the Leader of the Opposition because he
has made some very serious allegations. He has
attacked the reputation of many people, including
people associated with Crown Casino, and directly
and by implication members of the Victorian Casino
and Gambling Authority who were, in fact,
appointed by the previous government The Leader
of the Opposition has also attacked the committee
chaired by Professor Peter Mdntyre, who of course
advised on the original plans and also on the
variations before us tonight I find these allegations
and the smears that have accompanied them
extremely troubling.
The opposition is abusing parliamentary privilege in
a way which brings the whole institution of
Parliament into disrepute. What makes this worse is
that the Leader of the Opposition - and I believe
indeed all opposition members - is not really

I note that in the 5 minutes the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition attended the briefing he obviously
decided that it was not worth his while to
participate in this debate. I also understand the
Leader of the Opposition has never asked to see
either the original plans or the variations that are
before us this evening. You will also have noted,
Mr Speaker, that the Leader of the Opposition,
having made his contribution to the debate, did not
feel it necessary to remain for any part of the debate
or hear any of the issues raised answered by
members on this side of the house. It is quite clear
that he is not really interested in the issues and that
his only interest is spreading misinformation and
destroying the reputations of everybody involved
with the casino. I wonder indeed whether he will be
here at the conclusion of the debate.
The Leader of the Opposition referred to the
second-reading speech and used a phrase he has
used before - that it took place 'in the dead of
night'. That issue was dealt with in an editorial in
the Age, which was not one of the media
contributions referred to by the Leader of the
Opposition. However, I shall refer to that editorial of
17 November. It talked about the problems with the
style of the Leader of the Opposition and desaibed
it as:
... unending negativity eventually invites ind.iffeIence.
Rather than merely opposing, an effective opposition
must substantiate its claims and provide workable
alternatives.

In relation to the Leader of the Opposition's
comments on the casino, the editorial states:
Mr Brumby and some of his senior colleagues have
made some very serious allegations about the casino
tendering process but they have not yet provided
evidence to substantiate their allegations.
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I point out that they did not provide any evidence
this evening. The editorial refers to the Leader of the
Opposition's complaint
_. that the bill was introduced in the early hours of the
morning, that the Premier would be absent from
Parliament when the bill was debated.

It went on to say that those objections:
_ can be dismissed. The late introduction of the bill in
no way affects its discussion by Parliament. which will
occur in a fortnight
The article also says the absence of the Premier was
of no consequence. In referring to the comments of
the Leader of the Opposition that the design of the
casino had been changed after the contract was
awarded, the Age editorial very sensibly said the
Leader of the Opposition:
_ is suggesting that once the Crown group had been
awarded the casino contract all details contained in its
proposal should be inviolable. But this does not follow
at all.

The editorial continues:
To freeze the winning tender would be to prevent any
possibility of improvement to the design or economics
of the pro;ect until after the pro;ect was completed. If
the winning tenderer had suggested reducing some
aspect of the project, we would have cause for
suspicion. But by increasing the size of its hotel the
Crown group is boosting the potential profitability of
the project and raising government revenue
expectations.

I could not have said it any better myself. I thank the
Age for its very sensible contribution to the debate.
The Leader of the Opposition had a few more

whinges to add to his list. He said the casino was
unlikely to be completed on time; but as the
honourable member for Gippsland South said, at
this stage the contractors are ahead of time. There is
no reason to suppose that the casino will not be
completed on time.
The Leader of the Opposition said that if the

proposal before us tonight had been put forward in
1993, the other bidders would have made higher
bids. I am advised there was nothing in the bidding
requirements that would have prevented any bidder
putting forward the proposal before the house if it
had wished to do so. For example, there was nothing
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to stop any bid including a 1<XX>-bed hotel; and the
bidders could have proposed a greater number of
gaming tables.
The Leader of the Opposition referred to the recent
suspension of Crown Casino shares to support his
contention that there is something wrong with the
prospectus or the whole project He should have
been aware that the Australian Securities
Commission has announced that no action on that
matter is proposed. The Leader of the Opposition
also referred specifically to the prospectus. The
Australian Securities Commission is carrying out its
normal vetting procedures. The Leader of the
Opposition should be aware that although
previously each prospectus was vetted before it
went out to the market, they are now vetted
afterwards and it is an ongoing process.

I make two comments about the design changes. The
first is that almost every major development of this
size undergoes changes as the design is refined. For
instance, I point out that the design of the Daimaru
p~ which was constructed during the time of
the previous government, changed substantially
after the tender was awarded. If we care to go back
far enough, the Sydney Opera House is another
example.
The honourable member for Geelong North seemed
to feel it was worth saying over and over again that
the modifications are not minor. 1hat is why the bill
has been introduced. If the modifications were
minor, the minister could have approved them.
They are significant variations, which is why
legislation is required - as set out in the original
Labor Party bill.
The Leader of the Opposition had a whinge about
road signs. He quoted Maudie Palmer of the Heide
gallery as saying the casino had had more luck with
road signs than she had. I was surprised and
disappointed to hear that because I have had a
number of discussions with and have written letters
to the Minister for Roads and Ports about signs on
the Eastern Freeway pointing the way to the Heide
gallery. The Minister for Roads and Ports was
receptive and put up a number of signs on the
freeway pointing to the Heide gallery exit. I feel
somewhat put out by those comments. I spoke to the
honourable member for Bulleen who happened to be
walking past at the time. He said he had received no
complaints from Ms Palmer about signs being put
up on Bulleen Road.
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In passing, I mention that the government has done
very well by the Heide gallery. The gallery has
received funding of $155 000 per annum for the next
three years &om the arts ministry as well as
considerable funding from Vichealth.

The Leader of the Opposition then said it would
have been better if the overseas contender, Sheraton,
had been successful because it would have attracted
overseas tourists to the casino. Apparently he
believes the casino should cater only for tourists, not
for MeIbumians. The Leader of the Opposition said
the casino should not be frequented by local people
because that reduces retail sales and spending on the
TAB.

I find it hard to understand why spending money on
the TAB is preferable to spending money in the
casino. I point out that any form of gambling is
discretionary spending for most people. I
understand that some people get into trouble, but
for most people it is discretionary. It could be money
that would otherwise be spent on overseas or
interstate holidays. In other words, it may well be
money that would not otherwise be spent in Victoria.
The honourable member for Doncaster pointed out

that a Labor government introduced the casino
legislation. Labor always proposed that the casino
should be in Melbourne. It obviously understood.
that if the casino was to be in Melbourne, it would
attract local people - Wlless they were to be banned
from attending, and there was certainly no
suggestion of that. The honourable member for
Doncaster pointed out that he made that point when
the tabor government legislation was debated. He is
most consistent!
The Leader of the Opposition said the casino would
not create any extra jobs, accusing me of being thick
for not understanding that. However, I point out
that 3SOO workers are already employed at the
temporary casino, and a further 3000 will be
employed at the Yarra bank. casino. The construction
of the Yarra bank casino will provide 5500 direct
jobs and up to 15 000 indirect jobs.
The Leader of the Opposition also spoke about the
damage to ethnic communities. I do not know
whether the Kimer government proposed that
certain ethnic communities be banned from the
casino. That is somewhat unlikely given that it
would breach equal opportunity legislation. I do not
believt ethnic communities deserve to be the subject
of the patronising statements made about them by
the Leader of the Opposition. He is clearly
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denigrating them by making those sorts of
statements. In fact the Chairperson of the Ethnic
Affairs Commission, Professor Thomas, has already
been forced. to come to the rescue of those
communities after repeated racist attacks by the
Leader of the Opposition.
The l000-bed hotel is all about attracting tourists to
the casino. Crown is likely to be far more effective in
that regard than the Sheraton chain, whlch is largely
concerned about attracting business clients.
The Leader of the Opposition talked about there not
being a guarantee for liquidated damages if the hotel
complex is not completed in time. I am advised that
there is a $25 million bank guarantee covering
liquidated damages for both the casino and the
casino complex. In additi~ there are unlimited
guarantees from the Hudson Conway group. With
regard to the licence fee being inaeased, those fees
were put forward by the bidders when the original
bidding process occurred.

As has been pointed out, Crown could have bid for
more tables and machines, and there is nothing to
suggest that in those circumstances the licence fee
should have been any hlgher. There was the
question of there being no added rent for the
additional space at the temporary casino. I
understand that that is correct but that Crown is
providing the additional building on that site and
that the building will revert to the state when the
temporary casino moves out.
So far as the grand prix is concerned, I place on
record the comment of the marketing manager of the
Adelaide casino that 'the grand prix has had no
effect on the revenue of the Adelaide casino'. Even if
that is incorrect, the figures the Leader of the
Opposition tossed around of $15 million to
$20 million are clearly inaccurate. If the casino were

to increase its tumover by $1 million to $2 million,
which is a more realistic figure, the profit to Crown
would be between $250 000 and $500 000.
Finally, I would like to correct a couple of statements
made by the Leader of the Opposition about the
Winneke royal commission. It is not correct that the
royal commission was not allowed to recommend
charges against those who may have given secret
commissions. It was open to the commission to take
that course if it so decided. The Leader of the
Opposition blustered and smeared and obfuscated,
but neither he nor his party have raised any issues of
significance.
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Second remIing
Debate resumed from 15 November, motion of
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning).
Mr LEIGHfON (Preston) - I am not sure how I
will get through my entire presentation in just
50 minutes; however, I rise to respond to the Project
Development and Construction Management Bill..
While preparing my contribution to the debate on
this bill I referred to the second-reading debate of
the Public Lands and Works Act 1964, because a
major feature of this bill is its proposal to repeal that
act.

As I was conducting my research and examining the
second-reading debate of the Public Lands and
Works Act 1964, it became clear to me that that
legislation had quite a tortuous passage. In fact, it
was introduced into Parliament on three separate
occasions: on two occasions it was sent off to a
statute review committee and on one occasion the
legislation lapsed because a state election was called.
So it took quite some time and three attempts for
that legislation to be passed.

I suspect that this bill will have a much quicker
passage, which in many ways is unfortunate because
the opposition sees it as being quite deficient It
provides no safeguards, no reporting mechanisms,
no accountability and no disclosure. Although we
have no objection to the general way the
government is moving major projects and public
works, we have a lot of difficulty with the fact that
there are no disclosure mechanisms, nor is there any
obligation on the government to engage in any
community consultation or to place much on the
record. For those reasons the opposition will move a
reasoned amendment, which I will refer to a little
later. TIlat reasoned amendment will attempt put
the necessary safeguards in place.

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

The bill comprises two key aspects, the first being
that it will amend the Urban Land Authority Act

1979. In so doing it breaks the nexus between major
projects and the Urban Land Authority. The second
aspect is that it repeals the Public Lands and Works
Act 1964. In so doing it gives ministers other than
the responsible minister, the Minister for Housing in
the other place, the right and responsibility to
undertake public works in their own right
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I will deal firstly with the Urban Land Authority Act
component. The opposition has no difficulty with
the government taking legislative action to
regularise the establishment and the nomination of
major projects. The first feature of the bill is that it
brea.lcs the nexus between the Urban Land Authority
and major projects. When the opposition was in
government and establishing major projects its
preference was to provide some sort of legislative
basis. However, it was clear that the coalition
parties, the then opposition, would not have allowed
such legislation through the upper house.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr LElGHTON - No, it is not rubbish at all. It
would have been our preference to legislate,
however, it was clear to us that such legislation
would not have been passed through the upper
house. We had no alternative but to use powers
delegated by the Urban Land Authority Act to
initiate major projects. That was a less than
satisfactory arrangement.
The opposition has no objection to the government
legislating to regularise the situation. The bill will
provide for particular projects to be nominated. The
opposition also has no difficulty with the bill
requiring a government, within 14 sitting days of the
nomination of a project, to table such nomination
before both houses of the Parliament. However, that
is where our difficulty starts. There is no further
obligation for any particular project - be it the
museum or the exhibition buildings - to provide
Parliament with any further information. After the
initial tabling of applications for nominations before
Parliament there is no requirement for the
government to provide reports.

I suspect that if the Labor Party when in government
were able to propose such legislation the coalition
parties would have been very quick to amend the
legislation in the upper house to require substantial
reporting obligations. I suspect that not only annual
reports would have been required but we may well
have found that six-monthly reports or even
quarterly reports would have been required. Despite
claiming to be honest, open and accountable, this
government is once again resisting any attempts for
reporting and disclosure.
As I understand the situation from the briefings I
have received, the government claims that sufficient
reporting requirements are in place. However, it
seems that all it is relying on is the fact that
whatever major project is at issue will appear in the
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annual report of the relevant government
department. That situation is less than satisfactory; it
does not provide for full disclosure and it may mean
that nothing more than one paragraph will be
disclosed.
Because of time constraints I doubt whether the bill
will be committed. However, I have an amendment
and I have given a ropy to the minister. If the bill is
not committed the opposition will consider moving
the amendment in the upper house. However, at this
stage I certainly draw the attention of this house to
the amendment. 1 am referring to clause 9 of the bill,
which deals with the tabling of orders and which
states:
TIle Premier must cause a copy of each nomination
order and application order to be laid before each
House of Parliament within 14 sitting days after it is

made.

The amendment, a copy of which I have given to the
Minister for Plarming, proposes to insert after that
"() The minister responsible for a nominated project or
for a project listed in the Schedule must cause a
report of the progress of that pro;ect to be laid
before each House of Parliament in each year that
the project continues.".

In other words, it would require at least an annual
report to be provided on each major project. If we do
not get to move the amendment in the committee
stage in this house because of the lack of time, I
would certainly urge the government to carefully
examine and consider it while the bill is between
here and another place.
My main comments so far have been about the
major projects area of the bill. The shadow Minister
for Major Projects in another place, the Honourable
David White, will have the opportunity to elaborate
on that when the bill goes to the Legislative Cmmci1.
I shall now focus particularly on my area of interest,
construction and the provision for public works. I
shall start by stressing the importance of the
building and construction industry to the Victorian
economy. The latest available ABS figures - some
of which were printed in May 1994 and some of
which were available for the June quarter - show
that in Victoria approximately 114 000 people were
employed in the building and construction industry.
That is roughly 6 per cent of the entire Victorian
work force.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! There is too much audible conversation. I ask
honourable members to either lower their voices or
continue their discussions outside the chamber.

Mr Richardson interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Forest Hill!

Mr LEIGIITON - Why don't you go back to
sleep, Noddy! For the financial year 199~94 the total
value of work commenced in the building and
construction industry was $6660.5 million, or more
than 565 billion. That is an adjusted figure using the
1989-90 figures as a starting point The unadjusted
figures amount to just over $6 billion, but in
anybody's terms it represents a significant
contribution to the building and construction
industry. Up to 60 per cent of all new investment
expenditure in Victoria will be in the housing and
construction sector. It is also clear from the figures I
have looked at over the past couple of years that
public sector work accounts for roughly 50 per cent
of total construction in Victoria.

I am making a couple of points. Firstly, the building
and construction industry is a major component of
this state's economy; and, secondly, public work is
by far the major player in the construction industry.
It is therefore very important that we have very tight
provisions for all stages of public works in Victoria,
not only to safeguard taxpayers' dollars but also
because we set the scene for the private sector.
11lerefore, when we put in place certain
arrangements in the public sector, be it the building
industry code of practice or the requirement to sign
statutory declaratiOl'lS that tenders have not been the
subject of collusive tendering, not only do we
safeguard our taxpayers' dollars but we send a
strong message to the private sector about the
standards and safeguards that should apply there.
As with the provisions on major projects, the

opposition has no difficulty with the principle of the
direction the government wants to go, and I will
explain that briefly. In this bill the government is
repealing the Public Lands and Works Act 1964.
That legislation provides that the responstbility for
undertaking public works resides with the Minister
for Housing, with some exceptions: over a period of
time a number of acts have given ministers in special
areas such as health and education the legal capadty
to undertake public works in their own right But
there are still a number of areas such as justice
where the responsibility as principal of a contract for
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building, say, a courthouse does not reside with the
Attomey~eral but with the Minister for Housing
because of his public works responsibilities.
The government wants to repeal the Public Lands
and Works Act and give each minister, by virtue of
his or her being a minister, the responsibility for
public works and the right to be the principal in a
contract The opposition has absolutely no difficulty
with that principle. It makes sense. Just as the 1964
act, which this bill repeals, moved away from the
old lands and works boards and the concept of
commissioners for works and for lands, it is now
appropriate in the 19905 that we move away from
the Minister for Housing being responsible for
everybody else's public works and give the
responsibility to the actual ministers concerned. We
have absolutely no difficulty with that provision.
However, we are concerned that, in repealing the
1964 act, there is no requirement on the government
or the Minister for Housing to put in place any
safeguards, procedures or provisions. The closest we
come to it is clauses 29 and 30 in part 4, which deals
with standards and directions £or public
construction. Clause 29 deals with standards for
public construction and states:
The Minister may set standards, not inconsistent with
any other Act or any statutory rule, relating to public
construction.

Clause 30, which deals with directions for public
construction, states:
1be Minister may issue written directions, not
inconsistent with any other Act or statutory rule,
relating to public construction.

My understanding is that the minister referred to in
those clauses is the Minister for Housing. So
although the Minister for Housing will not be
directly responsible for OVerseeing public works in
every other government department, nevertheless
he or she will have the capacity to issue directions
and set standards that apply right across public
works. However, it is only a discretionary capacity.
There is absolutely no obligation on the minister to
give any directions or set standards.
There is no hard-and-fast commitment, for instance,
that the Minister for Housing will issue a direction
setting as a standard the Victorian building industry
code of practice. He might want to do that It has
been suggested to the opposition in briefings with
the department that the minister is likely to go down
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that path. but the government has given no firm
commitment or indication of what sorts of standards
it will apply.
The second-reading speech referred very strongly to
various standards and reports. It placed a lot of
emphasis on the Giles royal commission into the
building industry in New South Wales. It referred to
the code of practice 1 have just mentioned and also
to the work of the Victorian parliamentary Economic
Development Committee, which has made six
reports into the building industry.

We have no indication that the government will pick
up this matter or what the standards will be. For that
reason, I move:
That an the words after 'Thaf be omitted with the view
of inserting in place thereof the words 'this bill be
withdrawn and redrafted to include in the bill stated
standards of building construction, tendering, audit,
quality assurance and other matters relating to public
construction after the ~ has consulted with all
interested parties involved with public construction.'
The effect of the amendment will be that rather than

the minister simply having discretion to issue
standards and directions there will be some
requirement to go through a consultative process
and to come back to the house with legislation so
that Parliament can clearly see the sorts of standards
the government has set.
We need to look at a number of things ranging from
the way in which we manage the tendering process
and the conditions that apply in tendering tluough
to auditing and quality assurance. It is necessary to
tackle the difficult issue of security of payments and
also the way in which we police corruption in the
construction industry.
Previously I have mentioned the building industry
code of practice.. I suspect the government will look

sympathetically at that I have my doubts about the
extent to which the minister will be prepared to pick
up the recommendations of the Economic
Development Committee. I remind the house that
over the past two years that committee has
undertaken a major inquiry into the building and
construction industry. It is a pity we cannot show
the weight of the reports in Hansard, but I indicate to
honourable members six reports have been tabled in
the house during the past two years.

To a large extent bipartisan consensus existed
among members of the committee. On only two
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occasions was there no l.Ula.Irimity of view and the
production of minority reports. Not surprisingly,
one was the third report, the report on productivity
in the industry, which dealt with industrial relations.
The committee divided along party lines on many
issues in the report. Those divisions are recorded in
both the majority and minority reports. The other
matter in respect of which members divided on a
number of issues, and in respect of which there is
also a minority report, was security payments. I
hope to talk about that matter later.
Unanimity existed on the remainder of the work
carried out by the committee. That work was
particularly important in two key areas. The first
report dealt with corruption of the tendering process
and the fourth report dealt with the code of
tendering. I shall refer to both of those matters
because that is where I believe the bill is deficient.
The bill does nothing to assure Parliament or the
taxpayers that we will in any way tackle corruption
in the building industry. I am not confident that the
government and the minister will use their ability to
give direction and to set standards to pick up the
committee's recommendations on tendering.
To a large extent the committee's first report on
corruption of the tendering process came out of the
Giles Royal Commission in New South Wales.
Honourable members who followed those
proceedings will recall that evidence was found of
widespread collusive practices in the public works
area Various companies that were tendering for
government work would get together in the same
room and one way or another they would set the
price. They would work out who was going to get
the bid and would frequently load the tender so that
unsuccessful tenderers received a fee, either directly
or through their industry association.
TIlat evidence was one of the reasons for the
Victorian Economic Development Committee being
asked to conduct similar inquiries. The committee
recommended:
3.3 The committee finds that in regard to Victorian
government works, corrupt prac:tices have been in
existence for many years and have included:
conusive tendering; cover pricing; payments of
unsuccessful tenderers' fees; qualifications to
tenders; and industry association agreements.
3.4 The committee finds that. in relation to corrupt
practices involving tendering on Victorian
government works, at the time of writing:
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10 companies have admitted. involvement in cover
pric::inr; -4 mmpanies have admitted. involvement
in agreements for unsuccessful tenderers' fees; and
18 companies have refused to sign statutory
declarations which state they have not been
involved in collusive practices.

I shall not have time to go through the other
~ommendati~. I make the point that although
this all-party parliamentary committee made a
unanimous finding of widespread corruption and
collusive practices in the area of public works the

bill provides only that the minister may set
~~ds and give directions. There is absolutely no
indication that the government will follow up the
recommendations of the Economic Development
Committee and put in place measures that will
stamp out corruption.
By contrast, the New South Wales government
followed up the Giles Royal Commission by
appointing a very powerful building industry task
force.! met with that task force earlier this year. It
has more than 40 staff, including police officers,
accOW\tants and lawyers, and strong legislative
powers. It began by going to building sites where it
actually found brown paper bags with money in
them. Since then it has become more sophisticated.
Mr Madellan interjected.

Mr LEIGHTON - Yes, but it has a strong
influence in New South Wales. The Economic
Development Committee similarly recommended
the establishment of a building industry task force
for V~ which the government agreed to set up.
The last time I had any contact with the task force it
comprised one newly-qualified solicitor from the
Victoria Police Force.
Mr Miicle11an - That is more than enough!
Mr LElGHTON - Compared with a team of 40
lawyers, accountants and solicitors in New South
Wales? ibe Economic Development Committee also
recommended that the government should amend
and strengthen the Collusive Practices Act but no
action has been taken. There is only a passing
reference to the matter in the bill, which provides
that the minister may set standards. Where does the
bill provide for the recovery of money? Such
provisions exist in the commonwealth legislation
and the legislation of other states but it is not
happening in Victoria.
Not only ~e we not recovering money, we are doing
the OPposIte. We are sending out the wrong message

2265

to .~ose corrupt elements. We are saying that a
nuruster may, at some stage, set a few standards.
Where are the prosecutions? The all-party Economic
Development Committee inquiry received sufficient
evidence to be convinced of corrupt practices. In
fact, some of the players in Victoria admitted to
corrupt practices, some of which were aimina.1. Not
one person has been prosecuted for corruptly
engaging in collusion. It is clear to everyone that on
a number of major government works the key
players have gone into the same room and rigged
the price. ~ have loaded the tender to pay the
Master Builders Association of Victoria or to sling
some money to the unsuccessful tenderers.

When the government announced the inquiry into
the Victorian building and construction industry
two years ago it did so in a blaze of publicity. Why
has it now gone quiet? Because the trail leads back to
some of its mates. 1hat is the reason why the bill
says the minister may issue standards and
directions. Parliament should be debating a bill that
picks up some of the measures required to amend
the. Co~usive Practices Act. 1hat would give some
legislative base to the Building Industry Task Force.
It would give the taxpayers some confidence that the
money corruptly ripped off the state will be repaid
~y ~ comp~es and that those people engaged
ID criminal practices will be prosecuted. I see none of
that
A further concern I have is with tendering and the
provisions that will be put in place. Will the
government go for the model proposed by the
Economic Development Committee, which was an
open system, or settle for something less? The
feedback I am getting is that although the
government has not yet responded to the
committee's report on codes of tendering, the
government is unlikely to agree to the committee's
recommendations.
The Minister for Housing is in breach of the
Parliamentary Committees Act. The report was
tabled in May 1994 and he was required to table a
response within six months, but so far as I am aware
the response has not been tabled. Apart from
breaching the act, it would have been helpful to
have had the response from the minister for this
debate because we would then have a further
indication of the direction of the government
The Economic Development Committee made a
number of findings and recommendations on
tendering. It said the tendering process should be
open, uniform, project specific and provided other
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general tender criteria. It said there should be bills of
quantities and an assessment of the financial
viability of companies. The committee also found
that selective tendering is a precursor to corruption.
It said that where you have a system which involves
inviting two playezs to submit tenders there is the
opportunity for them to set the price. Some members
of the committee espoused the free market
philosophy of an open tendering process, while
others were c:oncemed that when the tendering
system is closed, be it by pre-qualification, by people
being invited to put tenders in or by having an
approved tenderers list, you have the capacity for
people to rig the process.

followed the security of payments process, I refer to
a definition that I and several members used in the
minority report of the Economic Development
Committee's inquiry into the Victorian building and
construction industry - its fifth report to
Parliament - entitled Security of Payments. Security
of payments is defined as:

The Economic Development Committee believed the

That quote refers to the fact that on many projects
the successful tenderers do not undertake all the
building and construction work. In the public works
sector, for example, a builder may win a tender to
build a hospital, a store or housing units for the
government. Having won that tender, the builder
will call for tendezs and enter into a range of
contracts with subcontractors. If the builder goes
under, the subcontractors suffer; they have no call
on the government Their only contractual
relationships are with the main contractor.

more companies that submit tenders the more
competitive the process. As I said, the feedback I am
getting from the minister's department is that the
government is unlikely to accept the committee's
recommendations.
At the end of the day the government will want to
maintain a closed system. It will mean that people
will tender by invitation, be on an approved list or
go through some pre-qualification process. If the
Minister for Planning is unable to respond to this
matter I hope the Minister for Housing can respond
when the bill is in another place.

The bill says the minister may issue directions or set
standards, but there is no proposal to stamp out
collusive tendering practices, to indicate what form
of tendering will be required across government
departments, whether it will be open or whether the
procedures will be uniform. The government has not
said whether there will be a register of companies'
performances so that when tenders are submitted
departments have the capacity to assess their
financial ability. The government has not said what
use will be made of bills of quantities. Not only do
companies have an obligation to be honest in the
tendering~,butgoveaunentd~ents

have an obligation to do the work. At times that has
been less than satisfactory.
Government departments that are required to call
tenders should provide far more detail, particularly
through the use of bills of quantities, so it is more
difficult for companies to bid low and seek to vary
the tender once they win the tender.
The government should have done more work on
those areas before it introduced the bill. It has not
tackled the issue of security of payments. For the
benefit of honourable members who may not have

._long-term guarantee arrangements for payment for
work performed or materials supplied, usually
between the head contractor (builder) and the
sub-amtractor, but sometimes between client and head
contractor, head contractor and consultant,. and client
and consultanL

The fifth report of the Economic Development
Committee dealt at length with the issue. The
majority of the committee, the government
members, simply recommended measures such as
standard contracts, different paperwork and the like.
Although they would not hurt, the
recommendations would not help. 1bere is little
point in having a written contract with a builder. At
the end of the day you may not be able to sue
because the builder may have no funds.
The government should have tackled the issue in the
way suggested in the minority report. The
government should examine a range of measures
such as insurance premiums or bonds, which apply
in North America, or a number of other
arrangements. 1be government should have
responded to the minority report before it
introduced any legislation. The bill should have
given the government the opportunity to do
something specific about the security of payments,
but the government has nm away from the issue.
I am aware that the guillotine will be applied in a
few minutes, and I am unlikely to have the
opportunity to debate the bill in the committee stage.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
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Mr LEIGHI'ON - I have been talking for only
40 minutes. I have been talking about standards and
directions, about what is in the bill.

Mr ~dellan interjected.
Mr LEIGHI'ON - The bill purports to say
something about standards and directions. Only
passing reference is made to standards and
directions. Yet the government says, 'Take us on
trust. Pass this bill. 'Then we will issue the necessary
standards and directions'.
As I said at the outset, the provision is discretionary.
The opposition does not know whether it will apply.
The minister is not obliged to publish one piece of
paper - and even if he were, we would have no
knowledge of what it contained. Will he give specific
directions on the form of tendering? Will he attempt
to resolve some of the difficult issues, such as
security of payments? The lack of a resolution is
hurting subcontractors, particularly those in the
eastern suburbs. Each time a builder goes under,
there is the potential to wipe out a number of small
businesses - the subcontractors - with the
resulting tragic consequences for their families.
Will the minister pick up that sort of thing? Will he
attempt to legislate to stamp out collusion and to
beef up the building industry task force by giving it
some legislative teeth? The government has not only
failed to respond to the various reports of the EOC
but avoided the issues raised by the bill.

In conclusion, the opposition believes the bill should
be withdrawn. The minister should pick up another
of the recommendations of the EDC and become
involved in a working party that includes the
various players in the building industry. He should
also reach agreement on the various standards to
apply from the time projects are in their formative
stages, when tenders are called for, Wltil they are
completed Having achieved consensus in the
industry, he should ensure that consensus is
reflected in a reintroduced legislation.
Mr Madellm interjected.
Mr LEIGHI'ON - If its reasoned amendment is
rejected by the house, the opposition will vote
against the second-reading motion. We have no
objection to a legislative basis for major projects. We
have no difficulty with repealing the Public Lands
and Works Act and giving individual ministers
direct responsibility for their own portfolios. But the
opposition strenuously objects to the fact that once a

contract for a major project is let the government is
not obliged to provide further reports to Parliament;
and in the public works sector, the government is in
no way obliged to set decent standards and give
directions to all government agencies. For those
reasons, I ask the house to support the opposition's
reasoned amendment.

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

Ayes, SO
Ash1ey,Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Brown.Mr
C1arlt.Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis,Mr

Dean. Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
EDiott.Mrs
FUUt,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Henderson, Mrs (Teller)
Hyams,Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John,Mr
IGlgour,Mr
Leigh.Mr
Lupton,Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGill,Mrs
McLellan, Mr (Teller)
Madel1an. 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.
Richardson,Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan.Mr
Smith. Mr £.It
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry,Mr
SIeggall. Mr
Tanner,Mr
"Thompson,Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman,Mr

Noes, 24
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bradcs, Mr (Tdlu)
Brumby,Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt.Ms
Haermeyer, Mr

HaJnilton, Mr
Leighton. Mr
Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
Mildenhall Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Seitz.Mr
Sen:ombe, Mr
Sheehan,Mr
"Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Wilson,Mrs

~en~entnegative~

The SPEAKER - Order! As the time for the
consideration of the bill has been passed, I am
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required Wlder sessional orders to put the question
for the passage of the bill The question is:
That this bill be now read a second time, that this bill be
now read a third time, and that the bill be transmitted
to the Legislative Council and their concurrence
desired therein.
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ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Second rem:ling and remaining stages
Debate resumed &om 30 November, motion of
Mr S. J. PLOWMAN (Minister for Energy and
Minerals).

House divided on question:
The SPEAKER. - Order! The question is:

Ayes, SO
AshJey,Mr
Bildstie:n, Mr
Brown,Mr
Clark,. M:
cooper,Mr
Davis,M:
Dean, Or CTdJer)
DoyIe, Mr CTdJer)
Elder, M:
Elliott,. Mrs
FIJU\,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffeman.. Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams,Mr
Jenkins,Mr
John,Mr
Kilgour,M:
Leigh,Mr
Lupton.Mr
McArthur, Mr
McGilLMrs
Mc:Lellan. Mr
Madellan, Mr

McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin.Mr
Perton.Mr
Pescott..Mr

House divided on question:

Peulich,~

PhiDips,Mr
Plowman, Mr AJ.
Plowman, Mr sJ.
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry,Mr
Steggall. Mr
Tanner,Mr
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr

Noes, 24
Andrianopoulos, Mr CTdltr)
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Carli, Mr
coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningtwn, Mr CT~)
Dollis, M:
Garbutt.. Ms
Haermeyer, Mr

That this bill be now read a second time, that circulated
government amendments 1 to 4 indusive be agreed to,
that the bill be now read a third time and that the bill
be transmitted to the Legislative Council and their
concurrence desired therein.

Hamilton, Mr
Leighton. Mr
Loney, Mr
Marple, Ms
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Seitz, Mr
~,Mr

SbeeNn, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Wilson, Mrs

Question agreed to.
Read second time.

Passed remaining stages.

Ayes, 51
AshJey,Mr
Bildstien. Mr
Brown.Mr
C1ark,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr CTt1JD')
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder,Mr
Elliott. Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward,Mr
Heffernan, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Hyams, Mr CTdJer)
jenkins,Mr

Maughan.Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin,Mr

John.Mr
Kilgour,Mr
Leigh.Mr
Lupton.Mr
McArthur, Mr
MtGiD,Mrs
McLel1an, Mr
Madellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr

Steggall. Mr
Tanner,Mr
Thompson, Mr
Traynor,Mr
Treasure, Mr
Turner,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr

Perton.Mr
Pescott.Mr
Peu1ich, Mrs
Phillips. Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
PIowman. Mr s.}.
ReynoJds, Mr
Ridwdson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan.Mr
Smith. Mr E..R.
Smith. Mr LW.

Spry,Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker,Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks,Mr
Brumby,Mr
Carli,Mr
CoghiIl. Or
Cole,Mr

Leighton, Mr
Loney,Mr
Marple,Ms
MiJdenhall, Mr CTdJer)
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Sandon,Mr
Seitz,Mr
Sercombe, Mr
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Cunningham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt.Ms

Haeaneyer, Mr (Teller)
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6.

Clause 144, line 35, omit "sub-section (1)" and insert

Sheehan,Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Wilson,Mrs

"section 142".

7.

Clause 145, after line 15 insert-

"145.

Hamilton, Mr

Question agreed to.

8.
9.

Read second time.
Circulated govemment amendments:
1.

Clause 2, line 2, omit "508" and insert "42".

2.

Clause 10, after line 15 insert "(c) in section 41E(1)(d), for "retailers within
the meaning of Part 12" substitute "the
holders of licences to sell electricity
otherwise than through the wholesale
electricity market".".

3.

Clause 25, page 31, line 31, omit "of other" and insert
"orother".

4.

Schedule 1, page 45, item 10.2, omit paragraph (b)
and insert"(b) at the end of the Schedule insert A generation company within the meaning of
the Electricity Industry Act 1993

Recovery of service c:haIges".

Clause 145, line 16, omit "(3)".
Clause 155, page 106, line 1, omit "(3)" and insert
"(4}".

10. Clause 155, page 106, line 7, omit "(4)" and insert
"(5)".

11. Clause 155, page 106, line 11, omit "(5)" and insert
"(6}".

12 Clause 155, page 106, line 14, omit #(6)" and insert

Passed remaining stages.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and

Employment).

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

11

Electricity Industry Act 1993 ".".

Passed remaining stages.

WATER INDUSTRY BILL
Committee and remaining stages
Resumed from earlier this day; further discussion
of clause 1.
Cause agreed to; clauses 2 to 215 agreed to;
schedules 1 and 2 agreed to; circulated government
amendments 1 to 12 agreed to.

That the house do now adjourn.

Altona Community Hospital
Ms MARPLE (Altona) - The issue I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Health concerns the
Altona Comnumity Hospital. Given that the
minister is not in the house, perhaps the Minister for
Industry and Employment will deal with the
problem. The hospital was built by the community
of Altona for the people of Altona. It has been and is
still a major cornerstone of that community. Under
case mix there was the threat of the hospital's
closure, which took that reasonably conservative
community onto the streets to protest.

Reported to house with amendments.
Circulated govemment amendments:
1.

Clause 142, omit this clause.

2.

Clause 143, omit this clause.

3.

Clause 144, line 26, omit "(1)".

4.

Clause 144, after line 31 insert"143. bte collection by metropolitan companies".

5.

Clause 144, line 32, omit "(2}".

The board, management and staff have made large
sacrifices to rise to this challenge set by the minister,
even though most felt the changes were being forced
on them by an uncaring government and minister.
Nevertheless, with its viability at great risk, the
hospital raised. its in-patient throughput by more
than 50 per cent, which is one of the highest
increases in the state. This was accomplished with a
reduction in staffing and costs per patient.

The hospital has now received advice from the
Department of Health and Community Services that

ADJOURNMENT
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payments for patients in excess of its base number
will be made at a reduced and still unknown rate,
which will cause the hospital to make a loss on each
patient treated.
1be Altona Hospital cannot operate in such a
manner and will be forced to admit only a tiny
amOWlt of its hospital capacity from January to June
1995. As the actions by this minister are threatening
to rip this important service and cornerstone of
Altona, that is its hospital, from its community, I ask
the minister to rethink this heartless direction and to
fund the hospital to enable the board, staff and
management to continue to serve the Altona
community in the manner the community wants.

Crown Casino: smear campaign
Mr TRAYNOR (Baliarat East) - I ask the
Minister for Industry and Employment to raise with
the Minister for Gaming in another place some
further information relating to a possible breach by a
staff member of the Leader of the Opposition of the
secrecy provisions of section 151 of the Casino
Control Act

New information has been brought to my attention
by several prominent ALP identities regarding the
smear campaign against Crown Casino by the
Leader of the Opposition and one of his staff
members. It appears that the former Prime Minister,
Bob Hawke, has for some time been receiving a
retainer &om the m Sheraton group, the
unsuccessful bidder for the casino, to lobby on its
behalf. It is a well-publicised fact that there is a long
and loyal connection between Mr Hawke - Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) Mr Speaker, on a point of order, can I ask the
honourable member to table the document from
which he is reading?

The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member has agreed to do so.
Mr TRAYNOR (Ballarat East) -It is a
well-publicised fact that there is a long and loyal
connection between Mr Hawke and the Leader of
the Opposition and his staffer, a failed one-term
federal Labor MP.

It appears that this loyalty has now extended to the
Leader of the Opposition being the mouthpiece of
Mr Hawke in his role as a paid lobbyist for m
Sheraton, which would obviously come as
unpleasant news to Prime Minister Keating, the
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same Prime Minister who in his bucketing in the
federal Parliament without any evidence to back it
up is financing the Hawke retirement fund by lining
Bob's pockets. It is clear that Mr Hawke is the brains
behind the smear campaign being waged by the
Leader of the Opposition. I want to know what
action can occur to have Mr Hawke's role in this
issue exposed.

Latrobe Regional Hospital
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Health a serious matter
concerning reported staff changes at the Latrobe
Regional Hospital. I understand that the only
trained dietitian on the staff at the Latrobe Regional
Hospital is no longer employed at that place, and
that has some very serious repercussions.
I believe a nutritional assessment of any patient in
intensive or aitical care must be made if they are to
be fed intravenously, and it is absolutely essential
for patients in that particular state of care to have a
trained dietitian present.
I also understand that it is essential to be able to
offer nutritional and dietary advice to people who
have suffered cardiac problems. Apparently, direct
dietary advice is a cornerstone of cardiac
rehabilitation. People who have heart conditions and
who are being assessed for their dietary needs must
have that assessment done correctly. This can no
longer be done at Latrobe Regional HospitaL That is
a very serious omission in hospital services. It is
amazing that the hospital has chosen not to
reappoint the trained dietitian or recruit a new one.

I ask the minister to treat this matter very seriously
because the hospital has to be able to provide this
essential service to the people in the Latrobe Valley.
I hope the minister will have her officers investigate
this problem as a matter of urgency.

City of Springvale
Mr LElGH (Mordialloc) - I ask the Minister for
Planning to raise with the Minister for Local
Government in the other place the actions taken by
the City of Springvale. It seems for once that the
assistant to the Leader of the Opposition,
er Phil Reed, and I are in agreement, which staggers
me.

A building development company named Kingston
Rise Pty Ltd., which is developing a housing estate in
DingIey, had agreed with Springvale council officers

ADJOURNMENT
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that the $170 000 it spent developing the open space
on this estate which is now owned by cOWlCil would
be considered as payment for moneys the company
owed for open-space cash contributions on other
parts of the estate - namely, Femhill Heights and
Kingston Rise -and that the council would repay
Kingston Rise Pty Ltd $35 000 over five years
without interest.
The council officers accepted that arrangement, and
I have ample evidence that I will make available to
the minister. Unfortunately, for some reason the

friends of the honourable member for Springvale at
cOlUlCil and a few others decided to pay back the
building company and overrule the co1.U\cil officers.
This particular company has saved the citizens of
Springva1e a considerable amount of money over
some time by its development of this open space.

Out of the amalgamation proposals the
Labor<Ontrolled COWlCil of Springvale has cut off
doing road works and all sorts of other activities in
the Dingiey area yet it is trying to siphon out of the
Dingley community $135 000 so it can cook the
books in the Heatherton area. It is quite clear that
er Phil Reed, the assistant to the Leader of the
Oppositi~ is in disagreement with the honourable
member for Springvale and some of his cohorts
about this. He actually supports my view.
I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will
reconsider that gentleman's position once he hears
what I have to say. By its actions that
Labor<entrolled council has again demonstrated
that it does not listen to its professional officers even
though they have done their job properly and on
behalf of the council come to an arrangement with
this company. Many Dingley residents have
benefited from the agreement. The council could not
have done it, and they would have had to wait many
years. It is an utter disgrace!

'There are other reasons behind this decision. It
appears that some of the councillors are intent on
paying back the owners of the building company. I
believe it is an outrage. I ask the minister to
investigate the matter and seek to overturn the
decision taken by the City of Springvale at the
earliest opportunity.

Haemophilia: Factor VIll
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Health a matter far more serious
than the one the honourable member for Mordialloc
talked about for the past 3 minutes. I refer to the

problems being faced by haemophiliacs as a result of
the shortage of the plasma~erived treatment
Factor vm. Apparently, the parents of children
suffering from the unfortunate illness are very
concerned because the Royal Children's Hospital
has run out of Factor vm. There is great concern in
my commtmity about the lack of funding for the
treatment. I have received several deputations from
parents with young children who have received the
treatment at the Royal Children's Hospital.
I ask the minister to seriously consider the
availability of the synthetic substitute that is
produced by an overseas company. Again, I am
informed that that cannot be provided because of a
lack of money. I urge the minister to look again at
her budget and to allocate the necessary funds so
that the children and their parents can enjoy the
Christmas period. It goes without saying that adults
suffer from the same illness.
Factor vm reduces the risk of internal bleeding and

permanent damage to bone structures. It also
reduces the suffering and pain children and adult
haemophiliacs have to go through. The cost to the
community of their hospitalisation is also reduced. It
would be far more economical if the minister
actually provided the money for the treatment and,
if necessary, negotiate with Or Carmen Lawrence,
the federal minister, for assistance.
I have written to Or Lawrence to see whether the
federal government can come to the party and assist
the Victorian government. Perhaps the Minister for
Health and the commonwealth minister can jointly
provide the fwlds £or the Factor vm treatment
haemophiliacs desperately need. If the local product
has run out, I ask that funds be provided to import
the synthetic substitute.

Freedom of speech
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley) -I direct to
the attention of the Attorney-General the threats to
freedom of speech contained in recent statements by
the Prime Minister. Honourable members will
probably be aware that at a conference for AAP
executives in Sydney the other night the Prime
Minister called on the media to change the types of
stories they print. The Prime Minister is starting to
show how Big Brother works in Australia. He told
those executives they ought to be focussing more of
their attention on Asia and less of it on America.
That is the sort of stuff that George Orwell preached
about in 1984. It is Big Brother at work!
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This week the Prime Minister has called for
restrictions on MPs' privileges. He has said that
honourable members--

Mr THOMSON (pascoe Vale) -On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to
previous rulings of the Chair that matters raised on
the motion for the adjournment of the sitting must
relate directly to ministers' responsibilities rather
than refer directly to a federal minister. I do not
believe the honourable member's remarks relate to
any matter of state administration.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley) - On the point
of order, Mr Speaker, the Attorney-General of
Victoria, which is a sovereign state, has a
responsibility to uphold freedom of speech and
other civil liberties. In this particular case I am
arguing about the importance of the
Attomey-General's role in upholding those liberties.

The SPEAKER. - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order.
Mr E. R. SMITH - Attempts to manipulate the
media and manipulate members of Parliament are
the first steps along the road to a banana republic,
which is exactly what the Prime Minister warned us
about years ago. The misplaced priorities of a
government travelling a politically incorrect road
are certainly the first step towards a banana
republic. It is ironic that, having abolished appeals
to the Privy Council, the federal government is
embracing the substitute authority of the United
Nations Human Rights Commission, some of whose
members are nominated by governments that would
not recognise a human right if they fell over one.

We have to ensure that the Attorney-General is able
to be vigilant in her approach to the federal
government's obvious censorship in taking away a
basic freedom, the freedom of speech. which is one
of the first signs of a government heading towards a
banana republic.

Child abuse
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I raise with the
Minister for CommWlity Services another chapter in
a distressing story. In November last year some
horrifying stories of child abuse in the western
suburbs were published in the Age. One such article,
entitled'Annie's story, revealed distressing details
of a family in enormous crisis and children who had
been subjected to violence, drug abuse and
prostitution. The government's response was to bag
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the former staff member of the department who had
revealed the details and to deny the story. Later the
minister and the department conceded that the story
was substantially true.
Annie is now 14 and is back with her mother
following her mother's release from prison. They
have been in the family home for a little over
two weeks. In that time the neighbours and local
police have noted a dramatic intensification of

c:rinUnal activity, including the stealing of two cars,
violence, fist fights in the street and slanging
matches among associates and members of the
family.
In view of the history of the family, including the
fact that Armie, who is still only 14, is being exposed
to extremely distressing conditions and that two
much younger siblings, who were four and two
when I mentioned this matter last year, could be
reunited with the family, I call on the minister to
intervene to prevent those two much ycnmger
children from rejoining this awful situation and to
ensure that Annie is not subjected to the criminal
behaviour, drug abuse and violence that
characterised her experience in the family situation
some U months ago. It is an extremely serious
matter.

Local government: reform
Mr HYAMS (Dromana) - I ask the Minister for
Planning to raise with the Minister for Local
Government in another place the reform of local
government on the Mornington Peninsula. I call on
the minister to give his serious and full attention to
the genuine concerns of ratepayers on the southern
peninsula, particularly in the Shire of Flinders.

Of course everybody in the Shire of Flinders objects
vigorously to any suggestion that rates in Flinders
should rise in order to subsidise decreases of rates in
Momington and Hastings. I call on the minister to
look closely at the services on the southern
peninsula, whether it be the community bus,
facilities for senior citizens or any other essential
part of the local day-to-day life. The minister should
give a directive to the commissioners that these
services should not be threatened; in fact, they
should be improved. People are concerned about
creeping urbanisation, the environment and our
unique coastal management needs.

I also ask the minister to give special consideration
to the protection of the unique character of the
peninsula, the natural beauty of the whole region
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and the special community spirit that exists in each
area. These all need constant vigilance and

protection throughout the local government reform
process.
The minister will find plenty of correspondence
from sincere local ratepayers worried about these
and similar important issues. I ask him to ignore the
exaggerated and deliberately misleading arguments
of a few extremists who have gone way over the top
in their arguments for the proposed Great Southern
Shire.

Unfortunately, the reasonable views of the genuine
local people have been discredited by a shameful
campaign of exaggeration and misrepresentation.
The campaign was hatched by a very few people
with special personal interests to protect and it was
spread far and wide throughout the shire at a great
cost to local ratepayers. This obsessive and dishonest
propaganda has also cost us dearly because it has
certainly undermined and distracted attention from
the underlying, legitimate arguments.
I ask the minister to ignore the hype and completely
disregard this disgraceful propaganda campaign. I
ask him to look again at the essential underlying
arguments that have been put forward by local
people.

The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Eumemmerring Secondary College
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I direct
to the attention of the Minister for Education, who I
hope can make it into the house, the Ha11am campus
of the Eumemmerring Secondary College, which is
the largest secondary college in the state. The
Ha11am campus services my electorate, the suburbs
of Narre Warren. Hallam South and
Eumemmerring, but it is physically located in the
Berwick electorate. It is intended to be the senior
VCE college for the suburbs of Narre Warren,
Hallam and Endeavour Hills.
The minister would be very much aware that
Eumemmerring Secondary College will consist of
three junior campuses and that the Hallam campus
will be the senior VCE facility. The south-east
growth area is the fastest growing residential area of
Melbourne, and these particular suburbs are
growing the fastest.
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In 1991, in conjunction with the school council and
the City of Berwick, the previous Labor government
established a redevelopment plan for
Eumemmerring Secondary College to upgrade
facilities at the Ha11am campus to better meet the
needs of a VCE facility. Now the school is in urgent
need of appropriate arts and tedmology facilities.
The City of Berwick has been active in lobbying the
minister seeking his support so that funding will be
granted to the college to provide for arts and
technology facilities, library upgrades, improved
science facilities, studying common rooms and
improved canteen facilities.
It is of particular concern to the City of Berwick that
no money was spent by the state government in the
Berwick electorate in last year's school capital works
upgrades for major maintenance and refurbishmenl
Despite the best efforts of the honourable member
for Berwick to claim that $66 000 was received by the
Eumemmerring Secondary College for its
Endeavour Hills campus - it was a federal grant
that he pretended was a state grant, but he was
caught out -last year none of the schools within
that fast-growing residential area received any
funding, and that is of great concern.

I call on the minister to make an unequivocal
commitment that he will provide funds for
improved facilities, initially at the Hallam campus of
Eumemmerring Secondary College. As I have said, it
will be the senior VCE facility, there is great demand
for improved facilities and it simply cannot be
claimed that Labor did not provide these facilities.
This school is not intended to be a senior facility for
another year. There is still time for the minister to
get his act together on this issue.

Murphy's Swamp
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Natural Resources a
matter that concerns an area of land known as
Murphy's Swamp at Torrumbarry in the northern
part of Victoria. The Echuca/Moama Field and
Game Association is very keen to acquire some
additional land in this area and it is most important
that it does.

I might just explain that Murphy's Swamp is in a
natural depression that runs from Emore into the
River Murray about 45 kilometres downstream from
Echuca. During the 1970s the area was drained and
it was proposed to drain the swamp. But because the
swamp provided an excellent habitat and breeding
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ground for a variety of waterbirds, principally wild
duck, spoonbills, ibis and some native companions,
the draining of this area of wetlands was vigorously
opposed by the Victorian Field and Game
Association.
Mr Hamilton - And quite correctly so.
Mr MAUGHAN - And quite correctly so, as the
honourable member for Morwe11 suggests. After
meetings held by what was then the State Rivers and
Water Supply Commission with adjoining
landowners, the Fisheries and Wildlife Division of
the then Department of Conservation and the
Victorian Field and Game Association. it was
decided to try to retain this area of existing swamp
by placing a check in the proposed drain. So it was
agreed that the commission would build the
structure and retain it so that this very important
piece of wetlands could be retained. It was also
agreed that the Fisheries and Wildlife Division
should assume responsibility for the area.

Sadly, the department did not ever get around to
acquiring the additional land from the adjoining
property 0WDen. It acquired only 10 hectares, and a
much larger area is required. The check has washed
out and the swamp is now in a degenerative state.
I ask that the ntinister investigate acquisition of this
additional parcel of land so that this very important
wet1and in the Torrumbarry area can be preserved
and managed for the community generally and for
posterity.

ADAPT
Mr CA.RLI (Coburg) - I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Community Services the plight of
ADAPr - the Assessment and Development
Programs Team -which provides a very important
service in the northern suburbs. It is a
multidisciplinary health team that provides
assistance to people with intellectual disabilities and
has always been tied in with the Janefield Training
Centre.
Unfortunately, with proposals to redevelop the
Janefield centre it is now proposed to disband the
team, which will mean the loss of a valuable service
and a number of skilled workers to the community.
It is very much a community-based service. It has
been very important in the northern suburbs and
certainly has a considerable amount of support in
the community. It is important that the minister
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review the proposal and see about preserving this
very valuable service.

Responses
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
The matter raised by the
honourable member for Ballarat East about a
possible offence under the Casino Control Act is one
that I will ensure is properly addressed by the
responsible minister in another place.

Emergency Services) -

The honourable member advised the house that
former Prime Minister Bob Hawke has apparently
been receiving a seaet retainer from the Sheraton
group and that a defrocked federal member of
Parliament who now acts as a staff member of the
Leader of the Opposition has been acting as a

m

go-between.
Mr Brumby intetjected.

Mr McNAMARA - I do not believe the
honourable member named the individual He
talked about a staff member who acted as a
go-between for Mr Hawke and the opposition leader.
Mr Gude - A minor party functionary!
Mr McNAMARA - He mentioned that a junior
staffer, who is working for the Leader of the
Opposition, was a failed one-term federal Labor
member of Parliament. I suppose that narrows down
the field a little! It raises some obvious concerns,
particularly if this is a breach, as the honourable
member believes it is. I have no reason to disbelieve
him given that he was an experienced senior officer
in the Victoria Police Force. He is used to
interpreting legislation. In the past he has had the
responsibility of assessing whether individuals have
breached legislation and whether it is necessary to
lay charges.

Mr Thomson interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The level of interjection
is far too high. I ask the house to come to order.

Mr Thomson interjected.
The SPEAKER -Order! Does the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale not understand a straight
English sentence?

Mr McNAMARA - I presume that if he was
now in his former capacity the honourable member
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for Ballarat East would probably be laying charges
himself.

Mr Tbomson interjected.
Mr McNAMARA - This matter is obviously of
some concern to the honourable member. It is
certainly of concern to Parliament if someone is
receiving secret commissions and the Leader of the
Opposition is acting as a front man and the
individuals who make allegations under
Parliamentary privilege are not prepared to make
them outside the house.
Mr Tbomson interjected.
Mr McNAMARA - I would be equally
concemed. if - Mr Brumby - Say it outside!
Mr McNAMARA - The Premier has been asking
you to say it outside for months.
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settling a previous difficulty that he had where he
was obliged to issue a public apology in respect of
some matter that occurred in a business office and
which was apparently recorded in the minutes of the
council by way of an apology.
At the request of the honourable member, I shall
raise the matter with the Minister for Local
Government In the first instance it would be best if
it was left with the minister, who will undoubtedly
be recommending the appointment of
commissioners and it may be that the commissioners
could review the decision of the counc:il and make a
fair arrangement to honour the bargain and
agreement made and acted upon by the developer.

When council officers, acting on the authority of the
council, negotiate an agreement with a party that is
an ordinary person or organisation within the
community, and the person or organisation acts
upon the agreement, expends the money, does the
work and makes the improvements, there is a
reasonable expectation that the bargain will be
carried out

The SPEAKER -Order! I am tempted to take up
the proposition of the Leader of the Opposition.

Rather than have the good citizens of Springvale pay
through the nose as a result of legal action that may

Mr McNAMARA - As I said, the Premier has
been asking the opposition leader to repeat these
allegations outside the house for a long time, as have
Mr Uoyd Williams and others, but we have not
heard a word from the Leader of the Opposition
outside the chamber.

well be taken because of the failure of the coWlCil to
honour the bargain that had been made by officers
authorised by the council to discuss these matters,
namely, the senior planner and chief executive
officer, it may be better if the commissioners could
look at the matter - I think this is how it is put to
me by the honourable member - and. settle on a
sensible basis rather than have it settled on the
point-SCoring and political basis on which it was
considered by the COWlcil in its last moments. I hope
it is its last moment and I am reasonably confident it
will be its last moment

I will pass on the request made by the honourable
member for Gippsland East to the Minister for
Gaming in another place. I will ask him to
investigate the matter promptly and to take
appropriate action.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - The
honourable member for Mordialloc referred to the
Kingston Rise and Femhill Heights housing estates
in DingIey and the possible implication of
Springvale City Council officers having negotiated
an offset for public open space being provided in
land and in improvements prior to the council
having walked away from the agreements reached
by council officers.

The honourable member has been kind enough to
give me the correspondence he received in relation
to the matter which suggests that er Peter Brown
apparently has had a previous history of some
difficulties with the builders of the development and
housing in the area. It could be that Cr Brown is

I shall forward the correspondence to the Minister
for Local Government and ask him to give it his
attention. Presumably he will direct it to the
incoming commissioners to see if a fair and
reasonable solution can be found.

The honourable member for Dromana raised with
me a request that I take up with the Minister for
Local Government the question of the minister
disregarding the rather excessive and destructive
way in which the local council has put the
arguments of the local community regarding
possible amalgamation with other councils to form a
peninsula council.
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The honourable member says the local community
has a reasoned and passionately held view about the
recommendations of the Local Government Board,
but that the strength of its view and the weight that
should have been given to it have been seriously
prejudiced by the behaviour of a group within the
council which has expended considerable amotmts
of ratepayer money in promoting an exaggerated
and unbelievable distortion of the local arguments.
As I am sure the honourable member will know, the
Minister for Local Government is a most reasonable
person. I am sure he will disregard the rather
idiot-fringe views of the council and give very
careful consideration to community views when
making his recommendation to cabinet and later, on
the authority of cabinet, to the Governor in Council.
MI5 WADE (Attorney-General) - The
honourable member for Glen Waverley has raised
the important issue of freedom of speech. As I
Wlderstand it his concern arises from a speech made
by the Prime Minister to journalists assodated with
Australian Associated Press (AAP). There is no
doubt that in raising this matter the honourable
member for Glen Waverley has raised a most
important issue.

I suggest that not just the Prime Minister but the
entire federal government has made it clear it would
like to have control over everything we say if not
everything we think. This has been manifested in a
number of ways. One example which would be well
known to everybody was the attempt to prevent
political advertising in federal elections, but we were
fortunate then that the High Court was aware of the
issues and was able to overturn the decision.

In a number of other instances the Prime Minister
and indeed other federal uUnisters have made it
clear that those who in any way speak out against
the federal government cannot hope to have any
further relationship with that government This
matter should be of the utmost concern to all
Australians. The Prime Minister is rude and abusive,
and he uses what I can only describe as bad
language.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs WADE - Honourable members opposite are
talking about language in this place. I must say that,
like the Leader of the Victorian Opposition, the
Prime Minister is into smears, innuendo and
destroying reputations. 1hat continues no matter
how far his remarks are removed from the truth.
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Nobody would wish to support harassment or abuse
of ethnic communities, but the Prime Minister is
now canying that even further than one would
expect by having legislation before the federal
Parliament to prohibit among other things, Irish,
Greek and Polish jokes.
The SPEAKER. - Order! I warn the two young
gentlemen in the gallery - the one on my right, in
particular -that they may not by facial expression
give approval or disapproval to anything before this
house.
Mrs WADE - The honourable member for Glen
Waverley also mentioned the rush by the
commonwealth government to turn
decision-making in relation to Australian citizens
over to a United Nations committee. Along with the
churches and others, including legal experts, I feel
concerned that the legislation now being considered
by, I believe, a Senate committee to override
Tasmanian legislation which operates in veJY
limited circumstances is also likely to override
Victorian legislation, including that associated with
prostitution and availability of pornography.

That is an extraordinary conjunction of events. I
commend the honourable member for raising the
matter.
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The honourable members for
Altona, Morwell and Keilor raised matters for the
attention of the Minister for Health. I will draw
those to her attention.
The honourable members for Footsaay and Cobmg
raised matters for the attention of the Minister for
Community Services. I will draw those matters to
his attention.

The honourable member for Rodney raised a matter
about Murphy's Swamp for the attention of the
Minister for Natural Resources. I shall direct that to
his attention.
The honourable member for Dandenong raised for
the attention of the Minister for Education the
Eumemmerring Secondary College, one of the most
well-deserved secondary colleges in the state. The
honourable member sought some housing assistance
and further development of that particular facility.

It is interesting that the honourable member would
even raise this issue, somewhat belatedly, because
he is no doubt seriously embarrassed by the very
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fine work carried out by the honourable member for
Berwick who has led a number of deputations on
behalf of the school community.
Mr PandDopoul06 interjected
Mr GUDE - I take up the interjection by the
honourable member for Dandenong who said, 'How
much is it going to put into it'. If the honourable
member waits a second he willleam something. I
am surprised he cannot even read his local press
because he does not know what is going on in his
local community. I suppose I should not be
surprised because he is one of those members of a
party that is devoid of any commitment to the state
and devoid of any policy or determination in trying
to assist
The honourable member for Berwick has
successfully led a number of deputations to the
Minister for Education and obtained a commitment
to the new Gleneagle campus.

Mr PandDopoul06 interjected.
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Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - That sort of outlandish, rough and.
high-handed remark is the reason why the
honourable member has been tardy in his
performance with regard to this particular school I
am pleased that the honourable member for Berwick.
supports the people of the district and - Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) -On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, the minister is referring
to the Gleneagle campus.
The SPEAKER -Order! The honourable
member cannot make a personal explanation except
by arrangement with the Chair. If he wishes to give
me the standing order to which he refers, I will hear
him. If not, he will remain silent
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment) - The honourable member for
Berwick has been working assiduously. With the
deputation he took to the Minister for Education
about the arts campus that the honourable member
for Dandenong has belatedly discovered. needs some
assistance - -

The SPEAKER. - Order! I warn the honourable
member for Dandenong.
Mr GUDE - Some $10 million has been set aside
for that school's deve10pmentlt is a pity that
photographs cannot be incorporated into Hansard
because I have before me a photograph which
clearly demonstrates the community support for the
project. I can see the honourable member for
Berwick in the photograph with his constituents, but
what I cannot see--

Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have already
admonished the honourable member for Dandenong
for interjecting out of his place. He also used an
unparliamentary expression and I ask him to
withdraw it
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I
withdraw.

Mr Thomson interjected.
Mr GUDE -If you give your ears a bit of a
chance and your mouth a rest you might actually
learn something. If it had not been for the
commitment, dedication, concern and hard work,
which one has come to expect from the honourable
member for Berwick looking after the people in the
Dandenong end of his electorate who have been
neglected because of the poor ALP representation,
the Minister for Education would not be as fully
aware as he is of the special needs in that area.
Notwithstanding the belated remarks and requests, I
shall direct them to the attention of the Minister for
Education.

Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 12.09 a.Dl. (Friday) until Tuesday,
6 December.

