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PAPERS
Laid on table by Oerk:

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

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

Paintball or skirmish games
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the
state of Victoria sheweth their total opposition to any
attempt by the government to prevent them from
participating in the sport of paintball, also known as
skirmish, either by banning the sport or not issuing
Sunday shooting permits to legitimate paintball
operators I clubs.
Your petitioners therefore pray that paintball or
skirmish games shall not be banned in Victoria, that
legal paintball operators/dubs be allowed to conduct
games on Sundays and that holders of a current
shooter's licence should continue to be allowed to own
registered paintball markers.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

Transport Accident Commission - Report for the year
1994-95
Victorian Ethnic Affairs Commission - Report for the
year 1994-95
Victorian Prison Industries Commission - Report for
the year 1994-95
Victorian Workcover Authority - Report for the year
1994-95

CROWN CASINO TRADING HOURS
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - 1
wish to move the adjournment of the house for the
purpose of discussing a definite matter of urgent
public importance - namely, the failure of the
government to act to prohibit the Melbourne casino
from operating on Christmas Day, Good Friday and
Anzac Day, thereby ensuring that the Melbourne
casino respects the religious, historical and cultural
Significance of Christmas Day, Good Friday, and
Anzac Day.
Required number of members rose indicating
approval of motion being pUl
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
move:

By Mr Finn (302 signatures)

That the house do now adjourn.

Laid on table.

Honourable members interjecting.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Budget and financial management
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston) presented final
report on state budget and financial management
framework, together with appendices and minutes
of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report and appendices be printed.

Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Mordialloc used an unparliamentary
expression. I ask him to withdraw.
Mr Leigh -1 withdraw.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! If the honourable
member for Mordialloc persists in interjecting and
defying the Chair, I will take action against him. 1
ask the Leader of the Opposition to pause while
copies of his motion are distributed to the house.
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Order! Before calling the Leader of the Opposition, I
remind the house that the debate will be confined to
the terms of the motion. Although I will allow
passing references to other matters connected with
Crown Casino, it will be the Chair's duty to ensure
that the debate takes place within the narrow
confines of the motion.

The reality is that when one talks about trading
hours at the casino, one is talking about the casino
culture. We are talking about a Premier and a
government that care more about how long people
wait to get on to gaming tables than about how long
they have to wait for ambulances, hospital beds or
public housing.

Mr BRUMBY - Yesterday I sought to move a
motion by leave that, if agreed to, would have
ensured that Crown Casino closed each Good Friday
and Christmas Day and for 8 hours each Anzac Day.
The motion requires the support of all members of
the house. Despite the overwhelming support of
members of Parliament, members of the community
and members of the Returned and Services League;
government members will not vote honestly and
support the motion. They have been cowed; they
will not stand up to the Premier, who has done a
special deal with his mates at Crown Casino to
enable it to have trading hours that are not available
to any other business in the state.

Some 18 months ago Parliament debated legislation
that approved certain operating conditions for
Crown Casino. The permanent casino was to have
200 tables and a 360-room hotel. Todav the casino is
to have 350 tables and more than 1000· hotel rooms.
Today the casino is able to operate 365 days a
year - wilike any other business in the state.

Today I give government members a second chance
to determine the future direction of the state, a
second chance to take a stand on the casino culture
that is now endemic to and permeates every aspect
of our daily lives, and a second chance to say no to
Crown Casino. The government says no to every
other group in society, but it is not prepared to say
no to Crown Casino.

Mr Weideman interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Frankston is demonstrating his ignorance and his
lack of respect for Anzac Day. You are really stupid.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair will not
allow exchanges across the house. If the honourable
member for Frankston wants to refute what is being
said, I will call him at the appropriate time.
Mr BRUMBY - The only businesses that can
open every day of the year are exempt businesses.
Mr Weideman interjected.

The motion gives government members a second
chance to show whether they are prepared to
uphold the sovereignty of the government, whether
they are prepared to show proper respect for our
cultural, historical and religiOUS traditions, and
whether they are prepared to acknowledge the most
respected and sacred days on our religious and
secular calendar.

Mr BRUMBY - You will have your chance; you
are a retiring MP.

The takeover of the government by Crown Casino is
almost complete. We have a new culture in
Victoria - the casino culture. Victoria is a casino
state with a casino culture. It is government by
Crown for Crown and under Crown! The Premier is
now the jewel in the Hudson Conway crown, and
Victorians are increasingly asking whether the
Premier is a leader or a waiter who serves the best
interest of his masters at Crown Casino. The motion
is about Crown Casino and the sovereignty of
Parliament. It will test Parliament's will to
determine whether it makes the decisions on these
matters or whether it allows Victoria to be run by
the Premier's masters at Crown Casino.

Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Frankston is a good example of how government
members behave. They are prepared to say no to
every other business in Victoria opening on
Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day, but
they cannot say no to their mates at Crown Casino.
The single biggest Liberal Party donor is the Federal
Treasurer of the Uberal Party and director of Crown
Casino, Ron Walker. That is why members opposite
say one thing to every other business and to the RSL
and another thing behind their backs. They do
nothing when they have the chance to stand up and
be counted.

The SPEAKER - Order! I remind the
honourable member for Frankston of my previous
remarks. If he wants to refute what is being said by
the Leader of the Opposition, he will have his
chance. In the meantime I ask him to remain silent.

Mr Perton interjected.
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Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Doncaster would like to object, but he does not have
the backbone to voice his concerns about the casino
trading on the most sacred religiOUS days.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Doncaster to remain silent and to cease
interjecting while out of his place. It is disorderly to
interject, and it is doubly disorderly to interject
while out of one's place.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order. In upholding the standing orders I expect to
get the respect of honourable members.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Doncaster has spat the dummy and skulked out of
the chamber. He perpetuates the myth the
government is peddling about the trading hours of
the casino not being an issue for the government. I
refer the house to the clear, categOrical, unequivocal
and tmambiguous statements of the Treasurer on
5 October that the government and Parliament will
make the decisions about Crown Casino. I refer the
Attorney-General to the Treasurer's answers to
questions without notice in this house. On three
separate occasions on 5 October he made it dear that
the government will make the decisions about the
casino.
During the past two days the Labor Party has
continuously telephoned the Victorian Casino and
Gaming Authority to obtain infonnation about
trading hours for the casino. We have made
repeated telephone calls about the nature of the
changes proposed by the casino and approved by
the authority. We are waiting for the authority to
give us the information. An officer from the Casino
and Gaming Authority finally telephoned my office
yesterday and said that any inquiries regarding the
casino should be directed to the minister, not the
authority.
The authority would respond only on advice from
the minister. This lie, this myth, has been
perpetuated by the government as its members run
for cover in their local electorates - they run from
the churches, from the RSL, and hide behind the
Victorian Casino and Gaming AuthOrity. When you
ring the authority and ask it about policy matters the
answer is that any inquiries should be directed to
the minister. I repeat: to the minister, not to the
casino authority! They respond to advice only from
the minister.
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The motion I have moved today exposes yet again
the absolute double standards of this Premier and
the government because, despite public outrage,
despite reasoned and concise arguments from the
churches and from the RSL, the Premier has
consistently said he has no say on the casino's
opening and closing hours.
That is simply not true. It is the same Premier who
has admitted meeting personally with Uoyd
Williams and Ron Walker to discuss casino matters
at the Premiers request. Further, this is the same
Premier who has specifically stated that he would
continue to talk directly to Crown Casino principals
about casino matters. This is the same Premier that
allows his government to promote Crown Casino by
putting up signs and billboards all over the city for
the casino. There are something like 55 signs around
the city now. This is the same Premier whose son not
only worked at the casino but whose son's
basketball team was sponsored by Cr-own Casino.
It is an absolute disgrace. It would be laughable
were it not so pathetic for government MPs and the
Premier to now be saying the issue of opening hours
is not a matter for the government. The fact is this
hypocritical government is hiding behind the
Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority.

Let me go to the issue of hypocrisy and double
standards. On 22 April 1994 the Premier was
reported in the Herald Sun as saying he would push
for an amendment to shop trading legislation if
retailers abused the ethos of the legislation by
opening during memorial services on Anzac
Day. This is what Premier Kennett said in April 1994:
What I'm doing at the moment is calling on shops to
consider the spirit of Anzac Day and those that have
gone before ... U there is wide abuse or if the act is too
lenient and allows people to trade and therefore break
the spirit of the law we will review it before the next
Anzac Day next year.

The Premier went on to say that businesses should
observe a moral code that demanded they recognise
the significance of Anzac Day by staying closed.
What we are saying here today and what we are
saying to the Premier is that the Premier does have
authority on the issue of the operating hours of the
casino. On the Premier's own admission he is
constantly and continually talking to the casino
operators about casino matters. We have absolutely
no doubt that the Premier has been speaking to the
casino operators about its operating hours on
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Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day. It is
probably as a result of those conversations that
Crown Casino itself has come up with this insulting,
pathetic, inadequate response to close for a number
of hours on those days. It has not even specified on
which hours it will close on those days. For example,
on Christmas Day it may be that the casino will close
between midnight and 8.00 a.m. There it will be at
8.30 on Christmas morning going full flight, open
slather, the no-holds-barred casino culture taking
over Christmas Day and Good Friday!
We say that the compromise proposed by Crown
Casino to try to bail out the Premier from a political
problem is nowhere near good enough and goes
nowhere near far enough. Anzac Day, as we all
know, commemorates those brave Australians who
gave their lives in the First World War. It is a sacred
day in every sense of the word, and it has also come
to dignify those great Australians who fought for
freedom and who gave their lives in subsequent
conflicts.
Christmas Day and Good Friday are also special
days on the Australian calendar. Everyone in
Australian society can appreciate the religiOUS and
cultural significance of these days and can reflect on
the higher good that these days represent. They
symbolise our community's commitment to certain
values.
As a result, in this state special legislation is in place
to acknowledge the Significance of Good Friday,
Christmas Day and Anzac Day. Section 3 of the
Anzac Day Act 1958 clearly points out the
Significance of this great day. The act states:
In commemoration of the part taken by Victorian

troops in the Great War and in memory of those who
gave their lives for the Empire the twenty-fifth day of
April in each year (being the anniversary of the first
landing on Gallipoli of troops from the United
Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand) shall be known
as Anzac Day and shall be observed as a holiday in the
public offices within the meaning of the Public Service
Act 1974 and as a holiday in all banks within the
meaning of the Bank Holidays Act 1958.

Further to this, Mr Speaker, section 5 of the Shop
Trading Act makes it absolutely clear that except for
'exempt shops', Good Friday, Christmas Day and
Anzac Day are special days on which shops cannot
open. It is prohibited under the law. That is the fact
of the matter. The member for Frankston will have
the opportunity to refute that, but it is prohibited
under the law.
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There is more. There is also the Capital City (Shop
Trading) Act which, while liberalising some of the
shop trading laws in the Melbourne CBD and in
parts of the Southbank precinct, still makes it clear
that shops other than exempt shops must be closed
and kept closed at all times on Christmas Day and
Good Friday, and between midnight on the day
before Anzac Day and 1.00 p.m. on Anzac Day. So
there we have it: all the legislation relevant to this
state - the Anzac Day Act, the Shop Trading Act,
the Capital City (Shop Trading) Act - sets a
framework for the operation of commercial
businesses in this state. It is illegal, it is prohibited
and it is against the law to open on those days unless
a business is an exempt business, and Crown Casino
is not an exempt business.
So let us not listen to this claptrap, this rubbish that
is put up by the Premier and government MPs as
they scurry for cover, as they tell their constituencies
one thing and come in here and say another. Let us
see them speak honestly on this issue and tell the
facts as they are. There is no exemption under the
laws of this state.
The Shop Trading Act defines 'exempt shops' quite
specifically in schedule 1, and it is fair to say that
many of the shops within the current complex and
those enVisaged to be in the new complex will not
come under the definition of 'exempt shops'. There
is no way they will come under that definition. It
should be noted that the shops within the
Melbourne casino precinct are not part of the
definition of 'Melbourne casino' under either the
Casino (Management Agreement) Act or the Casino
Control Act 1991. So they are not exempt. They are
not included under the casino acts, yet the clear
intent of these decisions by the government is to
allow open-slather trading, not just at the casino but
for all of the shops, the theatres, and everything else
that is associated with the casino.
This is a blank cheque courtesy of Premier Kennett
to his mates at the casino - Ron Walker and Uoyd
Williams - to print a bit more money, That is what
it is about: making a bit more money on Christmas
Day and Good Friday. No other business can open
on those days under the laws of this state. Crown
Casino is the only exemption. Why? We have to ask
why because the casino culture permeates this
government, and because the Premier is little more
than a waiter serving the best interests of the
principals at Crown Casino.

It follows, therefore, that to allow those shops to stay
open on Christmas Day, Good Friday, or until 1.00
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p.m. on Anzac Day, special legislation would need
to be introduced or, at least, the Capital City (Shop
Trading) Act and/or the Shop Trading Act must be
amended. Such amendments would be in absolute
breach of or conflict with a commitment given by
the Premier, as reported in the Herald Sun of 28 May
1995:
There will be no changes in current arrangements there will be no amendments to the Shop Trading Act
in the life of this Parliament.

Research conducted bv Or Robert Baker on the issue
of shop trading hours -makes it clear that
WlIestricted trading will never be economically
viable for small operators. All it does is drain
existing trade away from Monday-to-Friday trading.
Research shows deregulation of shopping hours
threatens the existence of many small businesses and
regional communities. We object to any extension of
hours on that basis and in line with the specific
commitment given by the Premier in this Parliament
a number of months ago, when he said there would
be no change to shop trading hours anywhere in
Victoria during the life of this Parliament.
A number of government members have spoken out
in their own electorates, but they have said nothing
in this place because they have been gagged. Now
they are silent. They have spoken out against some
of these changes, but they are not in the chamber
today. Where are they? Where are all the good
National Party members?
The honourable member for Warmambool, a good
man, has opposed the opening of Crown Casino on
Anzac Day. He is running that line in his
electorate - but he is not in the chamber! He is not
here to exercise his responsibility as a member or,
more importantly, to give effect to what he has been
prepared to say in his electorate. He is prepared to
tell his local constituents and RSL group he does not
believe the casino should open, but yesterday and
today, when he has had the opportunity to vote
accordingly, he has gone missing!
The honourable member for Rodney has also
publicly criticised the government's decision to
allow the casino to open on Good Friday, Christmas
Day and Anzac Day. He is reported accordingly in
the local papers. He said, 'Shame, shame, shame!'
and rallied against the opening of the casino on
those sacred days, but he is not here today to
support the motion that would put effect to the
rhetoric he speaks in his electorate.
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I say to those and other honourable members that
the opposition will be reminding their constituents
of the hypocrisy and double standards in saying one
thing in their electorates but being unwilling to act
in this place when they had the opportunity.
The honourable member for Mordialloc has also
gone missing. He has a lot to say on a lot of issues
locally. The only thing he does here is throw mud.
This is an opportunity for him to vote on an issue
and put effect to what he has been saying locally. He
has no backbone or spine. He is prepared to deceive
his electorate because he will not vote on the matter
here.
The SPEAKER - Order! Although do I not want
to interrupt the debate, I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to use some judgment in Criticising other
honourable members and their motives.
Mr BRUMBY - The honourable member for
Mordialloc has also stated that the casino should not
be open on Good Friday, Christmas Day or Anzac
Day. Yesterday, as everybody knows, I was refused
leave to move a motion that would have put an end
to this debate once and for all. We could have had
bipartisan support on a motion that I thought would
have been supported by most honourable members.
I could go down the complete list because there are
more honourable members who are prepared to
express a pOSition or point of view in their
electorates in speaking to clubs and church groups,
but who melt away when they come here. They get
into the Liberal Party room and the Premier says,
'This is the way it will be, my mates at the casino
have to stay open on those three days to have a
blank cheque to write profits. We will not do
anything about it in Parliament'.
As I have said, in line with all the precedents that
have come before Parliament, and in accordance
with all the legislation, the casino should not be
opening on Good Friday, Anzac Day or Christmas
Day. This motion, like the motion I sought to move
yesterday, gives members the opportunity to so vote.
This is the second time in this house that the

opposition has raised matters about Anzac Day,
particularly its importance, historically and
culturally, and as a sacred day. I refer the house to
the motion I moved in this house on 27 April 1994.
The adoption of that motion would have given effect
to a greater recognition of Anzac Day, but
government members voted it down. I moved:
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... following the record levels of attendance and
participation in Anzac Day ceremonies, this house
believes Anzac Day should be declared as Australia's
national day of commemoration, as proposed by
Victorian member of the federal Parliament, the
Honourable Clyde Holding, whose private member's
bill will ensure that Anzac Day will always be observed
on 25 April throughout Australia regardless of any
possible moves by any state or territory to the contrary.

On that occasion, the government refused leave for
that matter to be debated in this house. That was a
disgrace because similar motions have been
supported in other state Parliaments and in the
federal Parliament.
Mr McArthur -On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
at the start of this debate vou cautioned the Leader
of the Opposition that th~ motion before the house is
very narrow. It deals with an issue about the
opening of the casino on three stated days of the
year - namely, Anzac Day, Good Friday and
Christmas Day - and whether the government has
acted to restrict those opening hours.
The Leader of the Opposition has ranged far and
wide in his 25 minutes.

Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The opposition benches
will come to order so I can hear the point of order.
Mr McArthur - The Leader of the OppOSition
has ranged far and wide. He is now attempting to
reintroduce a debate that occurred, I think he said,
early last year into the general observance of Anzac
Day and whether that day should become a national
day or Australia's national day. TIlat is outside the
terms of this motion. I ask you to direct him back to
the motion before the house.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have heard sufficient. I
have listened intently to the debate led by the
Leader of the Opposition. I believe he is illustrating
the point of his motion by other information. I judge
him to be in order.
Mr BRUMBY - There is that old saying about
practising what you preach!
On two occasions - one in 1994, and the other
yesterday and today - the opposition moved
motions in this Parliament to respect the sacredness
of Anzac Day, but government members,
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collectively and singularly, voted down those
motions. Those members stand condemned.
I refer to press cuttings of earlier this month when
the decision about opening Crown Casino on Anzac
Day, Christmas Day and Good Friday was
announced. One states:
Church, RSL hit out at Crown.
Churches and the Returned and Services League
yesterday attacked Crown Casino, demanding it close
on Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day.
And they called on the state government to reverse a
decision allowing the casino to open 25 hours a day,
365 days a year.
But Premier Jeff Kennett hit back last night, saying it
was the casino authority ...
Mr Kennett said the issue was 'ultimately about
freedom of choice'.
'If churches think that going to the casino will prove
more attractive than going to church, then it's up to
them to convince people otherwise'.

... the RSL should recognise freedom of choice was the
central value fought for by Australians in two world
wars.

I have never heard such offensive comments; they
must sour the mouth of the Premier! The diggers
who fought in the First World War, those on the
Kokoda Trail in the Second World War, those who
fought in the Dardanelles and in France, did not
fight for Crown Casino but for freedom. They fought
for Parliament's freedom to make decisions about
what is right for the state, and today Parliament has
an opportunity to make such a decision.
Government members should stand up for what is
right for the state, not scurry away and hide behind
the Casino and Gaming Authority.
MI5 WADE (Attorney-General) - That was
probably the most hypocritical speech I have heard
from the Leader of the Opposition - and that is
really saying something! Listening to the Leader of
the Opposition one would be forgiven for thinking
there was a massive conspiracy involving the
government, the Victorian Casino and Gaming
AuthOrity and Crown Casino.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER -Order! The Chair exercised its
authority to protect the Leader of the Opposition
when he was speaking. I intend to afford the same
protection to the Attorney-General or any other
member.
Mrs WADE - We even heard the Leader of the
Opposition refer to an imaginary special deal
between the Premier and his mates at Crown
Casino. We all know that is absolute nonsense. The
Leader of the Opposition has totally ignored the
reason why the government cannot accept the
motion.
To expose the hypocrisy of the Leader of the
Opposition it is essential to look at the background
to the establishment of the casino and the legislation
that controls it. You will recall, Mr Speaker, that it
was the Kimer government that decided to overturn
the policy of the Cain government and go ahead
with a casino. The Kimer government commissioned
Xavier Connor, QC, to investigate and report on the
matter as a basis for the enabling legislation. The
Labor government accepted his recommendations
and introduced legislation to set up and appoint
members to an independent authority. I was the
shadow Minister for Gaming at the time, and the
legislation was debated at length. So the previous
government set up what is now the Casino and
Gaming AuthOrity, the nature of which is the key to
this morning's debate.
Xavier Connor recommended the establishment of
an independent casino control authority. In his
report he pointed out that an independent authority
would free ministers from oppressive lobbying by
powerful interests, promote public confidence and
result in continuity in policy concerning the control
and regulation of casinos. For those reasons he said
he preferred the establishment of an authority such
as that.
At page 41 the Connor report refers to a news
release of 19 December 1990 bv the then Premier, the
Honourable Joan Kirner, that foreshadowed the
appointment of an independent gambling
commission, suggesting that that may be a suitable
body to control the functioning of casinos. At page
84 of his report, Xavier Connor states:
... I believe that the important consideration at this
stage is to ensure that there is clear provision in the
control statute for the casino control authority or the
division of casino regulation to control the hours of
operation.
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Those recommendations found their way into the
legislation. Following that report and the passage of
subsequent legislation, the Labor government
established the independent Casino Control
AuthOrity. I understand that the Victorian Casino
and Gaming AuthOrity still has substantially the
same membership as its predecessor. Indeed, the
chairman of the current authority, Mr John Richards,
was also the chairman of the former body.
It is appropriate to refer to the legislation.
Section 65(1) of the Casino Control Act states:
A casino operator must cause the casino to be open to
the public for gaming in accordance with this act on
such days and at such times as are for the time being
directed by the authority ...

Section 65(3) states:
Before giving or varying a direction under this section,
the authority must consider any representations made
by the casino operator in relation to the hours and days
to be specified in the direction.

Xavier Connor believed it was absolutely essential
that decisions on opening hours should remain free
of government and political interference - that is,
they should be made specifically by an independent
statutory authority. His recommendation on that
matter was incorporated into the legislation.
It seems that for political reasons the Leader of the
OppOSition is now moving away from his support

for independent statutory organisations. All
honourable members know that the Leader of the
Opposition has been loud in arguing for the
independence of statutory authorities, particularly
the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions and
the Equal Opportunity Commission. However,
when it comes to an issue that has potential political
mileage, he appears to all of a sudden throw his
concern to the wind.
It is well known that it is not appropriate for

Parliament to overturn the decisions of independent
statutory authorities. It is all very well to make
general provisions that change the powers and
functions of particular authorities, which may even
be done following decisions that do not comply with
government policy. But in those cases this
Parliament has a tradition, which the honourable
member for Melbourne well knows, of preserving
decisions that have already been made. Previous
decisions of independent statutory authorities or
courts are always preserved when legislative
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changes are made. However, it seems that that
principle is not now supported by the Leader of the
Opposition.

It is clear that the government will be criticised,
perhaps unfairly, for a decision it did not make. In
fact, it has already been criticised by the Returned
Services League. It often happens that governments
have to put up with criticism resulting from
decisions made by independent statutory authorities
or courts.
I notice the Leader of the Opposition has not
bothered to stay in the house for my response - he
is obviously not interested. OppOSition members
who remain in the chamber obviously feel no
inhibition about overturning decisions of
independent statutory authorities. One assumes that
in due course - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will give to members
of the opposition the same advice that I gave to the
honourable member for Frankston. If they wish to
refute what the Attorney-General is saying I will call
them later in the debate. In the meantime, they are to
remain silent.
Mrs WADE - OppOSition members have no
inhibitions about this. If they think they can leap in
and get a bit of cheap popularity at the expense of
the Casino and Gaming AuthOrity, that is exactly
what they will do.
Over the past couple of years I have often wondered
how the members of the authority who were
appointed by the previous government have felt
about being denigrated and defamed by opposition
members - in particular, the Leader of the
OppOSition. They have been accused of being under
the influence of the government when it is clear
there is absolutely no basis for the accusations. I
particularly sympathise with the people who were
appointed by the previous government, who have to
put up with such denigration and defamation.
If he wished to indicate his disagreement with the

decision of the authority, it would have been
appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition to state
that as his position, but to suggest that the authority
is acting at the direction of the government is
denigration and defamation.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
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The SPEAKER - Order! I understand the
honourable member for Albert Park is trained in the
law and understands a simple English sentence. The
sentence is: if you interject again I will deal with you.
Mrs WADE - That has been the case also with
numerous other accusations made in respect of the
casino authority in the past two or three years. The
Leader of the Opposition suggested that members of
the government would like to support his motion.
That, I am sure, is not correct. Members of the
government understand the position of independent
statutory authorities. I advise the opposition that I
have no shortage of speakers; a large number of
volunteers are only too happy to speak against the
motion.
Times have changed. PreViously, most places were
closed on holidays such as Anzac Day, Christmas
Day and Good Friday, but now many businesses
and numerous other gaming venues are open on
those days and I assume that has influenced the
authority's decision. Apparently numerous other
gaming venues that remain open on those days do
so with the full approval of the opposition. The
opposition is using the casino for political point
scoring.
We are living in a changing society. Many people in
our multicultural and multireligious society do not
observe those holidays and it is appropriate that is
recognised. We are also living in a society where the
needs of the vast number of international businesses
and tourist visitors must be considered. In those
circumstances, given the international competition
for business and tourists, and in order to preserve
and create jobs, Melbourne cannot turn its back on
the needs of those international visitors.
I do not know whether the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition travels much. If he did, he would realise
that people very often visit a city for perhaps one or
two days and nothing is more frustrating than to
find that amenities are closed. Recently I was in
Rome for a day and, to my disappointment, the
museum of modem art was unexpectedly closed.
Because of my tight schedule I was unable to spend
any more time there. I remember on a previous visit
to Austin, Texas Mr Thwaites - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the speech of the Leader of the Opposition was
interrupted by lengthy points of order from the
honourable member for Monbulk suggesting that
the Leader of the Opposition was not keeping within
the terms of the debate. The Attorney-General now
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seems to be giving us a Cooks tour of her overseas
travels which has nothing at all to do with this
debate. I ask that she be brought back to the tenns of
the motion.
The SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. I understand the Attorney-General is
refuting some of the allegations made and refuting
the motion. She is in order.
Mrs WADE - The point I was trying to illustrate
is that if one is entertaining in one's city one has to
take into account both the needs of visitors and
people in the community. We are living in a
multicultural and multireligious community and it
is only polite that we take into account the needs of
all those people.
As I said, many other gaming venues are open on
these special days and I am sure these will be
mentioned by other speakers for the government.
There are, for instance, four gaming venues able to
be open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, and another
55 gaming venues are able to open for portions of
those days, as are other businesses such as
convenience stores and petrol stations.
More businesses are moving in the direction of being
open on those days. I understand the New South
Wales casino will be open on those days. It is
important to look at the basis for this motion. As I
said, its important aspect is the desire of the
opposition to overturn the decision of an
independent statutory authority which has no doubt
given careful thought to its decision. That is quite
objectionable. It is something the opposition has
spoken about in the past - The SPEAKER - Order! The minister's time has
expired.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - What an amazing
reply from the first law officer of this state - not a
single word about social responsibility and the
responsibility of government to govern. The role of
government is to be responsible for its citizens, yet
the first law officer of this state did not once mention
in her speech the responsibility of this government
and why the opposition suggests it is inappropriate
for the casino to operate on Christmas Day, Good
Friday and Anzac Day.
The philosophy of social responsibility argues that
people are communal beings and share a
responsibility for one another. "This responsibility
fonns the basis of a social contract between people,
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including the social wage and the rights of'
citizenship. I suggest to the Attorney-General that it
is her job and that of the government to make certain
that this responsibility is part and parcel of their
day-to-day governing. They cannot hide behind
regulatory authorities when it comes to exercising
that responsibility.
Times have not changed concerning Christmas Day,
Good Friday and Anzac Day. Gambling places like
the casino should not be allowed to operate with
total disrespect to the above days. The Premier was
clear in his attack on the churches and their social
responsibility. "This government is refusing to
mention the word, let alone thinking it has a social
responsibility .
The Attorney-General would know that
governments are elected to redress irregularities that
develop as a result of market economies. It is those
irregularities that the Attorney-General is elected to
address and, in most cases, redress. When required,
governments act as a buffer zone, I would suggest,
between the individual and the market. We ask the
government to exercise the responsibilities
associated with this buffer zone because that is what
is required on this occasion.
The Attorney-General cannot say that times have
changed when it comes to Christmas; Christmas will
always be Christmas, irrespective of how she
attempts to address, redress and dress the issue
again. Times have not changed. Most of us still stop
for Christmas, and we will continue to do so,
irrespective of what the Attorney-General says.
This is a clear-cut, straightforward motion. It deals
with the hypocrisy of the other side. It asks the
government to protect Christmas Day, Good Friday
and Anzac Day. The motion deals with an
organisation that has made more profits since its
establishment than any other company fonned in
this state; yet to ask the government to regulate it to
observe Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac
Day is something the Attorney-General finds totally
unacceptable.
As I said, governments must exercise their
responsibility. I suggest the Attorney-General has
abdicated her legitimate role in government in
establishing social policy. I suggest to the
Attorney-General that the objective of social policy is
the wellbeing of society or the common good. I
suggest that the Attorney-General goes back and
re-examines not only her readings but also her
conscience to see how she could come to this house
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and throw about the sort of garbage that honourable
members have heard from her in her contribution to
the debate. Not one person could argue for some of
the negatives we can see coming today as a result of
gambling going unchecked in this state.
I welcome Mr Acting Speaker to the chair. There is
considerable evidence to suggest that by attempting
to hide behind regulations this government is
changing society from the way it has existed until
now. It is inappropriate for the first law officer of
this state to speak for 15 minutes and not once
mention the responsibility of this government to
address the inequities that are created in our SOCiety.
It is the responsibility of the government to make
certain that it regulates and acts as a buffer zone in a
market economy. It is easy for the Attorney-General
to hide behind a regulation, but I suggest to her that
it will be impossible for her conscience and that of
other government members to hide behind these
regulations.
I repeat: times may have changed, but for some of us
Anzac Day will always be Anzac Day, Christmas
will always be Christmas and Good Friday will
always be Good Friday and some of us would like to
maintain the basic observances that we have
witnessed in our society.
Civilisation was not created by people like the
Attorney-General, hiding behind regulations when
they are attempting to bring down just about
everything that has been fundamental to a SOCiety. I
suggest sheer hypocrisy is driving this government
in rejecting this very straightforward motion, which
should not cause it any difficulties. The government
should have embraced the motion - in fact it
should have been moved by the government
because it is the government's job, as I said, to
regulate and to act as a buffer zone when the market
economy takes over.
It is the Attorney-General's responsibility to

understand her role in governing this state. She lacks
that understanding, as do all those on the opposite
side of the house. We may believe in a multicultural
society and I have pOSSibly contributed more to
multiculturalism than the Attorney-General would
care to remember, but I suggest that
multiculturalism has some basic features.
Multiculturalism has never included the idea that a
huge gambling facility should not close down on
Christmas Day.
Mr McArthur interjected.
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Mr DOLUS - The hypocrisy and irony that has
been shown lately leads me back to previous attacks
by the Premier on the role of the churches and, I
suggest, on the role of religion in this state.
Hypocrisy reigns supreme in this state. Everyone
stands up on Tuesday afternoon and on the
mornings when Parliament meets and bows their
heads when the prayer is read. That is good enough
for all of them. But it is not good enough for them to
observe one basic thing they should do. We are not
asking for a great deal. We are asking for Christmas
Day, Good Friday, and Anzac Day. We are asking
the government to regulate to preserve some
decency in a state that requires some decency. We
are asking the government to take its social
responsibility seriously.
Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr DOLUS - This is terrific! The
Attorney-General asks: 'Why didn't you put it in the
act?'. May I suggest that as the Attorney-General has
been a minister in this government for three years I
might ask her: 'Why didn't you put it into the act?
Why aren't you addressing something that needs to
be addressed?'. That is why the opposition, through
the Leader of the OppOSition, moved this
straightforward motion. It is impOSSible for the
government to argue against it.
Mrs Wade interjected.
Mr DOLUS - It is impossible for you to argue
against it. It is impossible for you to hide behind
regulation.
The ACI1NG SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! The honourable member will address the
Chair.
Mr DOLUS - It is impOSSible for the
government not to agree to the motion. But this
government will not accept the social responsibility
that it must act on behalf of the people and redress
irregularities. We are asking the Attorney-General to
redress an irregularity. 1bree years later, the
Attorney-General is prepared to hide behind what
she calls either a regulatory decision or a decision
that she describes as having been made by a
previous government. What absolute and utter
garbage! Every time you see yourself in the mirror in
the morning, you ask yourself - The ACI1NG SPEAKER - Order! When the
honourable member uses the expression 'you', he is
referring to the Chair.
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Ms Marple interjected.
The ACflNG SPEAKER - Order! I caution the
honourable gentleman - and the honourable
member for Altona -not to proceed down the path
and use the words I think he was about to use.
Mr DOLLIS - Every time the Attorney-General
looks at herself in the mirror and asks herself what
her social responsibility is as a minister of the
Crown, she says to herself: I act according to the
law - not according to the Attorney-General's
responsibility or what the people require from the
Attorney-General or what I need to do to redress
irregularities in the state. The Attorney-General acts
according to some regulation she finds as a cheap
excuse in opposing a motion that not one single
person in this government in the light of day, when
the government attempts to be honest, can argue
against. I return to the motion, which seeks to
discuss:
the failure of the government to act to prohibit the
Melbourne casino from operating on Christmas Day,
Good Friday, and Anzac Day thereby ensuring that the
Melbourne casino respects the religious, historical and
cultural significance of Christmas Day, Good Friday
and Anzac Day.
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Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - The Deputy Leader
of the OppOSition has been speaking with fiat-like
air, almost bringing to mind his socialist forebear
Lenin. Perhaps the glasses have inspired him! But
like his Bolshevik predecessors - they are certainly
this man's intellectual and ideological heritage - he
believes truth is a weapon to be used only when it is
convenient. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
and his colleagues have tried to mislead both the
house and the public on all the issues arising in the
debate.

The Leader of the Opposition read through a list of
government members, suggesting they were
showing a lack of concern for the issue by not being
in the house for his speech. If this is the important
debate the Leader of the OppOSition claims it is,
where is he? He has deserted the deputy leader and
the leader of opposition business. Where are the
moral guardians of SOCiety who want to contribute
to the deba te?
Ms Marple interjected.
Mr PERT ON - The honourable member for
Altona says they have left us. Perhaps she is one of
the few moral guardians of her party - and she is a
victim of their preselection system.

I challenge the Attorney-General or any other
speaker for the government to argue against the
sentiments and the wording of the motion. They
should not hide behind regulations. They should
answer the fundamental question: is it the
government's responsibility to regulate and to
redress irregularities that develop as a result of a
market economy having gone totally crazy? The
government of the day is asked to do its job nothing more, nothing less. It is the government's
job to protect the fundamental rights of its citizens.

Let me turn to the first question about
libertarianism, civil liberties and fundamental civil
rights. What fundamental civil rights are we talking
about? What is the honourable member for
Richmond talking about? It seems the Labor Party is
extraordinarily liberal when it comes to the right to
undertake the sorts of activities it thinks are proper.
If, like the Leader of the OppOSition, you want to
smoke dope from time to time, let's legalise it.

It is this government's job not to hide behind
regulation but to preserve what we have preserved
up until now: Christmas Day, Good Friday and
Anzac Day. That is not very much to ask, but for this
government - -

Mr PERTON - Perhaps the honourable member
for Richmond likes to undertake the same activity; I
have no idea.

A government member interjected.
Mr DOLLIS - I suggest to the honourable
member that my speech is consistent with
everything I have said during the seven years I have
been a member of this house.

Mr Dollis - Careful.

Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr PERTON -1 find it extraordinary that these
people oppOSite, 19 of whom took affirmations when
elected to this house, have suddenly become the
great guardians of Christianity and moral
spokesmen on behalf of the Catholic Church.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACflNG SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member's has expired.
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The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has walked between the
Chair and the member on his feet. It is time the
house returned to order and proper decorum.
Enough is enough.
Mr PERTON - This is a difficult debate, because
it is negative. The Leader of the Opposition and his
deputy have spent their time accusing government
members of hypocrisy. Let us look at the list of the
people who voted for the principal legislation, under
which the decision has been made.
According to Hansard, Mr Andrianopoulos, the
honourable member for Mill Park, voted in favour of
the act, as did Mr Baker, the honourable member for
Sunshine, Mr Batchelor, the honourable member for
Thomastown, and Mr Dollis, the honourable
member for Richmond. Ms Garbutt, the honourable
member for Bundoora, is listed in Hansard as
supporting the act, but there she is waiting to
contribute to this debate. Also listed is Mr Gavin, the
former member for Coburg - one can only
speculate about what has happened to him - and
Mr Jolly, the former Treasurer. Mr Leighton, the
honourable member for Preston, also voted for the
act, but he is now seeking to condemn the
government.
Do members of the opposition know that one of the
four gaming venues that are permitted to trade 24
hours a day, 365 days a year, is Cramer's Hotel and
Bistro in Preston? I have never heard the honourable
member for Preston condemn Cramer's.
An Government Member - It is in
Mr Leighton's electorate.
Mr PERTON - In Mr Leighton's electorate and
is a venue well used by his constituents. I have never
heard him question that.
Mr Finn - Does he have any shares in it?
Mr PERTON - That is a good question, but I
have no idea of the answer. Mr Cole, the honourable
member for Melbourne, is listed as having voted in
favour of the legislation. Of course, he was a very
vocal part of the team that stood behind the Leader
of the Opposition during his contribution. He has
now left the chamber, too. The Downunder Rock
Cafe in Carlton is open 24 hours a day, 365 days a
year, 24 hours a day, as is the Hilton on the Park
Hotel in East Melbourne. Is that in the electorate of
the honourable member for Richmond? What about
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the honourable member for Melbourne? We never
heard a squeak from - Mr DoBis interjected.
Mr PERTON -So it's the honourable member
for Melbourne again - The ACTING SPEAKER - Order! I remind the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that when a
rhetorical question is asked there is no need to reply
to it!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON - I would probably be visiting the
house of the honourable member for Springvale,
wouldn't I?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON - I thank the honourable members
for Richmond and Thomastown for providing some
humour. I recently conducted a study of public
opinion polls on the standing of members of
Parliament, and I found that their standing was
much diminished during the Cain years. Of the
people who were surveyed at the end of the Labor
government years, only 11 per cent said they
believed politicians were honest and truthful - and
I hold the member for Richmond and his colleagues
responsible for that.
They have used the word 'hypocrisy' at least 30 or
40 times during the debate. I refer to the debate on
the Casino Control Bill in May 1991, which you will
recall, Mr Acting Speaker. Maybe I was part of the
conservative minority, but I actually opposed the
introduction of casino gaming into this state, for a
whole range of reasons. I was in the minority given
the public opinion polls, and mine was certainly a
minority opinion given the views expressed in the
Parliament. But every time I raised a question about
social responsibility or the downsides of casino
gaming I was laughed at by the then Deputy
Premier, Jim Kennan, and the member for
Richmond, whose speech today was full of cant.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr PERTON - Full of cant. Mr Acting Speaker,
you will recall that during the last election campaign
my party used the term 'The Guilty Party' to
describe the Labor Party.
Mr Finn interjected.
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Mr PERTON - Each of the members in this
chamber, with the exception of the member for
Altona, is guilty in respect of the prindpal
legislation and guilty regarding any detrimental
effects of casino gaming. They are the ones who put
in place the legislative structure that has led to the
dedsions that are the subject of today's debate.
I refer to page 2743 of Hansard of 29 May 1991, at
which Mrs Wade, the current Attorney-General,
quotes clause 65 of the prindpallegislation in full
and says to Mr Kennan, then the Minister for Major
Projects:
It appears from this clause that the times a casino may
be opened are purely a matter for the authority and are
not of any interest to the government, nor does the
government believe it should be of any interest to
Parliament.

That is quite a different attitude to the attitude taken by
the government in relation to shop trading hours. I ask
the minister whether this is the government's policy
and that it is open to the authority, for instance, to
require a casino operator to open the casino on Good.
Friday, Christmas Day and Anzac Day. Is he clear that
it is government policy that that should be left entirely
in the hands of the authority?

The Labor Party passed the legislation. When
opposition members accuse the government of
hypocrisy they bring to mind Lenin and the
Bolsheviks, who lied and cheated to gain power.
During question time yesterday the Treasurer
elaborated on some of the lies and the cheating that
characterised the last government - a government
that cost the public of Victoria billions and billions of
dollars. In 1991 the Liberal opposition asked the then
Labor government to prescribe rules governing the
operation of the casino. On page 2729 of Hansard of
29 May 1991 the honourable member for Kew is
reported as moving an amendment to the Casino
Control Bill requiring appropriate regulations to be
put in place prior to the granting of a casino licence.
The then Minister for Major Projects, the
Honourable Jim Kennan, is reported as stating:
There would be gaps in time, something undesirable in
commercial matters, which the honourable member for
Doncaster obviously has no understanding of.

My suggestion of stipulating regulations before the
granting of a casino licence was rejected in the most
derogatory of terms. I knew nothing about the
casino because I was not an absolute supporter of
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open trading hours or casino gaming. The 'Speech by
the honourable member for Richmond and his
subsequent interjections inevitably lead one to the
conclusion that he is being hypocritical.
The Labor Party introduced the casino legislation
and gaming machines. It did so not based on any
prindple but because Victoria was going broke and
a casino was the only way it could see of plugging
the gaps in its budget strategy. In overall gaming
terms the casino is small beer. If we want to talk
about the detrimental effects of gaming on the
community, we should talk about the gaming
machines that are found in every town and suburb.
Posters advertising gaming are plastered all over the
place. Some people spend all day feeding coins into
gaming machines. The honourable member for
Richmond has a libertarian view on the issue: he
believes that it is okay to play gaming machines 365
days a year but that it is somehow wrong to play
games of cards at certain times.
Anzac Day, Good Friday and Christmas Day are
important to this community. The compromise of
closing the casino for 8 hours on each of those days
is probably reasonable. I saw a 1987 public opinion
poll that stated that almost 90 per cent of people try
to spend time with their families on those days, so
they are important family days. The issue is not
about the government trying to tell people what
they can or cannot do.
The honourable member for Richmond was right
when he talked about a social contract and the
responsibility members of the community have to
each other. It is important that all of us spend time
with our families on those important occasions; but
when our religious celebrations have finished it is
not appropriate to stop people who do not have the
same religiOUS beliefs or who are lonely or do not
have families or friends from finding some comfort
in those activities. I do not condemn them for doing
so on days on which my family attends religious
festivities, and I find it totally wrong that the Labor
Party does.
The real challenge fating all political parties is to
make sure that people enjoy fulfilling family
activities on these days; but it is not the
responsibility of government to mandate the
activities we can or cannot take part in on each of
those days.
Ms GARBUIT (Bundoora) - I shall refer, firstly,
to the significance of Christmas Day, Good Friday
and Anzac Day and why there is an outcry about the
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casino opening on these days. Christmas Day and
Good Friday were celebrated by our pioneers, and
Anzac Day has been important since World War I.
The values we uphold on those days include caring
for others, love and priority for family and friends.
Good Friday and Christmas Day are days on which
commercialism is set aside and priority is given to
other values. Not everyone is an active churchgoer,
but we all understand that people still acknowledge
the significance of Christmas Day and Good Friday.
In celebrating Anzac Day we recognise the many
Australian servicemen, servicewomen and civilians
who made the ultimate sacrifice, not just in World
War I but in other wars. We recognise that our
nation fought and made sacrifices for freedom sacrifices made for others.
I shall read from a letter I received from Reverend
Ian Paxton of the Baptist Commwtity Care, which
was sent to all Baptist pastors. He talks about the
values of those days when he states:
This is not a party political argument, nor is it directed
at anyone person. It is about the promotion of holy and
wholesome ways of life instead of the promotion of a
way of life that encourages greed, fatalism and false
hope - a way of life that does not promote people's
relationships with each other or with God.

Although not everyone in the commwtity agrees
with those religiOUS sentiments, they certainly
support the values the Reverend Paxton is talking
about and understand his linking greed, fatalism
and false hope with what happens at the casino.
Allowing the casino to open on these three days
contradicts the values many hold dear. The
government and the casino are rejecting long-held
commwtity views. The decision to open the casino
on these days is a slap in the face to the community.
Those are not the onlv community values the
government rejects. It has rejected. other values and
principles we thought were unquestionable. We
thought a person was innocent until proven guilty,
but the Premier now decides who is guilty and who
is innocent! Only he decides who receives
compensation. The right of appeal against
government decisions has been abolished.
The AcnNG SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I remind the honourable member of the
terms of the motion regarding the religious and
cultural Significance of those three particular days of
the year. The Speaker has been meticulous in
requiring speakers to confine their remarks to the
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motion, and I ask the honourable member to assist
the Chair by doing the same.
Ms GARBUTT - I was talking about the values
that we hold dear, and I was saying that government
decisions are overthrowing many of these values.
Earlier speakers referred to the independence of
judges, who have been sacked or attacked.
We have also talked about participation in
community decisions and how that particular value
we used to have has been thrown over by the
government for casino values. This is a casino
economy and a government with casino values.
Basically the dollar rules. All these other principles
of recognising sacrifices made in wars, of
recognising selfless acts, of recognising the priority
of family life are swept aside in the rush for the
dollar. So the values of Anzac Day, Christmas Day
and Good Friday are rejected despite great
community outcry.
Those values seem to have been shared by a few
other government members who spoke out in their
electorates and in the papers, but they are not
present today. It is an indictment of them that they
are not game to come in here to repeat what they
said in public for their voters to hear. They are not
prepared to speak up and support the motion. They
were probably intimidated in their party room at
yesterday'S extraordinarily long government
meeting. I imagine those people were effectively
silenced because they are not here and they are not
game to speak up here. More is at stake than just
government values in this case. The government has
a responsibility to protect community values - it
has a duty of care, particularly to vulnerable people.
I will quote from a letter to the Age from Sister Mary
Coloe of the Presentation Sisters. We are still
allowed to read other newspapers, are we not? I
know we are attacked every time we do. Sister Coloe
talks about this duty of care. She says:
Governments have a duty of care, particularly to those
most vulnerable in society, those who lack the money,
the power, the health or the education to defend their
own rights, yet they are the losers in this current
gamble.
Schools and hospitals have been amalgamated, service
industries have been privatised, the mentally ill have
been deinstitutionalised, homes for the elderly have
been reclassified. Behind the rhetoric of 'amalgamation,
privatisation, deinstitutionalisation and reclassification'
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this government has brushed aside the basic duty of
care.

cultural Significance. It is not the Chair wh" drafted
the motion. The motion is very narrow and specific.

The ACIlNG SPEAKER - Order! I again
remind the honourable member that the motion
refers to respect for religiOUS, historical and cultural
significance for three days in the year. It seems to me
that by any application of logic the honourable
member is straying from the narrow confines of the
motion.

Ms GARBUTT - The owners of Crown Casino
have made these profits, and the government has a
duty of care and a responsibility to take action to
protect the community values that the casino is
overriding.

Ms GARBUTT - Mr Acting Speaker, I was
going on to ask the government to endorse the
motion, which is about the failure of the government
to act to prohibit the Melbourne casino from
opening on these days. It relates directly to the
responsibilities of government and particularly to
protecting community values and the duty of care to
vulnerable people such as those mentioned in Sister
Coloe's letter. We have seen the government reject
community values and refuse to take any action to
uphold them.
The casino receives special treatment. Other
businesses in Victoria are bound by several acts that
state when they can and cannot open. Those acts are
the Anzac Day Act, the Shop Trading Act and the
Capital City (Shop Trading) Act, but Crown Casino
appears to have a very special relationship with this
government. Most people I speak to actually think
the government nms the casino but they are wrong,
of course, aren't they? They have got it the wrong
way around. The casino runs the government. The
government and the casino are almost
indistinguishable. Both are run by mates, by the
people on the gravy train, and the people who are
not on the gravy train are suffering and paying the
price.
The casino is basically a licence to print money. You
have only to look at the profits made. The Herald
Sun, a politically correct paper for the government,
produced these figures. The profits involved are
amazing. Ron Walker, the Treasurer of the Liberal
Party, made $50 million over two years out of the
casino. Fifty million dollars is a huge amount, but it
pales into insignificance compared with what Lloyd
Williams made - $100 million since Crown won the
tender. All of that can be topped by Kerry Packer,
who has made a $150 million profit out of the casino.
That is big money, big profits!
The ACIlNG SPEAKER -Order! I accept the
honourable member's reference to other matters but
I now ask her to turn to the narrow terms of the
motion, which deal with religious, historic and

The people who are paying the price and making the
profits for these owners, these big winners, are the
gamblers. We are told that gamblers are losing about
$18.50 per week, and that is way up from the 1994
figure of $12.29. Gamblers Anonymous is
growing - that is another business that is growing
along with the casino. The break even counselling
service is growing rapidly as well: it collected
300 clients in its first 85 days operation from March
1995. The G-line crisis counselling and referral
service had 25 calls in its first quarter of operation
from October of 1993. By the second quarter of 1995
it was up to 400 calls for the quarter. That is the price
people are paying. But we know that to get that sort
of profit Crown wins - it has to win on the tables
and it has to win when it comes to government
decisions. It appears to have won this government
decision, too, by the government's failure to take
action. The government has failed to act to prohibit
the casino opening on these days, but that is not
unusual. The government often favours Crown.
Crown wins on many occasions.
An advertisement warning gamblers of the dangers
of gambling was pulled off the air by the
government, by the minister. No, we can't have that!
We can't stop this flow of profit from dollars into the
casino. No research was done on the effects of
gambling prior to the establishment of the casino it was just all out and go for it, including Christmas
Day, Anzac Day and Good Friday. The government
even funded someone to develop a kit to teach
children at school how to gamble. Luckily, after a
huge outcry, that was stopped. Whatever Crown
asks for it gets. A major expansion took place in
February 1994, increasing the number of hotel
rooms. Further major expansions were accepted, and
more tables for the pennanent casino as well as the
temporary casino were approved. Whatever Crown
asks for it gets from this government.

The claims by the Premier that the government
cannot tell the casino to close on those three days is
absolute nonsense. The Premier interferes with
everything else in this state. The government is able
to change the constitution, it is able to sack
judges--
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Mrs Wade interjected.
Ms GARBUlT - You did that! You sacked the
judges. You can do that but you are saying you
cannot make the casino close on three days. That is
nonsense. What happened to the equal opportunity
commissioner? God! You can hound people like the
DPP and the senior magistrates of the Children's
Court out of office, but you are trying to tell us you
cannot close the casino. The government is like
Pontius Pilate and is trying to wash its hands of this
decision. The dollar is driving all of this.
It is all about how much monev can be fed into the
hands of the government's mates at the casino - all
those on the gravy train - on every day of the year!
This government is rejecting some fundamental
community values and substituting its own casino
values in a casino economy. I can only agree with
the Leader of the Opposition: this is a government
for Crown, by Crown and under Crown.

Mr RYAN (Gippsiand South) - This motion
purports to criticise the government, according to its
wording, for its:
Failure ... to act to prohibit the Melbourne casino from
operating on Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac
Day thereby ensuring that the Melbourne casino
respects the religious, historical and cultural
significance of Christmas Day, Good Friday and Anzac
Day.

The motion has been moved today through a
contribution by the Leader of the OppOSition,
supported by a couple of other members of the
Labor Party. What an extraordinary performance the
house has witnessed today! As somebody said
recently in another forum, these people have had the
experience of a lifelong journey, and have been
affected by a bolt of lightning from the skies because
they have a terrible concern about these wonderful
religiOUS days we celebrate in this state, together
with Anzac Day.
I was not otherwise intending to drift into these
areas because they have a level of sensitivity about
them, but I am led into it by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition who spoke about the prayer said by
Mr Speaker at the commencement of each
parliamentary sitting day. If you look across the
chamber at the Labor benches when the prayer is
being said, half do not participate!
At the commencement of this sessional period a
celebratory ceremony was held in one of our nearby
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churches to mark the occasion. All honourable
members were invited and I accept that not
everybody could attend, but only one member of the
Labor Party represented, in name at least, the
opposition among a sea of government members on
that occasion. What an extraordinary state of affairs!
The opposition has had an enlightening experience!
There is nothing like the keepers of the high moral
ground! Look at them opposite, waving the keys to
the kingdom which sound so hollow. It is classic that
members of the opposition should support this
motion. If it were not so serious, it would be a joke!
Let us examine some of the facts about this issue. I
refer to the Casino Control Act 1991 - and I
emphasise the importance of the date attached to
that legislation because it is Labor Party legislation
that is under consideration today! Section 130 talks
about the constitution of the Victorian Casino
Control AuthOrity. It states:
(1) There is established by this Act an authority by the
name of the Victorian Casino Control Authority.

Subsection (2) talks about the authority being a
'body corporate', and in further paragraphs refers to
the authority representing 'the Crown', having 'a
common seal', that it 'may sue and be sued', and
recites the aspects of an independent statutory
authority.
Section 140 of the Casino Control Act, about which
half of the Labor Party members whinge and
complain, sets out the objects of the authority:
The object of the authority is to maintain and
administer systems for the licensing, supervision and
control of casinos, for the purpose of ...

It refers to numerous objects, and then states:
(c) promoting tourism, employment and economic
development in the state.

Section 141 talks about the functions of the authority:
(1) The Authority has the following functions ...

and I shall not list them all.
Section 65 of this act - the Labor Party's
legislation - under the heading 'Times of operation
of casinos' contains a provision that states:
(1) A casino operator must cause the casino to be open
to the public for gaming in accordance with this
Act on such days and at such times as are for the
time being directed by the authority by order in
writing served on the operator.
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The operator must cause the casino to be closed to
the public(a) on days and at times that are not days or times
specified in a direction for the time being in
force under this section in relation to the
casino; and
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that John Richards and other members of the
authority, which the former Labor government
established, have been nobbled by persons whom
they have named and by the government at large. I
ask even one member of the Labor Party to have the
~ts to explain to that man how that party can attack
his name.

(b) on days or at times specified in such a direction

as days on which, or times at which, the
opening of the casino to the public is
prohibited.

It later refers to methods of giving a direction and

varying the existing directions made.
That legislative structure, introduced by the former
Labor Party government, passed through this
house - but now the opposition whinges about it! It
voted in favour of the legislation; the Labor Party
was part and parcel of setting up the fabric of the
legislation. It is responsible for the existence of the
act. Where does that then take us?
A casino control authority was established. I am not
sure who is wanning up in the trenches for the
.
Labor Party to speak next; it may be the honourable
member for Yan Yean or even the honourable
member for Thomastown - but I would love the
Deputy Leader of the OppOSition to have another go
because of this particular issue.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr RYAN - You promised not to interrupt. The
Lab?r Party established the membership of the
Casmo Control AuthOrity and put into the chair a
man named John Richards, a respected and upright
member of the community at large, a member of the
legal profession. He is a terrific fellow.
In my time practising law I had no close association
with John Richards; ironically, my firm acted mainly
for plaintiffs while his firm did a lot of insurance .
~o~k. More often than not, my firm was opposed to
his ll1 court.

John Richards is a man of integrity. How does the
Labor Party explain the obvious slur it cast on the
name of John Richards in his capacity as chairman of
th~ autho~ty? Who, on behalf of the Labor Party,
will explain to the house and to the public at largeand, most particularly, to John Richards - how it
co~d cast a sl~ on his name? The Labor Party is
saymg - and IS not even implying it - that the
Casino Control AuthOrity has been nobbled bv the
state of Victoria and by people like Ron Walk~r and
Lloyd Williams. It is making a straight-out assertion

The opposition is putting to the house that John
Richards and the people who are part and parcel of
that authority have been had. It is all very well for
interjections to be hurled at me, but this must be one
of the greatest 'non-explains'!
I offer the opposition the opportunity to stand up
and put the pOSition of those then in government, to
explain how it could now say such things about John
Richards and those who are part and parcel of the
authority.
What has happened here is no more or no less than
~e process - established by the Labor Party, then
m government, and which is recognised in the act which has been allowed to take its course. That is a
right and proper thing. That is what people, and not
the least members of the Labor Party, have urged us
to do ~oughout because the flip side of what they
are saymg to us in this motion is we should
overturn, by legislation, a decision that has been
made by the authority.
We have not done it since we have been in
government and we have no intention of doing it
now because it must be remembered that the actual
scope of the authority is narrow. It is clearly defined
by legislation and therein lies the degree of
responsibility. All we have done is go through the
proper process in accord with our position, as a
government, in standing aside from what the
authority is required to do pursuant to legislation
that the former Labor government passed.
That brings me to the next pOint, that the motion is
populist politics to the nth degree. Opposition
members think that because some community
groups and others are complaining about the
hours-of-operation issue - it happens to be the
issue of the day - they can make a bit of political
headway on it.
The motion calls, among other things, for the closure
of the casino on Anzac Day. I wonder if the
opposition put that position to the Returned Services
League before it advanced it here in the motion.
Since its establishment in 1994 the casino has been
able to operate on Anzac Day except for a period of
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8 hours as defined. The opposition wants to shut the
whole place! Opposition members are the same
people - I stand to be corrected on this - who by
means of an extension of the law approved the
playing of two-up on Anzac Day. Have they been to
the RSL to ensure that what is contained in the
motion is what is wanted by those they purport to
represent and for whom they are bleating?
That brings me to the next point. The authority
provided a discretion to the casino to open on the
days concerned. It did not direct the casino to open
or to close but gave it a discretion to operate as it
saw fit. A proper public process has taken place. The
casino has reacted positively to community concern
about the issue and has decided to close for 8 hours
on Anzac Day, as it has done so far, Christmas Day
and Good Friday.
That is an admirable outcome: it preserves the
statutory independence of the authority to go about
its functions in a proper manner; the government
has been able to stand clear of the debate and not
interfere with the authority in the discharge of its
responsibilities; and the public has been able to
participate in the debate. The casino has reacted
appropriately to concern expressed in the public
arena and has modified its original position.
To have the opposition bleating about this issue is a
remarkable state of affairs. It is all the more
remarkable when one considers that a number of
establishments operating in Victoria are able to
function on 365 days of year. Currently four gaming
venues are permitted to trade on a 24-hours-a-day
basis for 365 days of the year, including Christmas
Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day. They are
Cramer's Hotel at Preston, the Downunder Rock
Cafe in Carlton and Hilton on the Park in East
Melbourne - all in Labor-held electorates, although
there is a bit of argument on the other side as to who
wants to claim the latter one now that there is a bit
of a raspberry about it. The other venue is the
Ferntree Gullv Hotel, which is situated in a
government-held electorate. Three of the four
establishments that are pennitted to trade on every
day of the year are located in Labor-held electorates.
The opposition's complaints - the honourable
member for Bundoora talked about Pontius Pilate
washing his hands, a line she pinched from the
honourable member for Morwell - are hypocritical.
OppOSition members are indulging in populist
politics. The government has taken a responsible
position to ensure that the appropriate statutory
authority remains at arm's length from the
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government in the conduct of its affairs - and that
is how it should be.
I invite the opposition to put to the house its
pOSition on Mr John Richards, who has chaired the
authority extremely well since its inception.
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - The motion
is about whether people believe it is appropriate for
the casino to trade on Christmas Day, Good Friday
and Anzac Day or on part of those days. The
opposition does not support the government's view
on the issue. The motion is about respect, traditions,
cultural and family values and community and
social responsibility. We are talking today about the
ethos that Wlderpins our community. The
opposition has expressed concern about those
values, which are important to the opposition and to
the community at large but which are clearly not
important to the government.
In refusing to accept and carry out its

responsibilities and show leadership on this issue,
the government has rejected fundamental
community values - it has contaminated those
values by ignoring what the community has said.
The government's attitude and actions have
contaminated each and every stage of the casino
process.
Why has the government not been listening to what
the community has been saying? From the time of
the first announcement, members of the community
have been speaking out forcefully on the issue.
Ordinary citizens have been aghast at what the
government has sought to do. The churches and the
RSL have led the opposition to the initiatives to
allow open-slather trading on these important and
sacred days.
Immediately following the announcement
community organisations expressed their views, and
the churches were at the forefront in voicing the
feelings of Victorians and encapsulating the ethos
that underpins our community.
An article published in the Herald Sun of 14 October
states:
The Reverend Robert Johnson of the Uniting Church
said the government had accepted a decision that
threatened. to crush special days set aside for families
and reflection.

Reverend Johnson is reported as asking the
rhetorical question:
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Is money so important we can't take time to remember
God or those who died in war?

Of course the opposition knows the answer to those
questions, but the government does not; it knows
the answers to other questions. The government has
a compulsion to satisfy the commercial needs of its
mates at the casino. It is preoccupied with doing
everything the casino wants. What the casino wants
the casino gets.
As Reverend Robert Johnson said, the government is
prepared to crush special days set aside for families
for reflection. That is what people in the commwtity
understand is happening. People in the suburbs of
Melbourne and the provincial cities of rural Victoria
know the government is doing everything it can to
ensure that its mates at the casino have a lucrative
operation.
In 1994-95 crown generated $357.8 million worth of

gambling revenue. The casino generates a million
dollars a day. That is why it wants to remain open
on Christmas day, Anzac Day and Good Friday. If
the casino is closed on those days it will forgo
$1 million a day in revenue. The casino is so greedy
and desperate for money it is prepared to trample on
traditional values held dear by members of the
commwtity.
Commwtity opposition to this announcement was
also led by the RSL. I quote from the Herald Sun of
14 October where the state secretary of the RSL,
Brigadier John Deighton, slammed the decision,
saying it was disgusting and a blot on Victoria. He
could not have been more specific and more
accurate. The article further states:
Brigadier Deighton said the RSL had been flooded with
calls from veterans who feared Anzac Day had been
downgraded.

The RSL was flooded. with calls from its members from people who contributed to Australia's war
effort - complaining that this government had
downgraded Anzac Day. They were so concerned
and appalled that the secretary of the RSL, Brigadier
Deighton, said the decision was a blot on Victoria. I
could not agree more. That should be contrasted
with what the Premier said on 22 April, 1994. Not so
long ago the Premier was positioning himself in the
public with a different set of arrangements. The
Herald Sun of that date reports:
The Premier, Mr Jeff Kennett, yesterday said he would
push for an amendment to the shop trading legislation
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if retailers abuse the ethos of the legislation by opening
during Monday's memorial services.
'What I am doing at the moment is to call on shops to
consider the spirit of Anzac Day and those who have
gone before', Mc Kennett said.

The Premier was prepared. to call on retailers to
consider the spirit of Anzac Day but he has done
nothing about it since 1994. He has gone even
further. Not only has he done nothing about
preventing what he said was an tmacceptable
practice - the commercialisation of Anzac Day
through shops trading during memorial services he has also allowed the Crown Casino and his mates
to trade 24 hours a day, 365 days a year.
In 1994 these sacred and special occasions were
worthy of mention by the Premier, but in 1955 they

are not worthy of consideration. The honourable
member for Doncaster referred to the attitude of a
number of members of Parliament to the casino
control legislation and, similarly, I shall refer to the
specific attitude of a number of members to this
motion.
I want ordinary citizens of Victoria to take note of
what their members have said. They should ask
their members of Parliament what they did today
during debate on this motion. Did they support the
opposition's call for special treabnent of Christmas
Day, Good Friday and Anzac Day or did they use
the opportunity to vote against the motion?
Members of the RSL who rang their headquarters on
the day of this announcement, the people Brigadier
Deighton spoke about, should not only direct their
interests and concerns to their organisation, the RSL,
but also to their member of Parliament. The
electorate of Monbulk is a good, God-fearing area. I
wonder what the people will expect of their member
of Parliament when he votes against this motion.
The tolerant constituents of the multicu1tural
electorate of Oakleigh have a huge divergence of
views, but they do not like what this government is
doing to these special and sacred days. I want to
know what the honourable member for Bendigo
West will do today, and I want his constituents to
ask him why he took the action he did in this house.
Bendigo West is an area where religious values are
of the ubnost importance; yet later today members
will have the opportunity to see how dearly the
member for Bendigo West regards the religiOUS
values that his constituents hold near and dear.
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The opposition wants the people of Cranbourne to
ask their member what he will be doing today. The
honourable member for Cranbourne likes to
associate with members of the RSL. He parades
himself as having close associations with the RSL
and its values, but what will happen today when we
vote on this motion? What will the people who live
and work in Ballarat West, an area that gave so
many of its sons and daughters in the wars, think
about the commercialisation and downgrading of
Anzac Day?
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John,Mr
Kilgour,Mr
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McNamara, Mr

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

Motion negatived.
The government has set out to crush these great
commwlity values. They are the ethos and the
underpinning of our commwlity. By implication, the
Premier thought they were important in 1994. But,
having heard from his mates at the Crown
Casino-The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 26
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Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks,Mr
Brumby, Mr
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Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
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Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr
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Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sercombe, Mr
Thomson, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Vaughan, Dr
Wilson,Mrs

Noes, 51
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Clark,Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper,Mr
Davis, Mr
Dean, Dr
Ooyle, Mr(Teller)
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Hayward, Mr
Heffeman, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr

Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan,Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Smith, Mr LW.
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Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I move:
That this house condemns members of the National
Party and members of the Liberal Party representing
country electorates for failing to take steps to ensure
that country Victorians are not disadvantaged by
higher petrol prices compared with metropolitan
residents.

In February 1993 members of the government came
in here in a flurry of feathers - with their feathers
puffed up like cockerels on the corner posts in the
farmyard - saying what they were going to do for
country Victorians in respect of petrol prices.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - The cockerels are crowing!
What has happened? The cockerels have been
reduced to nothing more than Daffy Duck. They are
out on a limb, with a saw going, and the saw is
nearly through the log! Absolutely nothing has
happened! If ever a government had an opportunity
to do something for country Victorians but walked
away from and wasted that opportunity, this
government is it. This government had the numbers
in the house to do something about it. What did it
do? Absolutely nothing!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! If I can borrow a word
from the honourable member for Morwell, I would
ask the cockerels to stop crowing.
Mr HAMILTON - We have heard a great deal
of crowing by the Premier about the representation
of country electorates in cabinet, where 12 out of 21
and, until recently, 13 out of 22, but still more than
half in the cabinet, represent country electorates.
Four out of the five parliamentary secretaries
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represent country electorates; so the up and coming
members have the numbers. In the Assembly there
are 31 out of 61 - it is still more than half, still 50
per cent plus 1, which is more than half. In the
Council, 15 out of 30 members represent country
electorates. That is a total of 46 members out of 91.
You do not have to be Einstein - and certainly you
are not - to realise that that is 50 per cent plus I!
So if the members representing country electorates
want to do something for country Victorians about
what has been the single most important issue to
every person living in country Victoria - that is, the
way they are ripped off on petrol prices every time
they go to a bowser - -
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Bendigo West and Bendigo East. The members for
Bellarine and Geelong will go, and watch out for
important seats like Gippsland East. 'That was
considered a safe National Party seat before this
government came in and closed down the railway
lines and schools, sacked the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources people who
provided a lot of business for the local economy and
got rid of the health and community services
people-The SPEAKER - Order! I have listened to the
honourable member for Morwell for some minutes.
Although I have given him some licence, he is now
straying from the motion. He should confine his
remarks to the terms of the motion.

Mr Finn interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I will come back to that.
Mr Kilgour interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - If they were serious, the
members of this can--do gove'rnment that can't-The SPEAKER - Order! The behaviour of the
honourable member for Tullamarine is
unacceptable. I also extend that comment to the
honourable member for Shepparton.
Mr HAMILTON - This can--do government
cannot do things for country Victorians. It leaves
them out on a limb that is being sawn off, just like
Daffy Duck. Not once have country members stood
up for their people!
Because it has a massive majority in both houses the
government can at the drop of a hat change the
constitution of Victoria. Every day of the week it
makes deals with its mates and cronies. What do the
country members do for country Victorians? We
have not heard them give a whimper, let alone a
snarl. You've been hung out to dry. You are lying
down; you are not representing the people who put
you there! Your time will come. After the next
election there will be some changes. The government
members in Ballarat and Bendigo West will be gone.
Mr McArthur - Not a chance!
Mr HAMILTON - Not a chance? Countrv
people gave you a massive majority to do something
for country Victoria, but you have done absolutely
nothing. Let's run through some of them. The
Ballarat members will go - there go a few of your
country representatives - as will the members for

Mr HAMILTON - The government set up a
backbench petrol prices committee under the very
good leadership of the Honourable David Evans in
another place. A stack of backbenchers were put on
it, which lifted the hopes of every country Victorian.
For the first time in 40 or 50 years, after 40 or 50
inquiries, we were given some hope. Then, under
the direction of the Minister for Fair Trading, the
committee went around country Victoria, accepting
submissions and even appearing before the Industry
Commission. It lifted the hopes of every country
Victorian - but now those hopes have been dashed.
The question every person in country Victoria is
asking is why? As I travel from Mildura to
Mallacoota, from Portland to the Pyrenees and from
Sale to Shepparton, I hear that question being asked
of government members. They know, as does the
minister, that this is the most important issue in
country Victoria. Yet absolutely nothing has been
done. I am tired of hearing government members
blame everything on the 10 years of Labor
government.
An Honourable Member - And the federal
government.
Mr HAMILTON - They want to wipe their
hands of it! They want to do a Pontius Pilate. This is
the so called can--do government!
Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I will call the
honourable member for Benambra later on in the
debate. In the meantime I ask him to remain silent.
Mr HAMILTON - I was speaking about
government members doing a Pontius Pilate by
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wiping their hands of it. Now I have some water which will not turn to wine!
Government members continually excuse their own
inaction and inability to do anything, despite having
a massive majority in both houses and despite the
fact that more than 50 per cent of them represent
country electorates. One wonders what they are
doing and why they are not using their numbers to
force the issue and to stand up to the oil companies?
Are they running away from it?
Mr Kilgour interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Why didn't we do it?
Mr Kilgour interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - The honourable member for
Shepparton is certainly giving a good imitation of a
cockerel. We know what happens to cockerels; if
they keep squawking they get their heads chopped
off. Let me tell the honourable member that the issue
has been raised in this Parliament on a number of
occasions, including the May 1989 debate on a prices
bill.
By and large the honourable member for Murray
Valley has a good reputation for standing up for pis
people. He is one of very few members on that side
from whom I have heard even a whisper of criticism
of what the government is doing - and for that I
give him credit. He is not like the rest of the wimps
who sit down, do what they are told, never stand up
for their people and never criticise the lack of action
on country petrol prices. They interject in here, but
why don't they get up in their electorates and say
they will use their numbers - 50 per cent plus 1 while they have them? Not a word, not a whimper,
not a whisper.
At page 1511 of Hansard of 10 May 1989 the
honourable member for Murray Valley is reported
as saying that the coalition did not believe in price
control, that it would never happen while the
Liberal and the National parties had the numbers in
the other place. Yet you come in here and complain
about what the Labor government did not do. Think
about this: every piece of legislation except two that
went through in the 10 years - Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - That is correct - it had to be
passed by the Legislative Council, in which the
Liberals and the Nationals had the numbers. Those
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two pieces of socially responsible legislation were a
great achievement during the short time the then
opposition did not have the numbers in the upper
house. So the honourable member for Murray Valley
should not have said we would never have any
control while we did not have the numbers in the
upper house.
It must be embarrassing for the Honourable David

Evans to see the excellent work being done by his
committee under the direction of the minister. I give
the minister credit for prOViding the resources to
enable the issues to be raised. However, it is all right
getting the issues raised - but what about doing
something! That is the cry of people in country
Victoria. As you travel around you hear them say:
look at the price of petrol! I will give the house
examples of the price of petrol all over country
Victoria. But look at the price in Melbourne - and
the LPG prices are even worse. In the country you
often hear people saying petrol has gone up
8 cents a litre or 10 cents a litre or 12 cents a litre in
an hour.
In country Victoria we are paying - 'we' includes
members who represent country electorates 10, 12 and even 20 cents a litre more than people in
Melbourne are paying. Country people ask: why is it
so? It is because you have not had the courage to get
this can-do government to do something for country
Victorians!

The government says it is the federal government's
problem, but it is everyone's problem. Let me see
legislation that protects country Victoria. If the
government introduces legislation I will vote for it,
and country commwtities will welcome members of
the government with open arms. Government
members in country Victoria might even hold their
seats!
Members representing metropolitan seats believe
their goods and services are delivered free of charge,
but nothing is free. Country Victorians are paying
for the cost of delivering goods from MOrnington to
Altona. Every time they fill up their cars or trucks
they pay for the supposedly free delivery service in
Melbourne.
The government says it wants an open market.
Anyone who runs a car on LPG or petrol knows
what a deregulated market means. Regulation is
undertaken not by those who are responsible for
protecting people or for looking after their interest
but by the multinationals. They say it is about
competition, but it is just like the competition that
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existed when the banks were deregulated. Not so
long ago the federal Treasurer said the banks had
abused the deregulation of their industry. Petrol
companies operate in a deregulated market, but they
abuse the process. They walk over the Prices
Surveillance AuthOrity, which supposedly has some
control over the wholesale price of petrol and
liquefied petroleum gas.
The suiddal discounting of petrol prices occurs only
in the dty. I cannot remember the last time the price
of petrol was discounted in Morwell - I am not that
old! The petrol companies use the excuse that there
is less output in country Victoria. I know of a
number of service stations in the suburbs that have
low-volume sales, so the argument that suburban
service stations can offer lower prices only because
their output is higher is rubbish. A number of
smaller service stations are involved in the price
support system - I prefer to call it price fixing. They
have small storage fadlities and low turnovers, yet
they are part of the cartel that rips off the
community.
The discounting of petrol prices happens only in the
dty and never in the country because the
government has walked away from its responsibility
to look after country Victorians. You have only
12 months left to enjoy the massive majority you
now have.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Finn - On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
have listened to the honourable member for Morwell
for the past few minutes. It is clear that he is
contravening the standing orders because he is not
directing his comments through the Chair.
The SPEAKER - Order! I understand the point
of order, but the Chair has tried to rule this chamber
with some commonsense. Members of the
government can expect me to uphold the point of
order only if they cease interjecting. Interjections are
disorderly; but worse, they provoke the honourable
member for Morwell into addreSSing each
individual interjector. I uphold the point of order,
bu t I ask the house to use discretion and
commonsense.
Mr HAMILTON - Mr Speaker, thank you for
your protection from the virulent attacks of
government members. Country people do not have
a choice about the price they pay for petrol and LPG.
All the research, all the inquiries and all the reports
show that country people accept many of the things
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that happen to them as part of the cost of lWing in
the country. But they all agree about the one thing
that divides dty and country people - the price
they have to pay for petrol.
Country people do not get the benefit of discounting
or of low prices, even when the industry alters the
prices when the seasons change from winter to
summer. Because during the summer petrol
companies use petrol with a lower vapour fuel
pressure they often conduct massive discounting
campaigns to get rid of their winter stocks. During
the next two or three weeks petrol companies will
reduce the price of petrol throughout the suburbs,
giving the excuse that it is the result of competition
and market forces. lbat is patently not true. Every
service station owner in every town receives a
telephone call instructing him to charge so much for
the petrol he sells. Petrol companies pull the strings.
They and get into bed with each other while
pretending they are competing for market share.
It will take a strong government to regulate the

market and ensure the uniforming pricing of fuel so
that when one travels from Melbourne to Mildura
there will be no more than 1.5 cents a litre difference
in price - instead of, for example, variations of up
to 20 cents a litre at Cann River or Orbost Country
people deserve better. Melbourne motorists often
say they will have to pay more if proper regulation
is applied throughout the state, but the answer
should be: so what! Country people do not have a
choice. They have to use their cars and trucks to take
their kids to school, go shopping or go to the bank. U
you want to take your children to the hospital or the
doctor you have to use a car, and because you have
to travel a greater distance you use more fuel.
Country people use five or six times more fuel per
head than people who live in the suburbs.
Melbourne people have alternatives, but country
people do not. These arguments are made time and
again, but nothing happens.
The hope for fairer fuel pricing was raised by the
backbenchers. I was in my electorate - a Labor
electorate - as a Labor member of Parliament
saying this is a good thing, and when the discussion
paper came out from the committee I said it was a
good thing, that the government is looking at
options and is looking at ways to do it.
I am on record in my electorate as having said the
government will do something for country people.
Had it done something to achieve some relativity in
petrol prices across the state - so the difference in
price is not 1 cent or 2 cents a litre between Moe and
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Morwell, a difference of 15 kilometres, or so the
price is not 12 to 14 cents more in Morwell from
what it is in Nar Nar Goon, which happens to be
within the 50-kilometre radius of the citv, which
means lower petrol prices - then I wo~d be happy
to thank the government for doing something for
country people. I would not have had to come in
here and condemn the 50 per cent plus 1 for doing
zilch after the government had raised our hopes.
It would have been better if it had not raised our
hopes because now not only is there disappointment
and a feeling of deja vu, that we have been there
before, we have done it, but there is also a feeling of
anger.

When the Premier gets up and crows - to use a
colloquialism - about what this government can
and cannot do and what it has and has not done for
Victoria, country people ask, 'If it is such a can-do
government why hasn't it done anything for country
Victorians?'. And it has had three years to do it!
Mr McLellan - You had 1O!
Mr HAMILTON - And you are on record as
opposing that when we brought it in, so you cannot
walk away from the record. Government members
can say it is the Labor government's fault. The
Liberal and National Party members opposed the
legislation. They said, 'It will never get through
while we have the numbers in the upper house'. You
are on the record and you cannot alter the Hansard
after all this time. Why didn't you come to us? VVhen
it was in government the Labor Party put the
legislation before the house and it got pulled out.
Why? Because that is what happened! The coalition
was weak then and the National Party members are
weak still.
If the government cares about country people why
doesn't it use its 50 per cent plus 1 in its
parliamentary caucus and introduce some
legislation? To give the minister her due in this
issue, she has been consistent; she is concerned
about the problem. Country people have the support
of at least one city member, and that may not
happen too often in the government's caucus.
Maybe I should be a fly on the wall some time.

The government now has 50 per cent plus 2; it has
an extra cabinet minister. Don't just sit on your tails
and tell me you can't do anything. The government
can close down the railway lines in my electorate,
shut up the schools and sack the public servants, but
it can't do anything about petrol prices. Surely the

Wednesday, 25 October 1995

Premier is not beholden to the petrol companies. I
don't believe it! I have never heard the Premier
admit to being beholden to anyone or anything, so
why doesn't he do something? Why don't the
Liberal and National Party country members do
something other than sit on their tails and say, 'What
did you do for 10 years?'. That is a lame excuse and
we are sick of hearing it. Victoria is sick of hearing it.
The government has had three years to do
something and it has done sweet nothing. In an
article headed 'High Petrol Prices Draw Criticism' in
the Bendigo Advertiser the member for Bendigo West
did his best to defend the indefensible.
The opposition made a submission to the Industry
Commission. Who would want to make a
submission to the Industry Commission? It has
never come out with a progreSSive conclusion in its
life. It is the greatest right wing mob of economic
rationalists anyone has ever seen. Who set it up?
Name one progreSSive decision it has ever handed
down. None! Not one! You can write its conclusions
before it has its hearings. This is what physics
students do in their experiments at school; they see
the result and make the rest fit. The Industry
Commission is no better. Every time it is faced with
a free market its answer is to let market forces rule.
One would be lucky to ever hear the Industry
Commission report the word 'people'. It does not
know about people. It thinks it knows about
economics but it has mucked that up, for heaven's
sake.
The commission may issue a report saying this is of
great concern, but its answer is to let the market
have its head. The market has had its head with
LPG, and what has it done? It has crucified us, and it
has crucified us in the country more than anything
else. Don't talk to me about the Industry
Commission. It is useless in protecting the people
who need protection - in this case country
Victorians. We do not want to hear about that, and
we do not want to be defending the indefensible.
The article 'Nationals' Senator Blasts Kennett Over
Fuel Rip-Off' in the Wimmera Mail-Times on
Monday 21 March 1994 indicates that some
members in country Victoria - admittedly not in
the state Parliament, it would seem - are prepared
to get into the real cause of inaction. I put the
emphasis on 'fuel rip-off' because that is what it is.
Senator Julian McGauran represents Victoria. A
member of the National Party, he blamed this
government for its inaction. I do not intend to read
the whole of it but it was a great story. It is a pity I
am running out of time because it ought to be read

PETROL PRICES
Wednesday, 25 October 1995

ASSEMBLY

into Hansard. Referring to what Senator McGauran
said in Parliament, it reads:
He accused Mr Kennett and state Treasurer
Mr Stockdale of hindering country Victoria's chance to
share in the state's economic recovery.

One might take issue with that because we are still
waiting for the economic recovery in country
Victoria. It has not come yet! The articles continues:
'The finger can be pointed directly at two people,
Mr Kennett and the Treasurer', he said.
'Take it from me, the word is they are intimidating the
party room'.

Are they intimidating in the party room? You can
bet your life they are! Senator McGauran has got it
right, hasn't he? That is where you were until after
1 o'clock yesterday. You stayed in the party room
until after 1 o'clock yesterday because you were
being intimidated, and you are still intimidated.
Country members standing up for country Victoria!
Senator McGauran has got it right. The article
continues:
Senator McGauran said intimidation had reached such
a degree the pair was calling for the disbanding of a
backbench committee investigating the fuel-price
scandal. And let me assure the house, it is an absolute
scandal.

Government members have been intimidated,
according to Senator McGauran, from doing
anything about it.
Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Excuses, excuses - words
from your own mouth! You are putting up excuses.
Remember that 50 per cent plus one means you win
the vote!
Mr A. F. Plowman - Rubbish!
Mr HAMILTON - There we have evidence of
intimidation - out of their own mouths!
The Wimmera Mail-Times of 14 November 1994
carried the headline, 'Fuel cost: Get off your
backside, Mr Premier'. Who does the country media
say is to blame for nothing happening? The Premier.
He was accused in the article of making salient
points about inaction.
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In the 1 February edition of Auto Industry Update, a
newsletter produced by the Victorian Automobile
Chamber of Commerce, an article was headed,
'Campaign for TGP', TGP meaning terminal gate
pricing. One issue presented to the New South
Wales inquiry into country petrol prices concerned
the need for a definition of terminal gate pricing.
People all over Australia are complaining about
rural petrol prices, but what is the difference in this
state? This government, which has a massive
majority in both houses, can do anything; it can
change the constitution at will, for heaven's sake! It
can whack through by weight of numbers in the
early hours of the morning any bill it wants - but
not one bill that protects country Victorians from
being ripped off by the fuel companies, from having
their petrol prices set in the head offices of Shell,
Mobil, Caltex or whoever.
The VACe newsletter supports the recommendation
of the backbench committee, as does the Victorian
Farmers Federation.
Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I am sure the honourable
member asks rhetorical questions! I have said on the
record, and I will repeat it, that I will support certain
legislation, but this government, with its massive
majority, promotes itself as a can-do
government - Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Let me be the first person to
welcome it; I will travel all over Victoria. When it is
introduced, I will say what a wonderful thing you
have done for country Victoria. The government has
a massive majority in both houses; it has 50 per cent
plus one of members representing country
electorates. You do not have to fight a hostile Senate
or worry about Independents in the upper house or
even in this house. You have the numbers, the ability
and the opportunity, but you have blown it! That is
the problem.
I contacted various country centres to find out the
prices of petrol and LPG. Early this month the petrol
price per litre in Stawell was 77.9 cents when it was
68.9 cents in Melbourne -11 cents difference, yet
only a couple of kilometres up the road from
Melbourne! On 18 October 1995, LPG was priced at
34.9 cents a litre.
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The information from Geelong and South Barwon
says something about having a good, strong Labor
member - in this case, the honourable member for
Geelong North. The Geelong region apparently has
some protection in its petrol prices. On 9 October
1995, petrol at the Caltex service station at Belmont
was 69.9 cents a litre, although on the following
Monday the price went to 71.9 cents. For the
remainder of the week the price was 69.9 cents.
During that week in Morwell we were paying
78.9 cents a litre -10 cents more! It is interesting
that Geelong may have some protection for its petrol
prices but its LPG prices soar. The poor motorist in
Geelong who runs his car on LPG is being ripped off.
In Kyneton on 8 October 1995 the petrol price at the

Mobil service station was 74.5 cents while LPG was
32.9 cents a litre. Kyneton is only a hop, skip and a
jump up the road. In Terang on 11 October 1995,
petrol per litre was priced at 76.9 cents and
33.5 cents for LPG. Terang happens to be the same
distance as Morwell from Melbourne - yet I pay
3 cents per litre more in Morwell.
At Portarlington on the Bellarine Peninsula, just
down the road from Geelong, petrol is an extra
2 cents, at 71.9 cents a litre. It is strange, when one
thinks about the cartels, the rip-offs and pressures
from the multinationals who detennine the price,
that every service station in the area has the same
price on its bowsers, whether it be at Shell, BP,
Caltex or Ampol.
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Mr HAMILTON - We have heard thatwimpish
excuse time and time again. It does not wash. Don't
tell me you want to do something because if you
wanted to do something, you would! It is a disgrace
that you say to me, 'You had 10 years' - but
without the numbers in the upper house, for a start!
In its disgraceful three years this can-do government
has done nothing for country Victorians except to
rip them off. Who gets the casino and a licence to
print money, to stay open every day of the week?
You have made sure Uoyd Williams and company
are getting - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Morwell is out of order and is straying
from the motion.
Mr HAMILTON - You have done absolutely
nothing. It is a pity I am ruruting out of time. We
cannot let this debate conclude without raising the
issue of the current submission compiled by the
RACV, supposedly working in the interests of
motorists. The RACV has a million members in
country regions.
The SPEAKER - Order! As it is 1.00 p.m. I must
interrupt the debate. When the matter is next before
the house, the honourable member for Morwell will
have the call.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.

In that same week in Ballarat - only 35 minutes

travel by car from Geelong - petrol was priced at
73.9 cents per litre, or an extra 4 cents on the price at
Geelong. If you wanted to drive your car using LPG,
the price in Ballarat compared with Geelong was
29.9 cents as against 32.9 cents respectively -an
extra 3 cents a litre!

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER -Order! I advise the house that
the Minister for Public Transport will be absent due
to illness. The Minister for Planning will handle any
matters concerning the public transport portfolio.

If you wanted to race around all over Victoria in

February 1995, with no rhyme nor reason, you
would have found that the town of Meredith near
Geelong -and only 30 kilometres from Ballarathad petrol 5 cents a litre cheaper than in Ballarat.
Why? Because it is a great seam, and any great seam
needs to be addressed by government. That is what
governments are there for: to use the colloquialism
according to Don Chipp, to keep the people honest.
This government should be keeping the petrol
companies honest, but it is not.
Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
City Link: contractual arrangements
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
refer the Premier to the City Link project and ask
whether he will give an undertaking to comply with
all the recommendations of last week's EPAC report
on private infrastructure, including making a
summary of the contract and all the cost-benefit
studies available to Parliament?
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Mr KENNETI (Premier) -1 am not aware of the
EPAC report to which the Leader of the Opposition

refers. However, I advise members of the house that
when the legislation is introduced either tomorrow
or next week, depending on when the drafting
people finish working on this major project, they
will have not only the legislation, which is
substantial, but also the concession deed, attached to
which will be the master security document.
Those documents will spell out in full all the
ramifications of the arrangements that have been
entered into by the government and the consortium.
Because of the nature of the BOOT scheme it will be
one of the most open disclosures of any undertaking
in the state. I am sure the opposition will be able to
get any information it wishes from those documents.
If it cannot, I suggest it should simply ask the
officers involved, through the responsible minister.

Grand prix: compaction work
Mr WELLS (Wantirna) - Will the Premier
inform the house of the outcome of the building
inspections audits conducted by the Office of
Building on behalf of the government in areas
adjacent to the grand prix construction site?
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - Honourable
members may remember that yesterday the
honourable member for Albert Park tried in a
cowardly way to draw attention to a member of my
staff, implying that she or the government had acted
improperly.
Following the first complaints being raised with
me - not by the honourable member ior Albert
Park but bv some citizens down there - around
Australia Day last year I said that we would review
the concept of compensation. Compaction stopped
a t the end of March. We allowed the offer to remain
open until approximately the end of April so that if
any residual damage came with the passage of time
the people down there would at least have an
opportunity to lodge claims for compensation.
By the time the closing date for applications arrived,
which was the end of April, to the best of my
knowledge there were 19 claims outstanding, which
had come in towards the end of April or which were
the result of our trying to identify the owners of
particular properties. As the honourable member for
Albert Park would have understood yesterday when
he asked his question and threw mud, the people
whose applications came in late in April obviously
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could not have had their inspections completed until
after their applications had been lodged!
As I said, to the best of my knowledge there were
19 claims, of which 18 were inspected during May.
Of those 18, 17 were granted compensation at
different levels. One was not, and that happened to
be the claim of Ms Peggy Hailstone, to whom the
honourable member for Albert Park referred
yesterday.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Albert Park is out of order.
Mr KENNElT - Yesterday the honourable
member implied that that person had access after
the event - after the cut-off day. Ms Hailstone
lodged her application before the cut-off date, and it
was assessed in May, along with 17 others. The
others were granted compensation; hers was
assessed not to be worthy of compensation, or not to
be directly associated with the grand prix.
What makes this worse is that a further application
could not have an inspection completed until
August because a local member in the upper house
seat of Monash, Ms Asher, had contact with a person
who had not been informed about the offer because
the family lived in New Zealand.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! 1 advise the honourable
member for Albert Park that I will not tolerate his
behaviour.
Mr KENNElT - That person rang up the local
member. The agent who managed the house had not
informed the owners, who lived in New Zealand;
and because they had failed to do so it was thought
only fair that they should have the same opportunity
to put in an application. That application was
received some time in July or August and it was
then-Mr Thwaites - Two months after - The SPEAKER - Order! Perhaps the honourable
member for Albert Park does not understand the
stand taken by the Chair. I ask the honourable
member for Albert Park to remain silent.
Mr KENNElT - This happened to be a
constituent of the honourable member for Albert
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Park, who got no satisfaction through his office and
who believed she was entitled - Mr Thwaites - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! It is the right of
members to raise points of order, and they should be
listened to in silence.
Mr Thwaites - I ask the Premier to withdraw
the imputation that this person did not get
satisfaction from my office. At no time did this
person come to my office. This person went - The SPEAKER - Order! There is no point of
order. If the honourable member for Albert Park
wishes to make an explanation he can run it past me
in the usual fashion.
Mr KENNETI - As an act of fair play and
decency, the government agreed to allow this person
to submit an application and to allow her property
to be inspected. During this particular episode
neither the government nor the grand prix office
received representation for compensation from the
member for Albert Park on behalf of one citizen; not
once in the whole time. We got two letters.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr KENNETI - You weren't even interested.
As I have said in this house before, the honourable
member for Albert Park is an ambulance chaser in
more ways than one. Last night, knowing clearly
that if an application had been made for an
inspection it could not take place until after the
application had been lodged - and that applied to a
whole range of his constituents who made those
applications in good faith - he was prepared to
misuse the good name of one of his constituents,
Ms Hailstone, which led last night to her being
subjected to a number of rude, harassing calls on her
telephone. I have no doubt they were members of
the ALP or the Save Albert Park group again.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I remind honourable
members they are wasting question time.
Mr KENNETI - No individual in this state
deserves to be harassed by the public because his or
her name is called into play in this place by the
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honourable member for Albert Park in trying to
make a simple point. As I understand it, those calls
were reported to the police. The telephone had to be
cut off. It is funny that it happened only after the
member for Albert Park decided to raise the issue in
this house. This government remains firm on this
issue.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have warned the
honourable member for Albert Park on three
occasions. I will not warn him again. I have been
more than patient. I ask him to come to order. If he
interjects again I will take action against him.
Mr KENNETI - What an extraordinary
position. The honourable member for Albert Park is
now saying that because it was the mother of the
owners who lived in New Zealand who contacted
the local member for Monash Province - the agent
had not informed the owners because they lived in
New Zealand - it was a special deal. How
absolutely absurd.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr KENNETI - You never applied once! Not
once did the honourable member for Albert Park do
the job that any local member should do. He
squawked, he bitched and he moaned. He is, as I
said, an ambulance chaser. The ALP and the Save
Albert Park group stand absolutely condemned for
what I believe they did last night to Ms Hailstone. It
is consistent with their performance of intimidation.
The honourable member for Albert Park deliberately
caused the discomfort this young woman, who
happens to be one of his constituents, went through
last night.

Police: investigation of allegations
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - On numerous
occasions when matters have been raised in the
media or in this house about possible breaches of the
law by members of Parliament the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services has said he will refer
those matters to the police for investigation. Given
this precedent, will the minister act consistently and
refer to the police for investigation the matters
involving the Premier which were raised today by
the Honourable David White in another place?
The SPEAKER - Order! The question presumes
that the minister has some knowledge of what
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happened in another place. Is the minister prepared
to answer the question?

relevant to ·the question. I ask him to come back to
the question.

Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - I have not heard what the
honourable member in another place said.

Mr McNAMARA - I am in the dark on this
issue. I have been asked by the member for Van
Yean whether I will investigate something and I
don't know what it is. I can only assume it concerns
more virulent attacks on his leader. If he is
continuing his poison-pen antics and continuing to
undermine the Leader of the OppOSition, as I said,
that is not a police matter -that is common
knowledge.

Mr Brumby interjected.
Mr Kennett - On a point of order, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER - Order! I heard the remark. The
Leader of the Opposition may not use that term. I
ask him to withdraw.
Mr Brumby - I withdraw.
Mr McNAMARA - I certainly refer matters to
the police when they are raised by members of
Parliament who have credibility. I have not heard
the allegations made by the Honourable David
White. I would be interested to read them. He has
made many allegations. He has talked about the
credibility of the Labor Party leader, for instance. He
has talked about his wish to undermine him, and he
has said in the house that the Labor leader is second
rate and not up to the job. I don't know whether that
is a matter for the police. It is common knowledge
and does not need investigation.
The SPEAKER - Order! I remind honourable
members that they are wasting their own question
time. I also ask the minister to come back to the
question.
Mr McNAMARA - I would be interested to
hear the latest claims the Honourable David White
has been making about the Leader of the
Opposition - they have always been colourful. But
of course he has issues on his own plate. He is about
to become the defeated candidate for Tullamarine.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Haermeyer - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker, the minister is obviously debating the
question. The question has absolutely nothing to do
with the matters the minister is raising. I ask the
minister to address himself to the question that was
asked, because on four occasions matters raised by
the honourable members for Mordialloc and
Tullamarine were referred to the police.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member raised two points of order. I believe the
minister is not debating the question but he is not

The SPEAKER - Order! The minister is now out
of order. He has to restrict his comments to the
confines of the question. The minister, concluding
his answer.
Mr McNAMARA - I will certainly investigate
the claims, but whatever happens, we don't want to
lose you. We want to keep you and we will do all we
can to prop you up!

Health: unidentified virus
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - Will the
Minister for Health inform the house of the progress
investigations officers of the Department of Health
and Community Services have made into the nature
of the flu-like illness that has broken out in
north-eastern Victoria?
MI5 TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I thank the
honourable member for his interest and no doubt
the interest of many others in this flu-like illness that
is prevalent in the Bright area that he represents. The
house would know that 14 cases of this flu-like
illness with pneumonia have occurred in the Bright
area over the past seven weeks. The first case
occurred on 4 September and the last reported case
was confirmed yesterday. Today another case was
reported in the Albury area of someone who had
recently been on a farm near Bright. So there are still
people showing signs of this mysterious illness. The
department was informed of the problem on
16 October and investigations started immediately.
Investigating officers went into the Bright area on
17 October.
The investigations suggest that the illness is not
spread from person to person and it is obvious that
antibiotics are effective in treating it. It is important
to note that antibiotics can be and are being
effectively used to treat the condition and that the
investigations to date show that it is not caused by
person-to-person transmission.
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Preliminary laboratory testing shows an indicative
bacteria to be the possible cause of the outbreak and
that, as I said, antibiotics are effective in treating the
infection of the bacteria. I am advised by Or Chris
Brook, the director of public health in this state, that
the most recent investigations seem to be showing
that there may be a possibility of transmission via
birds. That is under consideration now and some
evidence seems to confirm that possibility.
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number of allegations that have been flying around
in the past few days. Let me be quite clear about my
involvement with this particular company. We have
to be grateful that for the moment the opposition in
Victoria has the honourable member for Pascoe Vale
and a few other lawyers who later on will be able to
explain to the member for Springvale what I am
about to say.
Mr Gude - He probably won't understand it.

However, it may take up to two weeks for this
detailed investigation to continue and be confirmed.
An objective analysis will be done to find the
definitive cause of the mysterious illness. Recent
sensational reports of an epidemic or killer disease
are totally unfounded and suggestions likening the
outbreak to the horse flu virus seem equally
unsubstantiated.
I ask members of the house to note that the
investigations are under way, that all the resources
of the department and the laboratories in this state
and interstate are available for the assessment and
evaluation of the bacteria, that, as I said, it is
responsive to antibiotics and that at this stage it is
not seen to be passed on by person-te-person
contact. As the investigations become clearer, I will
report to the house.

Minister for Industry Services: financial
interests
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - I refer to the
statement of the Minister for Industry Services on
13 December 1994 when he said that he had no
direct or indirect interest in the environmentally
destructive operations of the company STY
.
(Afforestation) and ask: is it not a fact that he owned
one-third of the company Carnac Pty Ltd, which
owns 75 per cent of the environment vandal STY
and that he divested himself of his financial interest
and his position as secretary only after the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal hearing had
commenced, and that the minister has therefore lied
about his involvement in that company?
The SPEAKER -Order! The latter part of the
question, which is a reflection on the minister, is out
of order.
Mr MICALLEF - Has the minister therefore
misled the community about his involvement in the
company?
Mr PESCOTI (Minister for Industry Services) I thank the member for the opportunity to clarify a

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PESCOTI - STY (Afforestation) is not 75 per
cent owned by Carnac Pty Ltd; it is owned by a
company called Lomar Pty Ltd. My involvement in
both STY (Afforestation) and Lomar Pty Ltd ended
some 10 years ago when I entered Parliament.
What happened in the subsequent period is that one
of the investors in Lomar Pty Ltd is a· trustee
company - this is where you'll need some
explanation - that owned an interest in Lomar Pty
Ltd on behalf of a trust. That is what a trustee
company is. And I owned a $1 share of three
separate $1 shares. So I had a minority shareholding
in a trust company, and that trust company
administered or was acting on behalf of a trust of
which I was not a beneficiary.
I find the question absolutely amazing - that such a
grubby lot of people would pore through all the
records to try to work out whether I had a beneficial
interest. The fact remains, Mr Speaker, that for quite
some time I have had no direct or indirect beneficial
interest, and it was precisely because idiots like you
will get up and - The SPEAKER - Order!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PESCOTI - Mr Speaker, it is precisely
because people tried to draw some inference from
my involvement in my family arrangements that
that one minority shareholding in the trust company
was sold.

Drought: recovery package
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) - I ask the Minister
for Agriculture to advise the house of the
government's response to today's announcement by
the Prime Minister that the commonwealth
government will provide, would you believe, a
drought recovery package for Victoria?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday. 25 October 1995

ASSEMBLY

MrW. D. McGRATH (Minister for
Agriculture) - I thank the honourable member for
Shepparton for the question. It is incredible that,
some 14 months late, the Prime Minister has today
ridden into Victoria to announce that the
commonwealth government will
provide $7.5 million under what it calls a drought
management recovery facility. The Premier wrote to
the Prime Minister in May of this year, yet we are
getting a response only today. That is five months
later!
Mr Kennett - There must be an election in the
wind.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - The Premier says there
is probably an election in the wind. I wonder
whether it will be on 9 December. Isn't it amazing
that after - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Baker interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair requests the
honourable member for Sunshine to remain silent.
His voice is most distinctive and tends to drown out
the rest of the house.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - I say to the honourable
member for Sunshine that when the drought was on
he was as scarce as water. Just when there looks like
being a good grain harvest, all of a sudden they are
sounding like galahs!
Mr Baker interjected.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER -Order! The Chair is patient and
the Chair is kind, but this is the last warning for the
honourable member for Sunshine.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - Under the rural
adjustment scheme there is an interest subsidy ratio
that was properly agreed to by all the states and the
commonwealth. Under that scheme - An honourable member interjected.

Mr W. D. McGRATH - It was all well and truly
decided before that meeting, so stop your whingeing
and whining and just be quiet.

Ms Marple interjected..
The SPEAKER - Order! On the ground of equal
opportunity I advise the honourable member for
Altona that she is now in the same bracket as the
honourable member for Sunshine.
Mr W. D. McGRATH - That agreement contains
a 70 to 30 ratio agreement - 70 per cent of the
100 per cent interest subsidy of a farmer who
qualifies for drought assistance either on existing or
new debt is paid for by the commonwealth and
30 per cent is paid for by the state.
Today we have the announcement by the Prime
Minister. Because of the possible election, he is
looking to curry favour, particularly in Bendigo and
Ballarat. He has come up with a scheme that means
the state will pay dollar for dollar. He will put up
$7.5 million if we are prepared to assist with another
$7.5 million, and he will provide a $30 000 grant to
the wool and grain industry people who have
suffered from the downturn, either through drought
or because of other economic factors, and who are
no longer viable and wish to exit farming.
If the commonwealth had rightly agreed. to what the
state government put in place - we put
$30.3 million on the table -its contribution to the
program should have been $50 million. It offered
$8 million in May this year, and now it is coming
back with some $7.5 million - outside the
agreement made under the rural adjustment scheme.
TItis almost goes back to Simon Crean's day, to the
time when he was primary industry minister. At an
ARMCANZ meeting Simon Crean was keen to get
agreement on a dollar-for-dollar basis - a dollar
from the commonwealth and a dollar from the
states. That was not accepted by the ministerial
council, which is why the agreement I spoke about is
in place. This is a new angle from the
commonwealth, which is trying to get a few votes
from rural people around Bendigo and Ballarat in
particular. The farming community in those regions
will see through the program.

Both the Treasurer and I will look at the offer
constructively. We are no Johnny-come-latelys to the
farming community. We put our money on the table
in the early days. Now the commonwealth
government runs in wanting to put some money on
the table only because it has an election coming up!

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr W. D. McGRATH - The Prime Minister
wants to big-note himself in rural Victoria. It is a
wonder you are not out there with him! You should
be out there with him!

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! Will the minister
conclude his answer.
MrW. D. McGRATH -In conclusion, I say that
regardless of how much money the commonweaith
government provides for the drought recovery and
financial management scheme, the rains of last
weekend have done far more for rural Victoria than
the commonwealth has done in the past 10 years!

THE CONSTITUTION ACT
AMENDMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend The
Constitution Act Amendment Act 1958 and for other

purposes.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I ask
for a brief explanation of the bill.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) (By leave) - This is a
very small bill that will shorten the period during
which election campaigns are held from 33 to
25 days. We were looking at 22 days but, and I hope
the house will concur, we have decided on 25. The
bill does a number of other things. For the first time
it will allow an indicative throw of preferences on
the night of an election so that we will have a fairly
good idea of the result that night rather than having
to endure a long, torturous wait while the
preferences are counted. I think that happened here
in 1988, and it happened after the recent Queensland
election.
The bill also contains a provision which I believe the
house will agree to and which has been brought
about by the decision of the Honourable David
White in another house to retire and stand for the
Assembly seat of Tullamarine at the next election.
As things stand, if he continues along that path there
would have to be a by-election after the election,
which would be a waste of taxpayers' money. The
bill provides that, so long as Mr White retires on the
day the election is announced, the by-election for his
upper house seat can be held at the same time as the
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general election, which will save public cost and
avoid inconvenience. I am sure the ALP will support
that.
The bill increases the amount of money that aspiring
candidates can spend. Currently it is $1500 for
Legislative Assembly candidates and $3000 for
Legislative Council candidates. Most states do not
have limits on the amount of money that can be
spent, but the government has decided that rather
than not having limits candidates for the Legislative
Assembly and Legislative Council will be allowed to
spend up to $5000. The bill will establish an electoral
commission.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNElT - The disclosure provisions that
currently apply to all political parties around
Australia are not affected, with the one exception I
have indicated.
I have received approaches from the Labor Party on
three issues. The first is the acceptance of the need
for public funding. Most political parties have
considered that issue, but the Liberal Party has
rejected it. We believe it is in the best interests of the
community for political parties to raise their own
election funds. In the event of a member retiring
before an election, the Labor Party has accepted that,
prOViding the government has a majority of more
than five seats, a person nominated by the party that
holds the seat will be automatically appointed. I
have forgotten the third issue, but it will come to me.
The Labor Party said that wlless the government
accepted the whole package it would not agree to
any of the changes. It is unfortunate that because the
government will not accept public funding for
elections the Labor Party will oppose the
commonsense provision for by-elections. The Leader
of the Opposition knows that the government is
currently debating whether to hold an election on
2 December - I have given an undertaking that it
will not. But if a federal election is held before the
state election two members of this place, the
honourable members for Niddrie and Pascoe Vale,
will be forced to retire to contest it. That will mean
the community will have to pay for the cost of two
by-elections at an average cost of $100 000 each.
I have previously pointed out the stupidity of
having by-elections when the results will not change
the government. I would have thought the Labor
Party would want to preserve its funds in the
lead-up to the election. If the Leader of the
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Opposition wants to accept what I believe is a
commonsense principle - one that applies to the
federal Senate - I will insert the provision in the
bill. I will consider the issue of public funding, but I
must say the Liberal Party is not attracted to it.
I commend to the Leader of the Opposition the
concept of automatically replacing members who
resign before elections for whatever reason. I have
been reminded that the third issue proposed by the
Labor Party concerns allowances for members of
Parliament and the provision of extra staff.
Mr Dollis interjected.
Mr KENNEIT - I am prepared to accept the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition's assertion that I
have misrepresented the Labor Party's offer, because
I do not remember the details. I am prepared to
discuss those issues with the Leader of the
Opposition during the next two weeks. I believe
commonsense should prevail. The commwtity will
be saved considerable expense if the Labor Party
accepts my proposals. Parliament will have had to
conduct six by-elections in a short period if the
honourable members for Pascoe Vale and Niddrie
are forced to resign before the next state election! I
am prepared to discuss the public funding issue and
any other issue the opposition wants to raise. Is
there anything else you would like to know?
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) (By
leave) - I thank the Premier for the spirit in which
he provided that brief explanation. It is a
constructive way to proceed. The opposition will
examine the legislation and will discuss the issues
the Premier has raised.

MISCELLANEOUS ACTS (OMNIBUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Borrowing and Investment Powers Act
1987, the Business Names Act 1962, the Civil
Aviation (Carriers Liability) Act 1961, the
Corporations (Victoria) Act 1990, the Evidence Act
1958, the Extractive Industries (Lysterfield) Act
1986, the Financial Management Act 1994, the
Historic Buildings Act 1981, the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984, the Juries Act 1967, the
Marine Act 1988, the Melbourne Exhibition Centre
Act 1994, the Museums Act 1983, the Public
Holidays Act 1993, the Road Safety Act 1986, the
Shop Trading Act 1987, the Sport and Recreation
Act 1972 and the Transport Act 1983 and certain
other acts, to repeal the Exhibition Act 1957, the
Livery and Agistment Act 1958 and the
Management and Budget Act 1983 and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

MELBOURNE CITY LINK BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
ratify the agreement for the Melbourne City Link
project, to make further provision for the
Melbourne City Link project, and to amend the
Melbourne City Link Authority Act 1994 and
certain other Acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

AUSTRALIAN GRAND PRIX (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) introduced a bill to amend
the Australian Grand Prix Act 1994 and for other
purposes.

CASINO (MANAGEMENT
AGREEMENT) (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
ratify a second deed of variation to the
management agreement for the Melbourne casino
project, to amend the Casino (Management
Agreement) Act 1993 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

Read first time.

SUPERANNUA TION ACTS (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
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SUPERANNUATION ACTS
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Emergency Services Superannuation
Act 1986, the Hospitals Superannuation Act 1988,
the Local Authorities Superannuation Act 1988, the
Public Sector Superannuation (Administration)
Act 1993, the State Employees Retirement Benefits
Act 1979, the State Superannuation Act 1988, the
Superannuation Acts (Further Amendment) Act
1994, the Superannuation Acts (General
Amendment) Act 1995, the Superannuation (Public
Sector) Act 1992 and the Transport Superannuation
Act 1988 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

VALUATION OF LAND (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
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treat schoolchildren, preschool-age children and
some children in secondary schools.
The Health Services Act refers to some changes to
private hospital provisions, especially the inspection
provisions of private hospitals.
The Magistrates Court Act and the Prostitution
Control Act components in this omnibus bill relate
to the testing for HIV / AIDS and SIDs under the
new Prostitution Control Act. I am unable to give
the house details of the amendments to the
Magistrates Court Act.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) - I move:

Introduction and first reading
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Valuation of Land Act 1960 to make
further provision for determining the estimated
annual value of land and for other purposes.
Read first time.

MISCELLANEOUS ACTS (HEALTH
AND JUSTICE) AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - I move:
That I have leave to introduce a bill to amend the
Dentists Act 1972, the Health Services Act 1988, the
Magistrates Court Act 1989 and the Prostitution
Control Act 1994 and for other purposes.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - Will
the minister give a brief explanation of the bill?
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) (By leave)This is an omnibus bill in which very small
components of various pieces of legislation are being
put together. The provisions of the Dentists Act
relate to the setting up of dental services of Victoria,
which is an amalgamation of the Royal Dental
Hospital and a school dental service with powers to

That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Legal
Profession Practice Act 1958 and for other purposes.

Mr MICALLEF (Springvale) - Could we have a
brief explanation of the contents of the bill?
Mrs WADE (Attorney-General) (By leave) - The
bill has been brought in in advance of the full legal
practice bill that has been in the process of being
drafted for the past month or so since the release of
the legal profession report. 'That bill is still being
drafted and I trust that it will be able to be
introduced and pOSSibly even passed this session.
However, it is a very difficult technical bill and
makes massive changes to the regulation of the legal
profession.
In those circumstances it was considered important
that the provisions dealing with the deficiencies in
the Solicitors Guarantee Fund should be dealt with
in a separate bill in advance of the full legal practice
bill. This bill provides for a levy on all solicitors
holding trust funds in Victoria and their employees.
That levv is to a maximum of $1500 but the actual
amount ~ill be fixed under the tenns of the bill and
may vary from class to class of solicitor depending
on the type of practice.

The levy in this bill is for this year only, but I
anticipate that there will be a similar provision when
the legal practice bill is introduced. The bill also
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makes some provisions for contributory mortgage
and investment practices of solicitors and provides
that where people put their money into contributory
mortgages via a solicitor those moneys will not be
protected, and there will be no claim on the
Solidtors Guarantee Fund.
The other provisions of the bill relate to direct
mortgages. They will still continue to be covered by
the Solicitors Guarantee Fund provided certain
provisions in this legislation are complied with.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

CARLTON (RECREATION GROUND)
LAND (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural Resources)
introduced a bill to amend the Carlton (Recreation
Ground) Land Ad 1966 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

LIQUOR CONTROL (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HEFFERNAN <Minister for Small Business)
introduced a bill to make further amendments to
the Liquor Control Act 1987 and for other purposes.

introduces three basic changes to the
Goods Act 1985.

Dan~erous

Firstly, the bill changes the way dangerous goods
are defined. Secondly, it provides for the issue of
directions from inspectors with regard to
contravention of the Dangerous Goods Act. TItirdly,
it provides for the issuing of codes of practice with
regard to the handling and transport of dangerous
goods. As I mentioned last night, I was around in
1985 when the original legislation was introduced by
the previOUS government. I seem to remember that I
took an active part in the debate on that piece of
legislation because I have an interest, and have had
an interest for a long time, in safe working
conditions in Victoria.
The new definitions are a very eXciting part of the
bill. It is basically installing the transport code
which, to give it its correct name, is the Australian
Code for Transport of Dangerous Goods by Road or
Rail, which is an Australian code. It will be enacted
through all states of Australia so that we will have a
uniform set of legislation for the transport of
dangerous goods from one part of Australia to
another. This will make the situation consistent and
uniform. In Albury-Wodonga two towns cross state
boundaries and it is ridiculous to have a situation
where the transport of dangerous goods in Albury is
regulated differently from the way such transport is
regulated in Wodonga.
It is important to have uniform legislation which
will ensure the transport of dangerous goods can be
monitored by all states, thereby leading to a safer
working place with fewer accidents.

Read first time.

DANGEROUS GOODS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 October; motion of
Mr PESCOTT (Minister for Industry Services).
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen) - At the conclusion of the
debate last night I made some cursory introductory
remarks about the very special and important
Dangerous Goods (Amendment) Bill. The bill will
lead to a reduction in the number of workplace
accidents. Consequently we can look forward to this
legislation making our workplaces, particularly as
we are dealing with dangerous goods, much safer in
the future. I remind the house that the bill

The other aspect of the bill concerning the new
definitions is that it now includes explosives and
combustible liquids which ignite over 61 degrees
Celsius. Although dangerous combustible liquids
are not frequently transported from one part of the
state to another, we must ensure that whenever such
transport occurs, effective laws are in place to ensure
safe transportation. An obvious transported
dangerous chemical is petrol, and its handling and
transportation is important. I am sure everybody has
witnessed petrol tanker or other road transport
acddents, which cause tremendous environmental
problems.
The bill introduces flexibility so the Governor in
Coundl can add to and remove substances from the
,list of dangerous goods. I know I have just said it is
important to have unifonn legislation; therefore,
why is it important to have exemptions? It is
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important to have flexible arrangements so the
minister can ask the Governor in Council to amend
the definition of dangerous goods from time to time.
However, most would prefer a uniform situation
throughout Australia.
The powers of inspectors have been increased. At
present, under the occupational health and safety
legislation inspectors can issue improvement
notices. The inspector who sees a breach of the
occupational health and safety legislation may issue
the appropriate direction to the employer to make
the workplace safe. 'This bill introduces those same
powers for inspectors operating under this act. It is a
good way of handling such situations in the
workplace. It is better to be able to introduce
improvements quickly, to make the workplace safe,
so that the carrot and not the stick is seen to be used.
The bill also covers codes of practice which are
designed to make the workplace safer. They are
becoming more obvious in Victoria, particularly
where chemicals are being handled. Often chemicals
are mixed, creating a potentially dangerous
situation. Extensive public consultation will occur
before any codes are introduced. As the codes
become institutionalised, we will have a safer
workplace.
This legislation will have a major impact on
employees, employers and particularly people in
emergency services, such as the fire brigade, State
Emergency Service and police officers who may be
required to handle dangerous goods at road and rail
fires or accidents. We must ensure that all truck
drivers and those working in the railways are
provided with a safe environment in which to work.
This legislation will lead to a safer workplace and to
a reduction in accidents. I congratulate the
opposition for supporting the legislation which, I
hope, will have a speedy passage through both
houses.
Mr PESCOIT (Minister for Industry Services)I thank the three honourable members who have
contributed to the debate: the shadow minister, the
honourable member for Springvale particularly, and
the honourable members for Melbourne and
Bulleen. Naturally, the most Significant contribution
came from the honourable member for Springvale
who has a personal history of involvement in health
and safety issues. As usual, he gave a considered
and rather heartfelt contribution on this subject. He
recognised a lot of the important things the
government is doing in this amending legislation.
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It is an important bill in its own way because it
provides a new definition for' dangerous goods', as
was mentioned in the second-reading speech, which
is largely to do with national uniformity. Also, we
are correcting anomalies in the way dangerous good
inspectors may issue written directions. In this
connection, I emphasise the importance of proposed
section 17B(2)(a), which states that the direction
must:
.,. state the inspector's opinion and reasons for the
opinion-

That introduces into the act an obligation on
inspectors to be reasonable in the way they carry out
their duties. This is not an opportunity for inspectors
to harass people. It is stated specifically in the bill
that inspectors should operate reasonably. As
honourable members have commented, the
introduction of codes of practice into the regime that
looks after the operation of dangerous goods in
Victoria is obviously an important matter. I repeat
what I said in the second-reading speech - that is,
that these codes are to be used for practical guidance
and are not to be mandatory, as though they were
provided by legislation. They are provided to assist
people in their obligations under the act.
The honourable member for Springvale made a few
passing remarks which, to some extent, were
political. He said the Auditor-General issued a
report that is critical of some of the ways the
government has been administering dangerous
goods legislation. I emphasise that the dangerous
goods regime in Victoria has not changed
fundamentally from the time it was operated by the
former Labor government.
This bill is the first opportunity to make some
adjustments to improve the way dangerous goods
are administered in this state. The honourable
member for Springvale did not delve into this
subject, but there is possibly a real problem in the
way the Auditor-General addresses this matter
because, in some instances, his conclusions mean we
would need an inspector at almost every site to
ensure that what is happening with dangerous
goods can be controlled almost absolutely.
The fact is that any factory or site where there are
dangerous goods is in a constant state of change
with materials constantly coming in or going out,
and one thinks particularly of chemicals and
explosive substances. The important thing the
government is trying to do in the bill is ensure that
people managing and operating such facilities
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understand the risks and, because the risks change
each day and each week, make sure that the people
working with them also understand what is
happening on a regular basis.
There is continual change on most sites and I think
the Auditor-General went a bit over the top when he
suggested that the government should be in a
position to know at any time and in the sort of detail
he talked about what the risks are.
As the honourable member for Springvale
mentioned, the bill is part of a move from
prescriptive regulation to performance-based
regulation. I noted with interest that he strayed a
little from the subject and talked about the plant and
safety regulations introduced this year because in an
earlier speech he supported the concept in relation
to legislation concerning public safety and explained
to the house that the performance-based regulations
introduced by the government were foreshadowed
in 1985 when the original occupational health and
safety legislation was introduced.
At the time I was pleased that he personally
supported that approach and I took it to be a policy
of his party. I hope he will be able to withstand the
pressures that will come from some trade wlions
that have decided that that policy was not correct. It
seems wlion pressure is the reason why it has taken
so long and has taken a coalition government to
finalise aspects of the 1985 legislation - it became
too difficult for the previous government.
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several years before the fire occurred yet did
nothing. The honourable member for Melbourne
said the chemical industry was to blame. It was not a
question of what the chemical industry was doing; it
needed to be told of the dangers the government
knew about because the government had received a
report several years before the fire took place.
Perhaps if those matters had been acted on the fire
would not have occurred.
I again thank honourable members for their
contributions. I am sure all honourable members
will agree it is important for the community to get
right this type of legislation, which always needs
regular tightening up and re-evaluation. 1bat
uninteresting but important chore is something
governments are obliged to attend to because the
public relies on them. It is incumbent on all
governments to make sure they are up to date with
all possible ideas and means of keeping the
commwlity safe. For that reason, it is-important to
draw to the attention of everyone who works in
areas and industries that deal with dangerous goods
that it is incumbent on them to take responsibility
not only for their own safety but also for the safety
of others.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

The honourable member for Springvale obviously
has a problem in having to deal with people who are
an integral part of the Labor movement but who are
not prepared to accept that the move from
prescriptive regulations that are part of this
legislation and part of the earlier moves made by the
government are here to stay, are part of a worldwide
trend and are a much better way for the community
to handle health and safety issues, including matters
concerning dangerous goods.

LAND REVOCATION (AND OTHER
MATTERS) BILL
Second reading
Mr PESCOIT (Minister for Industry Services) On behalf of the Minister for Natural Resources, I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The honourable member for Melbourne talked about
storage issues, national unifOrmity, the
transportation of dangerous goods and then moved
to the issue of Coode Island. He quite rightly said
that incident was a disaster and went on to say it
was interesting to dwell on what might have
happened if things had gone a different way.
However, he was wrong to not pay some attention
to the fact that the previous government had
received reports about the dangers of Coode Island

The bill provides for:
revocation of the permanent reservations of lands
described in the schedules to the bill and makes
other related prOvisions. The bill removes these
reservations either to facilitate sale of lands or
because the purpose of the reservation is no
longer appropriate for the existing or proposed
use of the land;
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amendment of the Kew and Heidelberg Lands
Act 1933 to modernise the membership structure
of the Yarra Bend Park Trust, allow the trust to
market its services on a limited basis and add
land to the Yarra Bend Park;
amendment of the Ballarat (Sovereign Hill) Land
Act 1970 and repeal of the Ballarat (Sovereign
Hill) Land Act 1973 to enable a Crown grant to be
made over a portion of the land and to revise the
management and leasing arrangements over the
remainder of the land.
I turn now to the particular parts of the bill.
PART 1 PRELTh-flNARY
Clauses 1 and 2 set out the purposes of the bill and
provide for commencement of its various provisions.
PART 2 REVOCATIONS OF RESERVATIONS
Clause 3 deals with an area of 128 hectares adjacent
to the Don River apprOximately 5 kilometres north
of Launching Place. The land known as 'Glen Ewart'
was purchased in 1974 by the then Victorian
Conservation Trust - now the Trust for Nature
(Victoria) -with funds provided by the state
government, with the intention that it be used for
environmental education. In 1980 financial
considerations and the proximity of other sites
available for environmental education led the trust
to determine to dispose of the property. The land
was subsequently surrendered to the crown.
The land now poses a Significant management
problem. Both the Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources and the trust consider that the
land no longer has sufficient conservation or
community value to warrant its retention in public
ownership and that it could be disposed of with
appropriate covenants. The Land Conservation
Council, in its 1994 final recommendations for the
Melbourne study area 2, reported that the area
received very little visitor use, agreed that its
retention in public ownership was no longer
required and recommended the land be sold or
exchanged. The department is currently considering
the transfer of 'Glen Ewart' to the trust in exchange
for land of higher conservation value that would be
more appropriately managed by the department.
Prior to the land being sold or exchanged, it will be
assessed to determine the existence of any cultural
or heritage values. Should any such values be
identified covenants can be effected for their
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protection, together with covenants to protect the
land's remaining conservation values.
Clause 4 deals with land at Myrniong. A fire station
was Originally established on the reserve in 1953 and
was relocated within the reserve to its current
position on the corner of Shuter and Short streets in
1985.
The government and the Country Fire Authority
have been undertaking a program to facilitate the
sale of surplus Crown land sites to the authority.
This land has been declared surplus to the
government's requirements and the authority has
indicated a desire to purchase. The bill provides for
the revocation of the reservation to facilitate the sale
of the land.
Clause 5 deals with an area of land in Havelock
Street, Beaufort, occupied by the Country Fire
Authority's Beaufort brigade, a use that has
continued since the land was first permanently
reserved for fire brigade purposes in 1912. The land
has now been declared surplus to the government's
needs. The CFA has no objection to the permanent
reservation being revoked and has expressed
interest in purchasing the land. The bill provides for
the revocation of the reservation to facilitate the sale
of the land.
Clause 6 deals with an area of 26 square metres of
land which formed part of the Phillips Gardens in
Maryborough. Excision of the land from the reserve
is required to formalise the construction by the
central goldfields shire of a roundabout and
associated pedestrian access works at the corner of
Inkerman and Napier streets. No major tree
plantings within the gardens were affected by the
works.
Clause 7 deals with an area of land in Murray Street,
Colac, which was used by the former shire of Otway
for its municipal offices. Following local government
reform the Colac Otway shire has ceased to operate
from the site and has negotiated with the Gordon
technical college to establish an adult training centre
on the property. The land has been declared surplus
to government requirements and the Department of
the Treasury and Finance is negotiating terms of sale
for the site with the shire. The bill provides for the
revocation of the reservation to facilitate the sale of
the land.
Clauses 8 and 13 deal with the Fairfield Hospital
site, which covers an area of 17.02 hectares of Crown
land near the Yarra River at Fairfield. The Minister
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for Health annOlUlced on 28 March 1995 that the
Fairfield Hospital and neighbouring Fairlea
Women's Prison sites had been chosen as the
location for a new forensic psychiatry unit. The
Department of Health and Community Services
plans to construct a purpose-built forensic hospital
that will remedy the critical problems of inadequate
security and poor function experienced in existing
facilities. When operating, it will provide
employment for an additional 60 to 80 staff.
The permanent reservation and the Crown grants
need to be revoked to enable the construction of the
new forensic psychiatry unit. This area will be
permanently reserved for health and social welfare
purposes to allow for all future intended uses of the
site.
Clause 9 deals with land occupying an area of
5365 square metres on the Black Swamp Road,
Warrenheip. The former shire of Bungaree used the
land for its municipal offices and depot. The
Moorabool shire is considering its future needs for
the site and is currently negotiating to purchase the
land. The area has been declared surplus to the
government's requirements and revocation of the
permanent reservation is required to facilitate
disposal of the site.
Clause 10 deals with an area of 61 square metres at
the rear of Broadbeach Crescent, Jan Iuc. The land
forms part of an extensive stretch of coastal Crown
land that was permanently reserved for public
purposes in 1880, then more recently permanently
reserved for the protection of the coastline in 1981.
Excision of this tiny portion of the reserve is
necessary to enable an exchange of land with the
owners of adjoining lot 5, whose house marginally
encroaches onto the reserve. The house was built in
its present location in 1985 within the fence line of
the property. Survey has revealed that a small
portion of the house encroaches onto the coastal
reserve. Following excision of this small area of land
from the reserve, it will be exchanged for a similar
area of lot 5. The current owners of lot 5 will meet all
costs associated with the exchange and will be
required to fence on the correct boundary.
Clause 11 deals with an area of 1.337 hectares which
foons part of the Toolangi potato research farm. The
land comprises three separate, but adjoining,
residential allotments. Each is substantially cleared
and contains a house and out-buildings. The houses
have been identified as 'not required to occupy' and
available for sale. The bill provides for the
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revocation· of the reservation to facilitate the sale of
the land.
Clauses 12 and 14 contain provisions which detail
the consequences of revocation and provide for the
Registrar-General and the Registrar of Titles to make
the necessary amendments to titles.
PART3YARRABENDPARK
Yarra Bend Park in its present form was created by
the Kew and Heidelberg Lands Act 1933.
Management of Yarra Bend Park is vested in the
Yarra Bend Park Trust, a body corporate. The trust
maintains the grounds of the park, operates the
public golf course and manages leases for the
boathouse, the reception centre and the golf
clubhouse.
The act currently prescribes that the trust consist of
two councillors each from the cities of Darebin,
Boroondara and Yarra and six other persons
appointed by the Governor in Council. All trustees
are appointed for life, except the councillors who
cease to be trustees once they are no longer
councillors.
The present trust is too large and the lifetime
appointment of non-councillor members is
inappropriate. It is proposed that a future trust
consist of a councillor from each of the three cities
and four others with suitable skills and expertise.
The period of appointment would be for up to three
years.
The opportunity has been taken to update the
general provisions relating to the appointment of
trustees and the operation and decision making of
the trust in line with modem management
requirements.
The activities of the trust are currently confined to
Yarra Bend Park. The trust has received requests
from time to time from other bodies to manage
neighbouring parkland and conservation areas.
It is proposed to allow the trust to provide limited

specialist advice and services on the management
and maintenance of public lands, gardens and
recreational areas outside the park.
An area of 1.283 hectares, which foons part of the
land permanently reserved for the Infectious
Diseases Hospital at Fairfield, has been fenced out of
the area currently occupied by the hospital and is
effectively part of the Yarra Bend Park. The land will
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be formally added to the park and placed Wlder the
control of the trust.
The act currently requires the participating councils
to contribute an amoWlt of not less than £600 per
annum to be spent on maintenance and
improvements to the park. Each cOWlci1 contributes
more than $30 000 per annum and the funding
provisions of the act have been updated accordingly.
PART 4 SOVEREIGN HILL
Sovereign Hill Historical Park is situated on Crown
land permanently reserved for that purpose
pursuant to the 1970 and 1973 BaHarat (Sovereign
Hill) Land Acts. The bill amends the 1970 act and
repeals the 1973 act to enable a Crown grant to be
made over a portion of the land and to revise the
management and leasing arrangements over the
remainder of the land. Additional land will come
under the act.
Provision is made for a Crown grant to issue over
parcels of land to the Ballarat Historical Park
Association which operates the outdoor museum,
Eureka soWld and light show, and the gold
museum. The grant will comprise land owned by
the association to be surrendered to the Crown
together with land currently occupied by the
association fronting the Midland Highway.
The bill provides for leases to be issued direct by the
Crown, rather than by the City of Ballarat as
committee of management as is currently the case. It
is considered that this arrangement more accurately
reflects the statewide significance of Sovereign Hill,
but I would like to take this opportunity to thank the
City of Ballarat for its contribution to the success of
Sovereign Hill, which has become one of Victoria's
most important tourist destinations.
The bill provides for 1.6 hectares of the barbecue and
lookout area off Magpie Street, which is currently
part of the land leased to the association, to be
excluded from any future leases. This land will be
reserved for pUblic purposes and placed under the
control of the City of Ballarat as committee of
management.
The bill provides for the substitution of sections 3, 4
and 5 of the Ballarat (Sovereign Hill) Land Act 1970
to provide for the new land tenure, leasing and
management arrangements and consequential
amendments.
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The bill also provides for the association to submit
annual financial and operating reports and to notify
of any actions in respect of land granted to the
association. These measures are considered
necessary to ensure effective monitoring of the
operation of what is an important asset for Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debated adjourned on motion of Mr HAMILTON
(Morwell).
Debated adjourned until Wednesday, 8 November.

PORT SERVICES BILL
Government amendments circulated by
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) pursuant to sessional
orders.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) (By leave) - In the
main the amendments are minor corrections and
elaborations.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 October; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The opposition
strongly opposes the Port Services Bill. We will be
voting against it because it is really an unnecessary
bill and has not been justified. As I will demonstrate,
it has not even been justified on the Treasurer's own
criteria, which are stated publicly and often. One
wonders why the bill has come before the house.
The bill does a number of things but mainly it
enables some of the government's prior
announcements to be included in legislation. The
Melbourne Port Corporation (MPC), which is
established under the bill, was heralded by the
government over a long time. It provides for the
establishment of the Victorian Channels AuthOrity
(VCA). The Environment Protection Authority
(EPA) and the Health and Safety Organisation
(HSO) have had their roles extended. We do not
object to that; it seems to be a reasonable approach.
The new MPC and VCA will be regulated by the
Regulator-General, so there is some control. The
marine board has a new role to control marine
safety. We raise with the Treasurer and the
government our strong objection to the provisions
that will allow the ports the government proposes to
privatise - that is, Portland, Geelong and
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Hastings - to be offered as a single parcel. That
proposal would seem to defeat the underlying
purpose of the rhetoric about competition in the
government's privatisation exercise. If the privatised
ports are to be offered as a single parcel, the
government is not displaying even the decency
shown in the electricity industry legislation. It
cannot say there was some legislative requirement
that prevented multiple ownership. The government
ought to take it on board and review that aspect of
the bill. It is self-contradictory and flies in the face of
all the rhetoric of the Treasurer and the government
about the reason for privatisation being to introduce
competition. The legislation deliberately provides
that you do not have to have competition - you can
get the lot in a single parcel. That shows the disgrace
of selling off publicly owned assets for no reason
other than that the government is ideologically
driven.
The proposal does not do anything for the economic
or social benefit of the state. Indeed, it is more likely
to create industrial unrest with the maritime unions
and cause economic detriment to the state. One
wonders if the government in its wisdom - or lack
of it - wants to take on the maritime unions and
have the trading economy of the state interrupted by
a proposal which, to put it in its best light, is at least
provocative and, in its worse light, absolutely stupid.
On 18 November 1994 the Minister for Roads and
Ports issued a press release. This is a bit like a
smoke-and-mirrors trick, which is what all this is
about. There is no real substance in it. The press
release dated 18 November states:
Mr Baxter revealed that as from 1 December 1994, state
tonnage duty will be abolished and as well wharfage
charges will drop by 15 per cent in the port of
Melbourne.
These reductions, resulting from the government's port
reform agenda, will save the trading community
$16 million per year.
This initiative confirms that the government is serious

about ridding Melbourne of its high-<:ost reputation
and ensuring that it remains Australia's premier port.

That was in November 1994. I almost said 1944,
which would have been a slight exaggeration! But
even a Liberal government in those days would not
have sold off the ports which are the gateway to the
whole of the trading economy of the state. That is
not all; these sales will affect not only Victorian
producers, importers and exporters but also trade
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throughout south~astem Australia, because
Melbourne is the largest and busiest container port
in Australia.
At this stage the government is still paying lip
service to not selling the port of Melbourne, but it is
determined to sell off the port of Geelong.
The annual report of the Port of Geelong Authority
is headed Preparing for Privatisation, which is what it
is all about. I do not intend to go into detail, because
two of my parliamentary colleagues, the honourable
members for Geelong North and Altona - she is
soon to be a member for Geelong Province in the
other place -will take up the Significant issues
surrounding the port of Geelong.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I notice the honourable
member for Bellarine giggling in the corner. At least
he is not squawking like the cockerels were this
morning. He thinks this is a joke. The honourable
member knows that the people of Geelong are
absolutely outraged that the government is about to
flog off something they own! It is absolute economic
vandalism and an insult to the people of Geelong and the honourable member for Bellarine will pay
the price.
On 1 December 1994 the same minister issued pretty
well the same press release, which is amazing.
Government ministers have a habit of saying the
same thing twice in the hope that we will think they
have done two different things. There is reference to
the government's port reform agenda saving
$16 million a year. I remind the house that these are
publicly owned ports!
Maybe the Minister for Roads and Ports did not
have enough to do - I would have thought he had
plenty to do - but a couple of weeks later he issued
another press release, saying:
December 1,1994 will be marked down as the day
Melbourne confirmed its place as the pre-eminent
Australian port ...

The government said it in November and it said so
again on 1 December. There is no doubt about it;
that is what press releases say. I make the point that
the government has already introduced substantial
reforms to the ports. One wonders why it wants to
proceed with its lunatic policy of flogging them off.
There seems to be no reason, other than that it just
wants to! Government members are enamoured
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with selling things off. They would sell off their
daughters in the hope of turning them into gold!
There are too many real estate agents on that side;
they would flog off anything given half the chance.
Perhaps the minister is a little embarrassed about
people not reading his press releases. Guess what he
said again on 1 December:
The lower charges result from the abolition of state
tonnage duty and an across the board 15 per cent
reduction in wharfage.

He also said that before.
Today, in confirming that these price reductions are in
place, I am pleased to announce an additional
10 per cent reduction for general cargo across Bass
Strait ...

That is something we welcome because it is of some
benefit to the coastal trade and to the tourists who
put their cars on the Spirit ojTasmaniJl. The minister
then said the reductions added up to a total saving
of $17 million a year. In the middle of November he
said the reductions added up to $16 million, but on
1 December he said they had increased to
$17 million. The later press release would have been
more straightforward and resulted in the
community being less suspicious of all the goings on
if it had simply said that the government would
save an extra $1 million because it had reduced the
charges on coastal and Bass Strait trade.
The press release further says - and this is the point
we really ought to notice:
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suggested expansions of the acronym are most
unparliamentary - is a most feared organisation,
even more so than the Treasury, for heaven's sake. If
an officer from the SOE office is present at a briefing,
no other bureaucrat is prepared to say boo in case
the SOE officer jumps down his or her throat. Talk
about fear and intimidation!
This legislation is aimed squarely at reducing port
authority costs. That is what it says in the
second-reading speech and in the explanatory
memorandum. Port of Melbourne Authority costs
account for only 12 per cent of total port charges. For
the port of Geelong the figure is between 15 and
20 per cent, the other 80 per cent being made up of
charges for stevedoring, tugs, lines, pilots and
similar services. For example, at Geelong
stevedoring accounts for about 40 to 50 per cent of
the charges, tugs account for 15 per cent and lines,
7 per cent. So 80 per cent of port authority-related
costs are already in the private sector.; and in almost
all those instances the operators enjoy monopolies.
Pressure has been placed on port authorities in
Melbourne, Geelong, Portland and Hastings to get
the private sector in to introduce so-called
competition. But all that is left is the tidgy-widgy bit
that the port authorities have control of. To the
government's eternal shame the bill was introduced
with minimal consultation and discussion with the
port authorities. The SOE office does not care what
anybody says. Despite that, the authorities have
done a good job and produced results for the
government.

Despite all the rhetoric, for every Victorian the
question still remains: why flog off our ports? There
is no point in privatising the ports. The Treasurer is
on the record as saying a number of times although he keeps repeating it, I wish he believed
it - that there is no point in going through the
exercise if savings cannot be made. He said the port
reform process was about reducing charges - but
the point is that charges have been reduced. The
only charges that can be reduced involve those bits
that are already privatised. Why would you want to
go ahead with any further privatisation?

The problem is that there are no extra gains to be
made. This is a bit like the electricity industry. The
industry produced all the gains, yet 80 per cent of
the workers were sacked and the government
privatised the non,ore activities - and I will come
back to those non-core activities shortly. Despite all
that, the government claims it will make more gains
if more is sold off. Rubbish! The gains have already
been made. The problem with the privatisation
process is that you cannot run a power station
without someone being there. In the same way, you
cannot get ships in and out of a harbour without
someone being there. The government wants to do it
all by remote control; it wants to do it with smoke
and mirrors! How dare the government put at risk
the trading economy of the state and the whole of
south-east Australia by indulging in this sort of
lunacy!

The Treasurer's Office of State Owned Enterprises is
driving the process. The SOE office - some of the

It is ludicrous that potential enemies of this country
can purchase our port facilities. We will not be able

Melbourne is now the nation's most competitive port
authority, further strengthening Victoria's reputation as
the best place to do business in Australia.
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to control the ships entering our harbours! It is a
wonder that the Returned and Services League is not
jumping up and down. No doubt the federal
government will end up saying, 'We cannot have
this. We will nationalise the ports'. TItis privatising,
flogging-off government will end up forcing the
nationalisation of the industry for national security
reasons! The government is leaving the state
vulnerable to the whims of the private sector.
The Treasurer has a short memory. He cannot
remember back to the 19805 when the private sector
caused chaos. The Bonds, Skases and Elliotts of this
world lost billions of dollars. But having mucked up
the private sector, the government's mates now
want to control the public sector and get their hands
on a captive market. They will grab every Victorian
by the scruff of the neck! 1bis mob opposite does not
care so long as the private sector is making a dollar
from the work of Victorians. It is a disgrace!
The liberal Party talks about the Labor Party having
an ideological bent. The government has a bent
ideology! The savings that the Treasurer claims will
flow from the further reform of the port facilities are
based on hope, not on any concrete evidence. One
would have thought the Office of State Owned
Enterprises or the Department of Treasury and
Finance would have set out the savings. But no, this
is a trust-me bill, a hope-we-get-the-savings bill.
Neither the Treasurer nor the government has
provided any evidence of the savings to be made
from privatising the port facilities. The opposite will
probably occur. The only savings to be made are
those that are already in train. The reform of our
ports has been going on for some years. Indeed, the
former Labor government commenced the process.
One of the challenges facing the federal Labor
government is the reform of our ports. The passing
on of the savings from the rationalisation of port
facilities has been deliberately delayed to make it
appear as though the savings are related to the sale
of ports and private sector ownership. The savings
are in the pipeline; they have not been passed on.
The port traders and users are paying for the delay.
1bis is the three-card trick - now you see it, now
you don't! It is a dishonest process.
The government will shortly announce that it has
been able to pass on the savings from the port
reforms. It will say the savings are related to tonnage
charges, but those savings could have been passed
on more than two years ago. The Port of Melbourne
Authority and the shippers are aware of that,
because the authority has been wanting to reduce its

785

charges for the past two years. I would have thought
people would prefer to do business with Someone
they know rather than with the Office of State
Owned Enterprises or the bean counters in the
Department of Treasury and Finance. No-one can
demonstrate what savings will be achieved, not even
the organisations preparing for privatisation.
Unlike the privatisation of the electricity industry,
the privatisation of our ports will not result in a
Significant saving on interest payments because the
port authorities do not have large loans. If the
government were interested in the state's economy it
would ensure that it controlled the key to the door.
When our sons and daughters turn 21 we give them
the key to the door - but the government's
approach is to kick them out. It does not want to be
accountable. One would have thought the
government would be interested in the
private-sector operators - the users of the ports.
The only time governments use port facilities is
during wartime. In an environment in which
businesses are ridding themselves of their non-core
assets, why should the government expect them to
take on non-core activities such as running port
berths. The government is forcing them to, because
of its ideology. It is a ludicrous approach.
I am suspicious when a minister tables a bill
containing 177 pages, because it is difficult to find
out what all the prOvisions will do. We must look
closely not only at the second-reading speech but at
all the clauses. The opposition, the maritime unions,
the port users and the general community are all
concerned about the bill.
I refer, firstly, to the concept of port waters, which
divide the responsibilities of the Victorian Channels
AuthOrity and the port managers. The bill
supposedly defines where the control of the
Victorian Channel Authority ends and the port
manager begins. That is perfectly okay, perfectly
lOgical.
The major problem in the legislation revolves
around the concept of port waters. Section 20 of the
bill refers to the VCA as managing channels in port
waters. Section 21 lays out its functions and powers
with constant reference to port waters. The essential
problem arises when reference is made to port
waters, because 'port waters' is not defined. Talk
about 'trust me'; talk about confusion; talk about
slackness! All the VCA's responsibilities for port
waters are laid out but what is meant by port waters
is not defined.

PORT SERVICES BILL

786

ASSEMBLY

It is more serious than just lack of definition.
Although we will get the definition later on, it
creates confusion about who is responsible for what
and where. Take, for example, the water under the
new privately owned berths. Who is responsible for
them, for the port waters?
The implication of the bill is that the VCA will be
responsible for them, and if the new private owner
of the berth wants to deal with port waters - that is,
waters in the port under his berth, or her berth, or
the company's berth, or anybody's berth -we will
have confusion not only about who controls it but
also about who pays. It is like the famous old saying,
isn't it? We don't know who is doing what and we
don't know who pays. The bill does exactly that: it
creates that confusion. We bring in a I77-page bill
and we have to do some gazetting to work out what
will happen in the longer run. It is an absolute
disgrace.
Not only is the seabed land leased to a purchaser,
such as is the case with Cunningham Pier at the port
of Geelong, but the leased seabed land cannot be
wliettered - there must be restrictions applied by
the government as owner. So if there is no greater
degree of control for a purchaser than currently
exists with arrangements made for use of
no-longer-required berths today, what is actually
achieved through a sale? There is no difference,
because the government cannot walk away from its
responsibility. Next thing it will be selling off
Parliament House and leasing off some of it! That
will be it! It won't be long before it has a sign up,
'Government for Sale'. The only problem is no-one
would buy it - although some would argue it has
already been bought.
The second problem with the lack of definition of
port waters is that if a buyer cannot buy the seabed
and thus have full control over the asset it must
affect the sale price. We are dealing with big
business here, not piddly little two-bit corner shops.
We are down with the Bonds and the Skases, and
they have had their fingers burnt once, they are not
going to get them burnt again. If we do not control
the seabed under our berth we will not get as much
money for the berth, so there will be a loss and a
downgrading, a fire sale of the port.
In the first case one wonders why on earth you
would want to do that. One wonders who will pay
for the dredging. Does the VCA do the dredging
because it is the responsible authority for the
channels, and does it then send the bill to the owner
of the berth? Maybe the owner might like that.
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Maybe the owner is a strong supporter of the Liberal
Party and will say, 'Hey, you can't let a government
authority do that to me. They have to give me a fair
deal. I'm a mate. I'm a crony'. So we have a problem
created from the lack of definition in a 177-page bill.
The next problem arises through the intention of the
bill to set up a concept of harbourmasters, because
the bill requires that harbourmasters be appointed in
all ports. Here is the repetition of the new CEOs and
the new boards -10 in the electricity industry,
probably 11 because we also have the transmission
line!
Mr Stockdale - And lower administrative costs.
Mr HAMILTON - And we have 10 boards all
getting paid a fortune - all members of the board
getting a run. We have 10 CEOs and now we will get
new harbourmasters. Jobs for the boys, one would
ask. Wouldn't it be absolutely wonderful if a woman
were appointed harbourmaster? That would set
things a chattering. Maybe the government will
create a bit of history.
There will be a new power for the Marine Board. It
will be charged with determining the need for a
harbourmaster and then directing the VCA or the
port operator to appoint one. The real problem is the
concept of harbourmasters being appointed for each
of the harbours and the VCA, which operates only in
Port Phillip Bay. They will have their say in it, but
the concern is where the VCA will not be involved
in the management of the port - that is, at Portland
and Hastings.
In those ports the appointment of the harbourmaster
will effectively be at the request of the private
owner. That raises the spectre of whether a port
owner wishes to freeze out a competitor. Shame,
shame, shame! 'A private owner would never do
that', says he with great disgust! Of course we know
that can happen and happens often. If a port owner
is to freeze out a competitor the harbourmaster
becomes the vehicle to do that because here the
policemen will say, 'You can't come into our port.
You do not satisfy the conditions'. They might not
be treated evenhandedly. They could, for example,
have the port manager extend the harbourmaster's
powers to include responsibility for regulatory
functions for safety and navigation.

Given that the harbourmaster will have these
extended powers given to him by the port
manager - or the port owner in the case of the
privatised ports - we will end up with the
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harbounnaster detennining which ships can come in
and out of the port. If you do not want a
competitor's ship to come into the port you can
freeze it out. TItis will create anti-competition and all
sorts of major problems, not only with the state
legislation and the contradiction in this
government's ideology, but the possibility of a
private owner freezing out competition. It has been
known before and it has been done before in the
private sector. That is why we have a trade practices
authority, that is why we have relevant
legislation - because we cannot, as this government
seems to do, implicitly trust the private sector.
The government has such implicit trust. It goes on
bended knee to the private sector saying, 'You are
the be-all and end-all. You know everything.
Governments are useless'. This government is
useless, and it ought not to be sucked into absolute
trust in the private sector.
That action will haunt it. Unfortunately, once the
sales go through, the remainder of the community in
Victoria will be haunted.
Port owners are also concerned about safety issues
in the appointment of harbourmasters. They are

worried that a manager-appointed harbourmaster,
to reduce operating costs, may be influenced to
lower the safety standards in a port. We should be
concerned about that sort of example because it has
happened. For example, if you walk around the
downgraded numbers in the electricity industry, the
emphasis on health and safety, and worker
protection, is abysmal because it costs money to
protect workers and institute safety programs.
The dollar-blinkered mob running this state have cut
health and safety measures to get to the bottom
dollar line. Good on the maritime unions for
standing up for not only their own workers but also
for all workers operating in our ports!
The bill removes all powers from authorities like the
Port of Geelong AuthOrity. It provides that the
authority must have written authority from the
Treasurer to do almost anything - almost to go to
the toilet! The Port of Geelong AuthOrity personnel
may contract bladder infections because they may
forget to write to the Treasurer for his permission to
go to the toilet! The only way the authority can do
anything is with the permission of the Treasurer.
That is dangerous because the authorities have the
responsibility for running the ports and for
determining the economic trading facilities of
Victoria. They will have to wait for the Treasurer to
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sign a bit of paper; he may fall ill, heaven forbid! I
think he is human, with frailties.
Mr Stockdale - I am more likely to die from
boredom, right now!
Mr HAMILTON - Once the bill is proclaimed,
the current port authorities will be left in an
invidious situation.
I cannot conclude my contribution without
mentioning the associated ports which have been
thrown to the wind because they make no money.
The opposition had a briefing from members of the
minister's office, with a watchdog from the
Department of the Treasury and Finance. When in
opposition, government members used to complain
about ministerial advisers being present at briefings.
These days, you cannot have a briefing without a
representative watchdog of the Department of the
Treasury and Finance being present t.o ensure
nobody says anything wrong.
We asked what was to happen with the 15
associated ports. The reply was, 'Negotiations are
still continuing with the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources'. They said,
'We hope we can negotiate with them. They have to
set up the committees of management; we have to
know where the money is coming from'. The
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
is not too keen on putting more money towards
looking after the ports.
Mark my words: those associated ports will be
thrown to the wolves and will become a
responsibility of local government and ratepayers.
They will end up paying another secret, hidden tax.
The government is full of secret taxes, which it says
it will not impose, but its own creatures keep
imposing. What about the few hidden taxes in the
water industry at the moment? We are getting secret
taxes thrown at us every day of the week. Perhaps
we may get a 20 per cent reduction per year, but it is
costing more to send your kid to a kindergarten or to
get meals on wheels or to get home assistance. What
a farce, what a delusion!
What will happen with these transferred associated
ports? We are now in the process of building an
exploding bureaucracy in the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources. It is ironic that
the owners are now told to manage an associated
port. Probably one of the best tourist destinations in
Victoria is Queenscliff.
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Mr Spry interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I lived there, I know
Queenscliff like the back of my hand - a
magnificent place. That port has been thrown to the
wolves. The honourable member for Bellarine
should talk to the people in Queenscliff or to the
cOWlcil because they are concerned about the cost of
running the Queenscliff port. Let the honourable
member for Bellarine tell the house how wonderful
the people of Queenscliff are at being thrown to the
wolves through the government's privatisation
program. Let his words be read in the Geelong
newspapers because there is no doubt that a reai
problem will be created. The Port of Geelong
Authority, to its very great credit, spent much time,
effort and planning on looking after the Queenscliff
port. That will be lost.
I shall now refer to some of the comments made by
the Chairman of the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity in
the authority's 1994-95 annual report, which was
released yesterday. I happen to know the Chairman
of the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity, Kingsley Culley.
How sad it is that the CEO of that authority walked
away from his position. He become so frustrated,
angry and upset at the stupid programs introduced
by the government that he resigned and walked
away. What a pity he does not have parliamentary
privilege, to tell us more about what is happening in
the Port of Melbourne AuthOrity at the moment.
However, we are now getting a few truths. The
government should remember when dealing with
mates and cronies that the ones you don't deal with
squeal - they keep dropping off lovely bits of
infonnation. The government may be mates with
Llovd Williams, but believe me, others will come
back to haWlt it! The arrogance of this government
and the intimidation of the back bench will be its
defeat and downfall. Their mates not on the gravy
train will start squealing because they cannot get on
that train.
The annual report refers to a 'new MPC', another
new authority! TIlis government has created dozens
of new authorities. It thinks it can walk away, but
the buck stops here. If the Treasurer does not believe
that, he should ask Rob Jolly where the buck
stopped when things went wrong. You can have
your management of the State Bank board and put it
at a distance, but when things go wrong, who has
his head on the chopping block? - the Treasurer.
He had better make sure he keeps his neck well
protected! Mr Culley states:
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The board is of the view that the new MPC ~hould
assume the role of strategic port manager. The
importance of this role is highlighted by the City Link
project which poses a major challenge for the port. The
construction of a bridge across the entrance to Victoria
Dock will prevent upstream access by commercial
shipping and will require the relocation of trade to new
downstream facilities in an extremely tight time frame.
The funding of these facilities and the impact on the
trading community are key issues for the PMA.

That is a very Significant exercise. I hope the City
Link legislation addresses the question of who will
pay for the relocation of the docks downstream of
the bridge, which will stick up in the air for all to
see. We are not talking about tuppence halfpenny,
we are talking about $200 million or $300 million.
One can talk about the sails on the Sydney Opera
House, but we will have sails all over the place. It
will be an utter disgrace and will add nothing to
Melbourne.
In his review of the year's activity, Mr John B. King,
the former chief executive officer of the PMA who
recently resigned, states:
Uncertainty about the outcomes of the change process
have created a very difficult working environment for
employees over the past 18 months.

I can vouch for the fact that such changes make it
difficult for the workers. I have lived through that
for five or six years in the Latrobe Valley, so I know
how it affects people. I have seen the social impacts
and the negative effects such changes have had on
their lives and the lives of their families. Mr King
has got it right. He was a chief executive with a
heart, which is more than one can say for some
Treasurers. The report continues:
The outstanding results which have been achieved are
therefore all the more remarkable, and a credit to the
dedication and professionalism of PMA staff.

He goes on to thank all the employees for their
support over the previous five years and wishes
them every success for the future. The opposition
echoes his sentiments - as I think the government
would - about the PMA employees, who will soon
be in real trouble. Page 16 of the report refers to
future developments at the port of Melbourne:
The state government's plans for the Melbourne City
link project will link the Tullamarine and Westgate
freeways with a 23.5 metres high bridge over the Yarra
River, on an alignment of 22 Victoria Dock and Graham
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Street, Port Melbourne. When constructed, it will
prevent allIemphas~'all'--

shipping movements upstream of 22 Victoria Dock and
21 South Wharf, making 10 berths Wlusable.

In evaluating alternative facilities, the PMA's objective
is to minimise capital investment, to ensure efficiency
of the port from the customer's perspective.
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because we are opposed to privatisation but because
it is nonsense!
Mr TREASURE (Gippsland East) -- It is my
pleasure to support the bill. The reforms are
extremely important, because if this great state is to
continue to advance as it has been, it will need to
take stock of its port services and set up a process to
improve them at a rate sufficient to enable them to
compete not only with Australian ports and cities
but with ports and cities around the world, because
the world market is the key to success.

Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr HAMILTON -- The Treasurer makes fun of
important comments in the report of what, on 25
October 1995, is still an existing statutory authority.
How dare any minister or government member
make fun of a statutory authority that has produced
results for the state -which the Minister for Roads
and Ports in another place is so proud of! The PMA
has achieved the improvements people have been
screaming for and has lowered charges, yet
government members laugh. How dare they! Details
of the performance of the authority and the work of
its employees should be read into Hansard, and they
should be applauded by members on both sides of
the house.
The annual report of the Port of Portland AuthOrity
also shows that authority has made a number of
gains, such as lower charges for port users. The port
of Portland is important for three principal trading
commodities - bauxite and aluminium, livestock
and woodch.ips. Instead of being prepared for
privatisation, which has happened with the Port of
Geelong AuthOrity - it is a political move given the
economic climate in Geelong - the authorities
should be securing Australia's trading future. That is
what the bill is supposed to be about. One must ask
for whom we are securing Australia's trading future
when we end up with a bill which privatises bodies
that should not be privatised and which is set up to
produce results that cannot be achieved. There is not
a skerrick of evidence to show that any of the
proposed gains will be made.
One would think that if the government had any
evidence to show how the proposed gains would be
achieved it would lay it on the table for people to
examine, read, understand and question. This is an
absolute trust-me bill, and there is not a skerrick of
evidence to justify any claims about proposed gains.
Why would anyone doubt that the opposition
would oppose the bill? We oppose the bill not just

The bill establishes two new statutory authorities.
The Melbourne Port Corporation will manage the
Crown land previously vested in the Port of
Melbourne Authority, and the Victorian Channels
Authority will have ~esponsibility for the control of
important functions such as dredging, the
maintenance of water areas, navigational aids and
other facilities, and the movement of vessels from
the time they enter the heads to the time they tie up
at the wharf.
Melbourne is the nation's biggest and most
economically important port. It handles some
$4 billion worth of business, in that way
contributing to the economy of the nation and the
state. It is important for us continually to assess the
role and management of the port of Melbourne or
we will be left behind in this fast-moving world.
More than ever Australia is dependent on exports
and imports to maintain its trade, commerce and
general business activities.
The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce
and Industry recently wrote to the Herald Sun. The
letter was signed by its chief executive officer,
Mr Don Larkin, who says, in part:
The future of Melbourne and Victoria has been given a
shot in the arm with the announcement of a specific
direction for the port of Melbourne. The state
government has come up with a pragmatic and
workable plan to revamp the port and ensure
Melbourne is the hub port of Australia, and I applaud
the consultative process that led to it. The government
listened to port users.

It is appropriate that the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry made those
comments. They emphasise the importance of port
reform in this state and, indeed, in this nation. Last
year cargo worth $27.6 million in revenue passed
through the port of Melbourne. That cargo was
carried on some 4000 to 5000 ships, depending on
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which figures are read and believed. The
government's abolition in December 1974 of state
tonnage duty has been a shot in the ann for marine
transport passing in and out of Victorian ports. The
government must be conscious of reducing the costs
of all port operations if Victoria is to have a viable
and vibrant state economy.
Importantly, the bill expands the role of the EP A and
the Health and Safety Organisation. That
organisation will take over the handling of
dangerous goods and put it on a normal commercial
basis, ensuring wtiformity with all commerce and
industry throughout Victoria. The
Regulator-General will control port charges,
consistent with government policy expressed in
various other industries, such as electricity, water
and grain handling. The bill also provides for a
marine board regulatory role, so that consistent safe
maritime operations are in place in all state waters.
There are other problems, of course, with ports in
this country. One problem is the turnaround time of
containers going in and out of ports. We have often
seen the long lines of trucks that queue up while
offloading at ports. That problem needs to be
addressed by the industry itself more so than by
government so that turnaround times are improved.
I will expand on that a little later because it has
ramifications for much of the cargo that goes in and
out of our port areas.
The federal government is mainly responsible for
port work practices. It is worth noting that over the
years Australia's ports in general were dramatically
overstaffed and strike bound. This practice has led
in part to the bad name that Australia built up
overseas, particularly with its trading partners to the
near north. Many of us who travel to Asia for
various reasons have been told in no uncertain tenns
by our asian trading partners of their concerns about
the work practices that prevailed on many of our
waterfronts. I am pleased to note that it has
improved in the past few years but we still have a
long way to go.
Our waterfront reforms in relation to stevedoring
costs seem to be running out of puff. Melbourne is
still one of the more expensive ports in the world. I
think its stevedoring costs make it the second most
expensive port in the world, with the exception of
Hamburg. That needs to be addressed. It is not
primarily a state government problem as it relates
mainly to work practices and issues that fall within
the sphere of the federal government Having said
that, I do not seek to lay blame, but simply to point
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out that port reform is extremely vital. It probably is
a small pait of the total reform of the waterfront but
certainly a vital one.
Costs in Melbourne ports have been reduced by
approximately 15 per cent, which is most
commendable, but it is only a small first step in
terms of the government's program. We are looking
to cut costs in the port system in the long term by
more than 33 per cent That will take some time to
achieve but it is an achievable target and a
commendable policy. The standard of living and job
opportunities of all Australians will benefit from
that.
The perception that Melbourne is an expensive port
is a damaging one. That perception and the reality of
the costs of doing business and moving cargo
through Melbourne's ports must be turned around.
Members on both sides of the house are well aware
that one must deal with perceptions as much as
reality. It is important in dealing with the reality that
we turn the perception around as well.
Over the years our international trade has been
growing and in the years to come it will continue to
grow. A program and a system must be set up to
take best advantage of the trade that this country is
fortunate to participate in so that the profits
achieved are passed on to the commwtity. Our
standard of living is very much tied to our
competitiveness and that is being realised by the
commwtity. People are aware that we need to export
efficiently and well and be competitive. If we do not,
our standard of living will be reduced rather than
improved.
It is important to strive to develop trade and
commerce. The development of the port system is an
important part of that. In my electorate and in many
parts of Victoria and Australia, of course, new
industries are starting up, particularly in the
horticultural and agriculture areas and also in the
traditional export of food products. With the world
becoming more conscious of clean, quality food and
with markets becoming more demanding as well as
competitive, we need to set ourselves up in a way
that best takes advantage of the clean environment
that Australia has.

Recently I was fortunate enough to travel north to
South-East Asia where I visited various countries.
Although some countries are developing their
industries well, they have a long way to go with
their food production and pollution control.
Australia has a natural advantage with clean water,
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clean land and consequently clean product. But it is
important to have the correct infrastructure in place
to get the product out. It is no good having a
product on a fann and not being able to deliver it to
the market place in time for it to be in a useable and
competitive form.
As I said, Gippsland is an area where much of the
produce comes from. We need good infrastructure
not only so that our products are shipped out of
Australia quickly to maintain their quality and
freshness but also so that the linkage to the port
system is assured. Consequently, over the years it
will become apparent that we need a good transport
system in general, and particularly a good road
system, because that is how most of our rural
produce is transported to the ports. Therefore it is
important that the projects that have been proposed
go ahead.
I refer briefly to projects like City Link, which will
provide an opportunity for produce and other
goods, including secondary manufactured goods, to
be transported swiftly and effidently to our ports
and other points of export. We need the linkage to
back up a good ports system. Otherwise we will be
doing the job only in part.
It is interesting to note that at Darwin in northern
Australia there is a proposal to establish a fast
container link to South-East Asia on a
catamaran-type vessel that will have a cruising rate
of some 45 knots and carry about 300 containers.
That will deliver containers from Darwin in a short
time, far more quickly than can be done by
conventional sea freight. As part of the plan, the
Territorians have proposed. to the federal
government that a rail link from Alice Springs to
Darwin be built so that perishable goods in
particular can be freighted right through to Darwin
and then straight across to the potential markets in
South-East Asia by fast container ships.

Although such a project is a long way away, I refer
to it because we must be aware of such proposals
and be ever progresSive about what is going on
around us. Then we can make our ports more
effident and improve Victoria's status as a trading
state with effident trading ports that will keep pace
with the natural competition that surrounds us. If
we rest on our laurels and sit on our hands, nothing
is surer than that we will be left behind in a
backwater. Melbourne cannot afford to let its
pOSition as the leading state for trade, commerce and
port activity slip away. That is why the bill is so
important to Victoria, and I commend it to the house.
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Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I welcome the
opportunity to enter the debate on the Port Services
Bill and to give support to the shadow Minister for
Roads and Ports, the honourable member for
Morwell, in his vigorous opposition to the bill. Much
has been said about the bill, which is something of
an icon for the government. The bill effectively sets
up the ports of Victoria for privatisation - that is,
for sale. Some people on the other side bask in it as
some sort of glorious reform package. It should be
seen more as a shameful action.
The bill reflects what occurs when ideology runs
rampant and overcomes reason. Later I will go into
detail about what is proposed for the port of
Geelong, which is in my area, to show that this
government's proposals cannot be justified at all,
but especially when one considers selling the port of
Geelong. The figures show that no benefit can be
gained from the government's proposal. It is
possible that the people of Geelong in particular and
Victoria in general will suffer a loss because of the
price that might be paid for the ports.
The bill, totalling 177 pages, is a document of some
considerable size. It sets out the framework for the
government to proceed with the divestment of ports
from public ownership in Victoria, particularly the
ports of Melbourne, Geelong, Portland and
Hastings - that is, Western Port. Those ports in
particular will suffer from this proposal.
The bill also sets in place the legislative framework
to form the Victorian Channels AuthOrity. That
interesting concept requires a high level of scrutiny
as to the possible benefits that will flow from it and
why anyone would do that in the first place. People
will require some convincing that the proposed
moves are in the broad general interest of Victorians
and in particular port users.
The manner in which the channel authority for
privatised ports is to be created reflects something of
an experiment by the government. That has not been
done anYWhere else in the world. No successful
precede~t for such action can be found anywhere.
The government has obfuscated on the issue. The
government talks about places like New Zealand,
which I will refer to a little later. Despite what the
government might like to tell us, New Zealand has
not gone down that road. New Zealand has taken a
different path. Places like the United States and
Canada have not proceeded down that path, either.
Yet tha t is the path this government follows.
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Even the government's much-loved economic
model, the Thatcher model, did not go down that
path in relation to ports and port entries. As I said,
there is no precedent for the action the government
proposes. This is very much an experiment. It is a
trial-and-error approach by the government - and
it will probably be more error than trial in this
particular case. It is about blind ideology overtaking
reason. That is the basis of the bill: it is nearly
200 pages of blind ideology.
If you go deeper into the provisions of the bill, you

find that in spite of the document's volume, it lacks
the necessary detail. The honourable member for
Morwell touched on the lack of detail. For example,
the bill fails to define 'port waters' anywhere. We
will find out about port waters later - by
regulation. Although they are a very important part
of the responsibilities of the Victorian Channels
Authority and very important to potential buyers
because they define exactly what will be bought,
port waters are not included in the definitions. If
you do not describe port waters upfront, buyers will
be uncertain, and that translates itself into a
devaluation of the sale price. By failing to define
port waters - the issue will be dealt with at a later
date - the government is effectively driving down
the value that might otherwise be given to the port.
The concept of port waters is important because
anyone who intends to buy berths at a port wants to
know who has control of what is underneath. The
bill does not say whether the channel authority or
the buyer will control what is underneath the
berths. A buyer who wants to work on a structure
needs to know who is responsible for the seabed into
which piles are to be driven. Will a buyer have to get
approval from the channel authority every time he
wants to put in a pile?
The most likely result is that only the structure will
be offered for sale. Port waters will most likely be
defined as all the water up to the foreshore. The
seabed, including the berths and the structures, will
be operated by the port owner and manager but will
be under the control of the channel authority,
effectively creating another layer of bureaucracy,
something the government says it is intent on
removing. The government's failure to be up front
about the definition is serious. It is the equivalent of
putting up a sign that tells potential buyers: 'Mark
down the price. Put in whatever price you think. We
don't care'. That is what it is about.
The bill's failure to define 'port waters' results from
an argument in the bureaucracy about what the
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government should be doing. One school of thought
says the government should keep control of all
seabed land and charge commercial rental rates on
it. Think about that for a minute. The berths and
structures would be sold off but any buyers would
be told they had to pay commercial rental rates for
the sea bed their structures are on. As the people of
Geelong know, that point of view was recently put
by the bureaucracy when Cunningham Pier went to
the private sector. The case was argued
unsuccessfully, but the point of view was plain. The
failure of the bill to say what the government
intends to do with the port waters is a clear
indication that the issue has not yet been resolved
within the bureaucracy. In spite of its voluminous
nature, the bill lacks clarity. We still do not know
who will have control of what.
The Treasurer and other ministers have said a
number of times that the bill is part of the
government's reform agenda to reduce port-related
costs through the great marvel of privatisation.
Statistics showing what privatisation can achieve
make interesting reading. For example, only
12 per cent of the port of Melbourne charges are
under the control of the authority. The other
88 per cent are already in the private sector; they
have already been privatised. Melbourne has a port
that is 88 per cent privatised, but the privatised part
is the least efficient. That is where the effective
monopolies are - the stevedoring, the lines and the
tugs - and that is where the costs are.
At the port of Geelong only between 15 and 20 per
cent of the charges relate to Port of Geelong
AuthOrity functions; more than 80 per cent of the
costs are already in the private sector, the least
efficient part of that operation, too. So what are we
talking about? We are not talking about making the
private sector companies that control 88 per cent of
Melbourne's port operations more efficient or
competitive, and we are not talking about trying to
break up their monopolies. All we are talking about
are the port operators, the port authorities, which
are responsible for the smallest part of the costs.
How will the bill produce a huge turnaround in
costs? The evidence is not there. It is all window
dressing; it is about ideology running rampant over
reason. The Treasurer is on record as saying that if
the port reforms cannot produce lower costs, there is
no point in undertaking them. But no-one - the
Treasurer, any member on that side or anyone
outside this place - has been able to show how the
bill will achieve lower costs. The government talks
about a 15 per cent saving, another of its great
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manipulations. As we know, this is the government
of the big lie - and the bigger the problem, the
bigger the lie. In talking about port reform the
government tells a beauty: it claims that its
port-related reforms will result in a cost saving of
15 per cent.
The savings that are in the pipeline have been held
back so that the government will be able to
announce that the passage of the bill has resulted in
substantial savings. Those savings could have been,
should have been and would have been delivered
under the current ownership structure. They were
there two years ago, and they are still there today.
For the better part of two years the Port of
Melbourne AuthOrity has asked the government for
permission to drop its prices, but it has not been
given that approval.
As soon as the Port Services Bill is passed the
savings that have accumulated during the past few
years will be attributed to the government's reforms.
Port reform is not something new. It has been going
on for some years, particularly in Geelong.
Peter Morgan, the former chairman of the
port authority and now its chief executive officer,
has been a driving force in the reforms. He has
worked in conjunction with members of the
maritime unions who, as difficult as it has been for
them and their members, have accepted the
challenge and agreed to reduce their work force by
about 50 per cent - from more than 200 to 103.
Those reforms, which have been achieved
cooperatively and after consultation, have yielded
tremendous benefits for the Port of Geelong
AuthOrity and its employees. For example,
stevedoring was regarded as unprofitable, but a
joint venture operation involving the port authority
and the unions has made it profitable - even to the
point where profits have been donated to charities in
the Geelong region.
Mr Wells interjected.
Mr LONEY - I take up the interjection of the
honourable member for Wantima - it is the sort of
nonsense one gets from the government - that one
of the charities was the Australian Labor Party. The
honourable member for Bellarine will attest to the
fact that money was donated to hospice programs.
That is the sort of nonsense you hear when you talk
about reform, given the blinkered ideology of the
government. Anyone who is close to the Geelong
scene will acknowledge what was done and what
continues to be done.
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Yesterday the 1994-95 annual report of the Port of
Geelong AuthOrity was tabled without any fanfare.
That is extraordinary because the tabling of reports
of that nature is normally accompanied by press
releases. It must be a bad report if there was no press
release! The annual report states that the Port of
Geelong AuthOrity has achieved its second best
result ever, and that in a drought year. It is all the
more remarkable given that the port relies on bulk
commodity and grain traffic.
Why has the Minister for Roads and Ports been
silent? Why is he not out having his photograph
taken, telling the newspapers about the highlights of
the port authority's achievements and
congratulating the chief executive officer and the
employees? Is it too much to suggest that the reason
for his silence is that the achievements outlined in
the report do not fit in with the government's
political agenda as outlined in the bill?
Page 15 of the annual report containS a series of
charts. The first shows a considerable reduction in
operating expenditure from 1989-90 to 1994-95achieved by an autonomous government authority.
The next chart details the operating revenue per
employee, a measure of productivity and efficiency
that is often quoted by members of the government.
In 1989-90 operating revenue per employee was
$102756, and in 1994-95 it rose to $204 000. It
doubled in three years.
Mr Hamilton - It probably means it has half as
many workers.
Mr LONEY - The honourable member for
Morwell is correct. It demonstrates that the authority
has achieved tremendous productivity increases
with the cooperation of its employees and under the
current system of public ownership and local
control. We are told that the passage of the bill will
result in overnight improvements in the operation of
our ports. We are told that it will be their
salvation - but I am obviously too cynical! The
chairman of the authority, Alex Macleod, was
appointed by the government to make sure the
privatisation of the port occurs without a hiccup.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr LONEY - You notice how strident the
interjections become when you hit on a government
mate. On page 2 of the report the chairman says:
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The reorganising board fully supports the privatisation
of the port and the formation of a separate channel
authority.

I am interested in that comment, because it shows
that some members of the board must have had a
late conversion. Surely the chairman would not
misrepresent the position. Some members of the
board are on the public record as opposing the
privatisation of the port. It would come as a surprise
to Michael O'Leary of the maritime unions to read
that he fully supports the privatisation of the portand it would probably come as a surprise to the
Treasurer, too. I still think he possibly does not
support the privatisation of the ports. One of the
Treasurer's own members on that board, Mr John
Robb, is also on the public record as not supporting
the approach the Treasurer wishes to take.
Mr Stockdale - Surprise, surprise!
Mr LONEY - 'Surprise, surprise', the Treasurer
says. The big surprise, surprise, I suggest to you,
Mr Acting Speaker, is this sentence in the annual
report of the chairman of the Port of Geelong
AuthOrity:
The reorganising board fully supports the privatisation
of the port - -

Obviously he must have seen something that
nobody else has been able to see. It is even more
illuminating to go to the business overview of the
chief executive officer's report. It presents a sound
story of a good port operating well.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr LONEY - I take up the interjection of the
honourable member for Bellarine. He has done a
very good job, there is no doubt about it. I fully
concur with that and thank him for his support of
the chief executive officer. Over a number of years
the port of Geelong has increased its effidency and
productivity and reduced its charges. It has done
everything right to the point where it is one of the
most effident ports in Australia.
The government's proposal is that the port should
be sold off berth by berth, first to the dedicated
users - and they are not too happy about it. They
have not been silent either. They have said to the
Treasurer precisely what every other business says:
'This is not our core operation. We do not want to
run a port. We are oil refiners. We are aluminium
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manufacturers. We are grain handlers. We are not
port operators'.
'
But the Treasurer says, 'Take the ports, take your
own berths or the government will sell them off to
somebody else and take them out of your control'. I
understand the proposal now is that maybe they
will be able to lease the berths rather than buy them.
In spite of that, they are interested on only one
count - and that is as a defensive mechanism
against a port being bought by one of those
conglomerates that may then hold a monopolistic
control over transport in Victoria and throughout
this country. That is the only reason anyone is
interested down there - it is purely defensive.
The Treasurer should look at the US and New
Zealand models where there is local government
control. The ports were given to the users in New
Zealand free of charge. In the US the channel
authority - The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.

Mr WELLS (Wantirna) - It gives me a great deal
of pleasure to speak on the Ports Services Bill. Before
I start my address I pick up a couple of comments
made by previOUS speakers from the opposition.
They talk about a drop in operating cost,
productivity increases and cooperation with the
unions, but that is all totally irrelevant. They are not
comparing apples with apples. They need to
compare the operations of the ports they have
spoken about with what is happening overseas.
Ports are an international commodity. We need to
make sure that Victoria's ports are internationally
competitive or we will not be in the race.
The bill dearly demonstrates the difference between
the coalition and the opposition. The coalition is
interested in international competition, genuine
employment and helping business to export.
Opposition members have had cushy union jobs.
They have not had to earn a dollar. They have not
had to go down to the wharves themselves to see
how they are run. That is the clear difference.
Before I came into politics my background was in
the transport industry. I dealt with the wharves
daily. The last company I worked with was Mayne
Nickless. That company had interests in Tasmania
and Victoria, so it was dealing with the wharves
every day. Containers came from Tasmania across to
Melbourne and were loaded for overseas, and vice
versa. Overseas containers would come through the
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Melbourne wharf to Bumie, Devonport and Hobart.
Tasmania exports a lot of product: apples, paper,
chocolate, chemicals and mining products.
Tasmania's main problem -like Australia - is that
it is an island so it relies heavily on the port system.
When I was operations manager for Mayne Nickless
I used to send trucks down to Webb Dock or
Appleton Dock at 5.00 a.m. or 6.00 a.m. I remember
the days when I would receive a phone call at home
at 9.00 p.m. from the drivers to say, 'They've shut
the gate. We'll have to come back to the depot'. They
had spent a whole day there without picking up one
container. It is not a pleasant job having to ring the
customer next day to say, 'By the way, you have a
IS-hour demurrage bill by S40 per hour'. So it is also
very, very costly. I highlight that point because the
wharf's attitude is a no-care attitude. There was no
competition or emphasis on urgency to reduce costs.
We were told in the lead-up to Christmas the
wharves are always overworked. I remember a
couple of Christmases ago very clearly. The
temperature reached the mid-30s. I received a phone
call from someone at the wharf saying the men had
walked off the job because it was too hot. The
forklifts were all well airconditioned but somehow
the men managed to convince the other workers that
it was too hot so they walked off the job. That was
on the Monday. The same situation occurred on the
Tuesday and the Wednesday. Our company had
products on the wharf - chocolates and butter - so
we had to plug the containers into the powerlines.
This made things difficult because if there had been
a power breakdown during the night we would
have had serious problems. Once again there was no
attitude or will on the part of the wharves to become
more competitive or more efficient.
I remember clearly going into work on the
Thursday. It was raining. I was very happy and
everyone had smiles on their faces because it was
raining. The temperature was in the mid-20s. I
received a phone call from the wharf to say it was
too wet and the men had walked off again!
Fortunately that afternoon the weather cleared and
after four days of our product sitting on the wharf it
was finally able to be moved.
Many, many transport companies suffered the same
frustration and irritation from the wharves'
inefficiencies. As I said earlier, it is because there is
no genuine competition among the wharf operators,
resulting in poor workplace practices, and there is
no need to look for the efficiencies.
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A company in my electorate won an export award a
couple of weeks ago. It said that when it makes an
engineering product it sells it at factory cost because
it does not want to go through the hassles of dealing
with the wharves and adding cost on top of cost. In
other words, if a Chinese engineering company buys
a particular product it is sold at the factory price. In
turn, the Chinese company can buy it and sort out
its own costs of transport back to China.
I am talking about the inefficiencies and poor work
practices on the wharf. There is another side to the
argument - that is, that port users are saddled with
extraordinarily high costs for port services as a result
of the previous authority. This bill will lead to
competition for port services and will reduce the
cost to shippers and port users.
I note with interest the newsletter of the Bureau of
Industry Economics, entitled Waterfront 1995
International Benchmarking. I refer to the table with
comparisons of waterfront charges. It is' okay for the
opposition to compare one port in Australia with
another, or how one port now compares with
another in 1988. But it is a different story when one
compares our charges with overseas charges.
The table setting out waterfront charges by container
port for 1995 compares international charges in
Australian dollars per 20-foot container. Melbourne,
at about $300, is the most expensive in Australia.
Auckland's rate is about $220; Singapore, about
$200; and some of the Asian cities, about $100. If we
wish to compete with Asia in trade, our rates need to
be almost the same as, if not identical to, the rates in
Asian ports.
The other comparison in that document is contained
in a table setting out container charges by port and
teu exchange 1995 - that is, $A per teu or per
20-foot container. Melbourne ranks the third highest
charging port behind Oakland and Baltimore.
Oakland's average was $A404, while the average
Melbourne charge was $A318. Some Asian countries
have charges as low as $A303. We need to make
comparisons to understand how this legislation will
advantage Victoria through genuine competition
and efficiencies.
I refer to other articles, the first by Rod Myer, which
appeared in the Age in February this year. The article
states:
Melbourne is the country's largest port, handling
803000 containers annually, 27.6 million revenue
tonnes of cargo and contributing $4 billion to the state's
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economy. Port usage grew 9.7 per cent last year and it
continues to grow as its modem amenities and
increasingly efficient transport hub enable it to win
foreign cargoes bound for Adelaide, Hobart and
southern New South Wales.

But here is the crunch:
But the Port of Melbourne has major efficiency
problems. According to Mr Frank Beaufort, spokesman
for the Australian Peak Shippers Association,
Melbourne is the second-most expensive port in the
world after Hamburg. And this expense inhibits trade,
putting pressure on Australia's troubled external
accounts and denying Melbourne potential economic
benefits.

The spokesman for the maritime union is reported
as having said:
... the Melbourne changes have provided a model of
cooperation. 'There has not been one day lost (through
industrial action) over the four years of the reform
process in Victoria'.

There is little value in comparing Melbourne now to
what it was four years ago. We should make
genuine comparisons between Melbourne and
overseas, and get the world's best practice.
In an article in the Herald Sun of 27 July 1994, Don

Larkin talks about the high costs of the Melbourne
port. He says:
Given Melbourne's high volume, and its premier port
status, its prices should be the least expensive.
But the ship-based charges ($ a visit) are: Melbourne
$35 490; Sydney $27 248; Brisbane $21 592; Adelaide
$19488; and Fremantle $19 374.

I refer to the latest Victorian Chamber of Commerce
and Industry report about port users. If we assume
Melbourne costs are at the 100 per cent mark,
Singapore comes in at only 23 per cent; Malaysia,
10 per cent; and Indonesia, 13 per cent. The
differences are Significant. The port must become
more efficient in the services it provides.
The objectives of port reforms, as listed in the
second-reading speech, are:
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to achie.ve a reasonable return to Victorian ~xpayers.

They make commonsense and should be a welcome
relief for the many port users and shippers.
The key elements of the bill are: the creation of a
new entity, the Melbourne Port Corporation, with a
strictly commercial charter responsible for the
development of land and related facilities in the port
of Melbourne. Its focus will be on commercial
provision of port facilities to port users. The core
port area, which is Crown land, will be managed by
the new ports corporation.
The first of the major reforms is the establishment of
a new landlord for the port of Melbourne. The
corporation will have many advantages. The change
has come about through a large amount of research
and consultation with port users. The landlord, the
Port of Melbourne AuthOrity, has been responsible
for the port. The land will be owned by the Crown. I
do not know whether that appeases a number of
critics who have many concerns.
Other key elements of the bill include the
establishment of the Victorian Channels Authority,
whose role it will be to ensure the safe navigation of
vessels in the port areas of Melbourne, Geelong,
Portland and Hastings. It will, among other things,
have prime responsibility for naVigation aids and
dredging channels. Like the Melbourne Ports
Corporation, its charter is commercial and it will be
able to recover costs on a commercial basis.
The honourable member for East Gippsland referred
to the expanding role of the Environment Protection
AuthOrity. It will cover regulatory areas relating to
environmental protection and the dangerous goods
regulation. The relocation of this regulatory function
not only aids the new ports bodies focus on core
activities but it will ensure that port users are subject
to the same sorts of regulatory requirements as other
commercial businesses within the state.
Another key element in the bill is the establishment
of economic regulation of port services. That will
mean that the market power of the two new entities
is not abused. This bill provides that the prices
charged by them for non-contestable services are
regulated by the Regulator-General. This regulation
is a critical component in ensuring that prices of port
services are as low as is commercially justifiable.

... to increase port efficiency and improve services;
to reduce port costs to cargo importers; and

The Office of the Regulator-General will oversee the
obligation of the channel authority to facilitate
third-party access to the channels. The economic
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regulatory regime is consistent with those put in
place by this government in refonning the
electridty, water and grain handling industries.

member for BeUarine and other speakers have given
credit to the people who have been involved in
doing that in Geelong.

I welcome the bill. It clearly demonstrates the need
for Victoria to ensure it has efficient and
well-managed ports. Victoria relies heavily on its
port services, and if it does not have low port
charges its ability to export will be affected and
things will be more difficult for our farmers and
manufacturers. We also need to keep port charges
low if we want to compete with Asian countries on
exports. I congratulate the minister on introducing
the bill.

The opposition wants to know how the move to
privatisation will lower costs. The honourable
member for Wantima, whom I do not doubt has
more experience in these things than I, talked about
bringing down costs but did not say that 80 per cent
of the services that incur the costs are currently in
private hands and how a reduction in those costs
would be achieved.

Ms MARPLE (Altona) - The people of Victoria
are well aware of the importance of ports and the
need to make sure they are managed well. As was
mentioned by the honourable member for Wantirna,
they are of crucial importance to Victoria's
industries, particularly its agricultural industries.
No-one questions that we should make sure our
ports are well run and are the sort of ports that will
be of support to our industries in the future.
As was said by the shadow Minister for Roads and
Ports, the opposition has good reason to strongly
oppose the bill. Although the bill is a large
document comprising 177 pages, it does not tell us
what benefits will accrue to ports, industries and
communities in Victoria or how it will lead to lower
costs. I presume the honourable member for
Bellarine will speak after me. I ask him to detail any
changes that will bring about reduced costs and to
indicate what specific reforms will operate in the
port of Geelong that will ensure we get good value
for selling our ports.
I refer to the Port of Geelong AuthOrity annual
report, which was released yesterday, and the
written-down value of the authority of
approximately $78 million. The Treasurer has said
the government expects only a 50 per cent return on
the breaking up of the authority. That seems to be a
worry and perhaps the honourable member for
Bellarine can clarify that for us.
There is no doubt the bill is driven by ideology. As
was mentioned by the honourable member for
Morwell, the bill does not give us any faith that
anything will be gained by selling off the authority.
Everyone is preparing for privatisation and the front
cover of the port of Geelong annual report states that
it is preparing for privatisation. Those reforms are
already on the way, having been initiated by those
involved in running the ports. The honourable

The govenunent wants to sell off everything and
have no responsibility, but it also wants to make
sure Victorian ports work as cheaply as other ports
mentioned by the honourable member for Wantirna.
I can only assume he wants to have few, if any,
workers in ports and wants those who do work in
ports to do so for a pittance and to forgo all the
hard-fought-for conditions designed .to ensure that
the safety of port workers is paramount.
It is important for govenunent members to let us
know how they will guarantee the safety of port
workers or that in future they will continue to be
covered under industrial awards and receive decent
wages. It is no good saying that will be left to
competition and that workers will be able to
negotiate. Everything the government has done
suggests that workers will be worse off unless they
can move to the safety net of a federal award. I do
not believe that will happen in this case.

As has happened in other areas over the past three
years, workers will be subject to extreme stress and
pressure. Government members seem to forget that
we are talking about people who, if they are allowed
to do so, will be managing ports. Many people in the
work force have been under such terrible stress that
it has often been a matter of only those who are left
standing having a job. That is a disgrace.
It was often said that technology will bring us
greater leisure, but really it has resulted in fewer
work opportunities, longer hours and more work up to seven days a week - for those with jobs. That
does not provide a better lifestyle for the majority of
people in the community; it simply puts families
under stress. Government members are always
talking about families but they forget that bills such
as this have deleterious effects on individuals and
result in the loss to the state of one of its best
assets -its people!
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Government members are spot on with their rhetoric
but can they tell us what the bill will do to improve
Victoria's ports and how the changes, responsibility
for 80 per cent of which are already in private hands,
will be reduced? We should know these things.
People who work for the port authorities have said
that limited consultation has taken place. Port
operators are asking questions similar to those I
have asked. They are worried about who will be in
charge of ports once the changes proposed in this
bill are in place.
The honourable member for Morwell said the bill is
positive proof of the government's faith in private
industry. But will we know what will happen once
this bill is passed? As the honourable member for
Morwell said, the opposition is concerned about the
hidden costs to cover any losses that will flow from
the changes. We want to know what will happen to
ports such as Queenscliff. From where will costs be
recovered? More than likely they will be recovered
from hidden taxes.
Although I have mentioned the concerns about the
responsibilities of the port manager, I emphasise
that the bill does not have any definition of port
waters. Who will be responsible for them and who
will pay the associated costs? The honourable
member for Wantirna spoke about the overseas
comparison. I have already said that it would be a
shame if he is looking to reducing costs by cutting
down the working conditions and salaries of people
who work at the ports.
It is of interest that both Canada and the United
States have separate channel authorities similar to
proposals in this legislation, but that occurs only
where a port is serviced from the same channel.
Dedicated channels are controlled by a port
authority to ensure that the port manager has full
control over its operations. This reinforces the
opposition's concerns with this bill. Ports in the
United States are owned and controlled by local
authorities. They cannot be sold off or taken over by
a monopoly to impose whatever conditions they
wish.
It is often said that Australia should follow New
Zealand. I am sure government members have
considered the reforms that New Zealand has
undertaken. Although I have not always been in
agreement with those changes, all New Zealand
ports are owned and controlled by regional
authorities. As part of the port reforms, all New
Zealand ports were properly valued, translated into
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shares anc,i transferred to appropriate authprities in
local government, and, more importantly, at no cost.
In other words, local government took over the asset
and it remained in public hands. Local government,
with government approval, can sell shares to the
private sector if deemed appropriate, but it is not
permitted to sell more than 49 per cent of shares. So
the government is still involved.
However, under the provisions of this bill the
government will have no further responsibility for
ports. The selling off of ports to private industry will
be seen by members of the public as the government
opting out of its responsibilities. Concern about
safety was mentioned by the opposition's first
speaker. On numerous occasions the opposition has
voiced its concern that, without government
involvement, safety standards may be eroded.
Yesterday opposition members supported some
initiatives to ensure that safety standards were
maintained and improved in the area of dangerous
goods. However, in this case the opposition is
concerned that if ports are privatised safety
standards will be eroded. Other concerns have been
expressed by opposition members and they need to
be reinforced, but it is not for me to expand any
further on these areas.
As I said, I speak on behalf of the many people who
live close to ports. A great majority of Victorians live
in proximity to our wonderful ports, not only for the
reasons I have outlined, but also for recreation and
scenic reasons. Members of the public wish to have
some input and control over what happens to their
ports so that the chasing of the almighty dollar does
not decrease their recreational and scenic
importance.
The honourable member for Bellarine would be well
aware of the importance of those aspects, not only
for the tourist industry but also for the housing
industry. People who have invested in those areas
are concerned that the natural beauty of the ports
will be lost. How do we know that will not be the
case when the government no longer has an input?
The role of government is being further eroded by
the privatisation of ports. Opposition members are
concerned that, with the privatisation of ports, there
will be no guarantee that a monopoly will not take
over, dose them down or construct inappropriate
structures for those areas.
I know I will be told that we have plenty of other
structures in place that will ensure that the events I
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have described will not happen. But over the past
three years too much has gone into the hands of one
person and or into privately owned companies that
are then able to put on the pressure and say: this will
happen. In other words, we are allowing ourselves
to be put in a position where we could be
blackmailed or held to ransom by companies that
are in control.
I do not want to move away from the subject of the
bill. I will not touch on any of the areas tha t have
been touched on in Parliament today, but we cannot
speak on any bill that comes before us, especially an
important one that provides for the selling off of our
assets, without considering what has happened over
the past three years and the concerns expressed by
people who have lost jobs in various industries. I
have indicated some of those concerns.

In conclusion, the bill has been driven by the
ideology that we have seen in action over the past
three years. The government has complete trust in
privatisation and believes anything run by the
private sector will result in profitability and will
ensure that our state is running well. As I said at the
beginning of my contribution, you can always do
that if you do not take people into account.
The government has complete trust in selling off all
public assets; it will move out and not have any
responsibility. That attitude has caused more
confusion about who owns what than should arise
when clearing up such matters - for example, when
reading a bill as that which is before us today. That
is what new legislation is supposed to do. As I said,
the bill contains no definition of who owns what and
many concerns have been expressed by those who
work in the ports area. No guarantees have been
given to the ports and their complementary
communities that after they have gone through the
trauma anybody will be better off. As all honourable
members know, changes cause trauma in
communities. It is not that we should not be able to
cope with change but the pace of change must be
determined and support mechanisms must be put in
place to ensure that the change is not traumatic and
the community is not divided so that it cannot
function.
The bill has not built on the gains that have been
made in our ports; it adds confusion to the issue. As
was pointed out by the honourable member for
Geelong North and the opposition's first speaker,
the honourable member for Morwell, the bill does
not show how costs can be cut back. The Treasurer is
on the record as saying it is no use selling off our
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ports if costs will not be cut. Why, then, has the bill
been introduced? Cuts have been made already in
the operating costs of the ports. A dampener has
been put on the figures, and they did not appear
until the last minute. Nevertheless the cuts in the
costs are known. It is disappointing that the bill has
been introduced and that people who have cut the
operational costs of ports have been ignored. The bill
reinforces the view that although people have
shown that they can cut costs and run viable
industries - in this case ports - the government
believes the only thing to do is to sell off assets. It is
a crying shame that the bill has been introduced and
that is why we on this side of the house oppose it.
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) - It is a pleasure to make a
contribution to debate on the Port Services Bill. As
one or two members on the opposite side have
remarked, the bill has a fair bit to do with the city of
Geelong, which is also important to the people of the
Bellarine peninsula.
The objective of the bill is to introduce a reform
strategy for the conduct of the ports in conformity
with the notion of competition introduced through
the national competition policy espoused by
Professor Fred Hilmer. If that federal government
initiative is properly and effectively introduced, it
will result in greater efficiency in the running of the
ports, a reduction in the costs for port users, obvious
benefits to exporters and importers and, in turn,
benefits to the consumers at the end of the freight
chain.
It is essentially enabling legislation. It is
disappointing to hear the honourable member for
Morwell get totally bound up in trying to fathom the
detail of the ports, where the responsibilities of the
ports might start and how those of the channel
authority are related. There are far more important
issues at stake than being bound up in the detail.
The overall enabling legislation is what it is all about.
Ms Marple interjected.
The AcrJNG SPEAKER (Mr Perrin) - Order!
The honourable member for Altona has already
made a contribution to the debate.
Mr SPRY - The bill is part of an overall strategy
of creating an environment that will restore
Victoria's prosperity. The bill has several key
elements. One is the creation of a new entity, the
Melbourne Ports Corporation, which will have a
commercial charter, in keeping with its role as
Australia's most important container terminal
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authority. It will have a focus on the provision of
efficient port services for the ultimate benefit, of
course, of the port users.

said that a .deeper channel system would e{\hance
Geelong's competitive position as regards other
Australian ports.

A second key element of the bill is to establish the
Victorian Channels Authority, which was
mentioned in some detail by previous speakers, to
ensure the safe navigation of Victoria's four port
areas - that is, the port of Melbourne and the
provincial ports of Geelong, Hastings and Portland.
It will have responsibility for navigational aids and
markers in those channels and - significantly for
Geelong as well as the others, but of particular
importance to Geelong - it will have jurisdiction
over dredging operations which affect those port
channels.

I wish to inform honourable members of some
interesting statistics on the channel deepening.
Approximately 5.1 million cubic metres of seabed
will be transported as part of the process. The cost
will be around $35 million plus or minus 10 per cent,
as stated in the comprehensive environment effects
statement. The people of Geelong will be pleased to
know that the channel deepening will be funded
from the reserves of the Port of Geelong Authority.

I refer to the deepening of the channels that lead into
the port of Geelong which is probably the most
Significant part of the legislation for that port. In a
news release from the Minister for Roads and Ports
dated 18 October, which was welcome news to the
people of Geelong, the minister stated, as we know
now:

Mr SPRY - That is exactly what will be done, so
there is no need for argument. The environment
effects statement to which I have just referred has
been carried out over the past three y.ears, involving
extensive studies and research at a cost of
apprOximately $1 million. The benefits to the people
of Geelong and port users will be as follows. Larger
vessels with drafts of up to 11.3 metres instead of
10.5 metres will now be able to access the port. Port
users will be able to load their vessels more fully.
Most grain vessels that pull into the grain terminal
have to top up at Portland because they are wtable
to fill to capacity because of the limits imposed by
the port channel. That problem will be largely
obviated with the deepening of the channeL

The state government has given the go-ahead for
tenders to be called for the deepening of the Geelong
shipping channels.
... the government had accepted a recommendation
from a team headed by the Chainnan-elect of the
Victorian Channels Authority, Mr Alan NotIey, that the
proposed channel deepening is commercially viable on
current castings.

That information was of great relief to the people of
Geelong. The news release continues:
[Mr NotIey] said tenders would be immediately sought
for the deepening of the channels and berthing areas
alongside Refinery Pier, Bulk Grain Pier, Point Henry
Pier and Lascelles Wharf.

That will help clarify any queries the honourable
member for Morwell has about where the
jurisdiction of the new Victorian Channels Authority
starts and stops.
The Port of Geelong AuthOrity has been a keen
advocate of the project. The authority's staff
undertook many of the investigations necessary to
prove up the proposaL I am pleased to report that,
as noted in the news release, the honourable
member for Geelong was one of the strongest
advocates of the people of Geelong in putting
forward the proposal. She succinctly and effectively

Mr Hamilton - It is their money; the authority
ought to do so.

The port will be able to be used in a wider range of
tidal conditions. As most people would know, the
rise and fall of the tide is approximately 1 metre.
Shell will be a major beneficiary of the channel
deepening, and I believe a new vessel is on order to
take advantage of the deeper channel. I have
mentioned the grain industry. The fertiliser industry
will take advantage of the deepening, as will Alcoa
which has plans for deeper vessels to carry its raw
materials into Geelong.
The Port of Geelong AuthOrity is directly and
indirectly responsible for more than 5000 jobs in
Geelong. If the multiplier-downstream effect is
taken into account, it can be seen that the port has an
influence on a Significant percentage of the current
labour force in Geelong of approximately 86 000
people.
A decision on the channel deepening has been made.
It is complementary to and not dependent on the
bill. The channel deepening will be undertaken by
the new Victorian Channels Authority and will have
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one of the biggest impacts on the port of Gee10ng
and the people of Geelong of any decision made in
recent times.
I return to the key elements of the bill. As mentioned
by earlier speakers, the measure provides for the
expansion of the role of the Environment Protection
Authority and the Health and Safety Organisation to
cover the regulatory areas relating to the protection
of the environment and the handling of dangerous
goods. It is far more efficient for bodies specialising
in those jurisdictions to handle the regulations than
for the individual ports to do so.
In addition, the bill provides for the
Regulator-General to oversee the establishment of
economic regulations for the port services being
offered. The bill provides that non-contestable
services - a few of them will be offered by the
major and regional ports of Victoria - are to be
overseen by the Regulator-General. It is critical that
prices charged by private enterprise, or whatever
other organisation handles these services, are as low
as is commercially justifiable, with the objective of
offering the most competitive port services as
possible in Victoria.

The bill also provides for the Marine Board of
Victoria to undertake a regulatory role in ensuring
the safe navigation of all state marine waters. The
board will set appropriate standards for marine
operations in the port and associated areas.
More importantly than most other issues for the
three regional ports is the bill's facilitation of the sale
of onshore assets at Geelong, Portland and Hastings.
To some extent the opposition has laboured that
point. The dedicated berths of those regional ports
will be offered to current users and all remaining
assets will be sold. That has generated considerable
controversy in Geelong, a town critical to the
servicing of my electorate of Bellarine. For several
months debate has raged on that subject.
I will divert here to paraphrase some material on the
history of the port of Geelong in the context of this
debate. I am indebted to the Chief Executive of the
Port of Geelong AuthOrity, Peter Morgan - I will
say a little more about him in a minute - for
prOviding the information. The history of the port
dates back to the beginnings of the township of
Geelong in April 1836 when a small vessel, the
Francis Freeiing, discharged a number of sheep at
Point Henry. At about that time the infant village of
Geelong had started to establish itself on the shores
of Corio Bay. The gold rush a couple of decades later
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accentuated the need for a better entrance to the port
of Geelong. Those familiar with the area would
know that bigger ships were barred from entering
the port of Geelong by a sandbar that ran roughly
from Point Lillias to Point Henry.
In 1854 the first Significant dredging operation took
place, enabling the entry of bigger ships. The
HopetoWl Channel has been deepened and widened
significantly and now provides the only access to the
port for deep draft vessels. The HopetoWl Channel,
passing through the old bar, will be subject to the
deepening operation, along with the other 30-0dd
kilometres of waterway that constitutes the entrance
to the port of Geelong.
I mentioned the controversy that has raged about
the proposed privatisation of the port of Geelong. It
is worth while mentioning the comments of my
colleagues the honourable members for Wantirna
and Gippsland East. They highlighted the need for
Australian ports to be competitive withone another
and, equally, to be competitive with international
ports. Put simply, if they are not, Australia's
standard of living willlag further behind because
we will not be in a position to attract sufficient
industry to stimulate growth and gainfully employ
the people who are lucky enough to live in this great
COWltry.
You only have to look at the parliamentary library
news clipping files to see that they are dominated by
stories about the port of Geelong. I wonder if the
matter is on the political agenda in Geelong. I can
assure the house that that is exactly what has been
happening. Included in the selection of clippings
from the past few years is a small article in the Age
of 7 May 1994 entitled 'Port Costs', which says in
part:
The average cost of a ship call at Melbourne was almost
60 per cent higher than a similar call at a Japanese port
and almost three times as expensive as a call at a New
Zealand port, a survey by Liner Shipping Services has
found. The group's members include ANL Ltd, Mitsui
OSK Lines and P and 0 Containers Ltd.

That is typical of the concerns that were voiced in
the national press when references were made to
Australia's waterfront - that is, it was far too
inefficient by comparison with ports not only in
New Zealand but in other COWltries. I could refer to
half a dozen such clippings, including an article in
the Australian of 11 October 1994 that says that a BP
survey fOWld that Australia's ports were the world's
most expensive. Is it any wonder that the
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government has had to do something to show other
states the way in port reform legislation? That is
exactly what it is doing right now.
I return to the key elements I was speaking of earlier
and their relation to the port of Geelong. I believe

the powerful and influential Geelong business
community supports the government's policy,
despite what the opposition says. Furthermore, I
believe the business community can see through the
emotive traditions of public ownership that the
opposition supports. It understands that driving
down business costs is absolutely imperative if we
are to attract industry, with all the benefits to
exporters and consumers that that confers, and
create employment, which only the job generators at
the pointy end of the economy -private
enterprise - are able to do. The honourable member
for Geelong North referred in some detail to the
arumal report of the Port of Geelong Authority,
which was tabled in this house yesterday. I
acknowledge, as I did by way of interjection when
the honourable member was speaking, that over the
past couple of years the interim board of
management of the Port of Geelong Authority - the
reorganising board - has done a tremendous job in
adding to the improvements that have already been
effected.
Those improvements are largely due to the efforts of
the chief executive officer, Mr Peter Morgan, the
highly respected chairman of the board, Mr Alex
MacLeod, and the board members. That is
acknowledged by the people of Geelong, who are
taking an interest in the reform program.
Despite the time he spent on it, the honourable
member for Geelong North found it difficult to
explain the comment in the chairman's report that:
The reorganising board fully supports the privatisation
of the port and the formation of a separate channel
authority.

That is recorded in a public document that
obviously has the support of the entire Port of
Geelong AuthOrity board. In some obscure way the
honourable member for Geelong tried to denigrate
the chairman of the reorganising board, Alex
MacLeod, for making the statement - but he
comprehensively failed to do so.
The fundamental changes to port management form
the basis of the bill. All of the reform measures were
signalled by the coalition prior to the last election. I
refer to page 14 of the document Geelong - The
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Liberal National coalition in partnership withJhe
Geelong community, which makes a couple of
comments about the privatisation of the port of
Geelong. The first is:
A thriving port is vital to the economic recovery of
Geelong and Victoria.

That fundamental principle, which the bill espouses,
is clearly acknowledged in our pre~lection
document. Further down the document says:
A coalition government will ensure that port services
are provided by private enterprise either through direct
ownership of port facilities or by contract, thereby
capitalising on these advantages and opening up
opportunities for many more jobs in existing and new
companies locating in Geelong.

It is important to note that the document dearly

signalled the direction the coalition government
intended to take when it came to office. It is no good
anyone on the other side of politics opposing what
we are doing with our reform agenda by trying to
pretend it was not signalled well before we came to
office. It was; and it was made absolutely clear.
One final aspect of the bill about which I wish to
comment and which again has a bearing on the
fundamental objective of introducing a strategy of
reform into the port environment is the handling of
the outports, which are essentially non-core port
activities. Traditionally the management and
maintenance of the outports have been the
responsibility of the major port authorities. In
Bellarine the outports comprise Queensdiff,
Portarlington and St Leonards; and for the Port of
Geelong AuthOrity they comprise Queenscliff,
Barwon Heads, Apollo Bay and Lome.
Despite what the honourable member for Morwell
tried to ding to, it is obvious that any cross-subsidies
must involve higher port charges and, eventually,
higher charges for consumers. There is no other way
of interpreting the consequences of the
cross-subsidies that sustain those outports. The
outports are no longer commercial ports. With the
exception of the small fishing fleets that operate
from some of them, most of the outports cater to the
needs of recreational users, not the least of whom
are recreational fishermen. It is appropriate that the
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
has agreed to assume that community service
obligation.
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The management of the outports will be handled by
committees of management. It is likely that
Melbourne Parks and Waterways will cooperatively
manage the port of Queenscliff - a development
that is enthusiastically embraced by the Queenscliff
community. The community consultation process
will be handled by the Borough of Queenscliffe, and
that is going well.
The bill is extremely important not just to the people
in my electorate but to the future prosperity of all
Victorians. It is a key reform measure that is
fundamental to the best interests of the state, and I
am pleased to have played a small part in its
development on behalf of my constituents.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank
honourable members for their contributions,
although I concede that the contributions from some
members of the opposition relied more on their
fertile imaginations than on the bill or the
government's reform program.
Two members of the opposition referred to the lack
of consultation, allegations that cannot be
substantiated. With the exception of the electricity
reforms, I know of no other government reforms
involving during the 10 years I have been a member
of Parliament that have involved such exhaustive
consultation. There is perhaps one notable
exception - the initial Workcare legislation, the
provisions of which were virtually written by the
Trades Hall CoW\dl negotiating committee. I give
credit to the trade union movement because latterly
it has adopted a positive attitude to port reform and
has facilitated the refonn process.
The reforms are of tremendous importance to
Victoria and Australia. We are a trading nation, so
our standard of living depends on our retaining
access to overseas markets. Recently we have been
frustrated by two things - firstly, port costs have
been too high and have been a major impediment to
trade; and secondly, the lack of reliability of our
ports, the slow turnaroW\d of ships and the high
frequency of interruptions to trade have prevented
our world-class producers becoming dependable
suppliers to the rest of the world. The inability to be
a dependable supplier increasingly threatens a
producer's access to world markets. Competition in
commodity markets is intensifying, and if Australia
cannot be a regular supplier people will take their
business elsewhere.
Many manufacturing industries are now developing
component manufacturing markets. If Australia is
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not a regular supplier it will lose those markets.
Much of the developed world now operates on a
just-in-time basis. The cost of inventories is so high
that companies have sought to reduce them, using
ships as storage and relying on regular supply to
keep functioning. If our ports are not reliable our
industries will be precluded from becoming
dependable suppliers to the rest of the world and
our trade will be choked off.
Mr Hamilton - That is not a reason to privatise
ports.
Mr STOCKDALE - Contrary to the suggestion
of the honourable member for Morwell, that is a
sound reason for breaking the dominance of
government monopolies and activities that have led
to industrial disputation. Not only has that increased
costs as a result of inefficiencies, poor capital
allocations and bad investment decisions, it has
frustrated the regular operation of ports, making it
more costly for ships to land in Victoria and
preventing industry from being dependable
suppliers to the rest of the world.
The reforms will introduce private equity and
greater accountability into capital markets. They will
provide incentives for better investment as against
the wasteful investment that routinely happened in
the past. They will put restraints on overpricing,
which is a problem in Geelong. I do not think even
the members of the port authority would deny that
in the past cross subsidies have penalised the most
efficient producers by loading costs onto them.
The government has already commenced the
process of delivering Significant reductions in port
charges, and further reductions will flow from the
reforms. It is not true that the effect of the reforms is
confined to the 20 per cent of charges levied by
ports. Channel charges will also be directly affected
by the reforms, and the general operation of the
ports will be enhanced by breaking the monopoly
stranglehold the port authorities currently have over
many ancillary services.

It is important to break the pattern that has seen
many authorities provide port activities on de facto
monopoly bases - sometimes reinforced by
legislation, by-laws or contractual terms that
excluded potential competitors. The impact of those
indirect costs has been Significant, and the impact on
the non-productive culture of the ports has been
even greater. The reforms are also welcomed by
regional ports. There is strong interest in investing in
ports, and issues concerning dedicated users will be

PORT SERVICES BILL
ASSEMBLY

804

satisfactorily resolved in the future. The trade
unions are now more accommodating because they
realise the reforms are in the long-term interests of
their members and offer greater security.
The introduction of competition into areas that are
government monopolies, the contraction of the role
of the port of Melbourne and the introduction of
private equity into regional ports will all enhance
the performance of most port facilities. Ports are our
gateway to the rest of the world. The reforms are
already delivering benefits; and they will deliver
more benefits when the constraints of government
ownership are removed and when ports are able to
attract new investment and introduce modem
technology to dedicated facilities. That will increase
the effectiveness of our major importers and
exporters, as well as enhancing the competition that
already exists among the private providers.
It is regrettable that the Labor Party does not
support these major reforms, but even its members
will benefit from the reforms in the medium to long
term.

Sitting suspended 6.28 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 48
Ashley, Mr
Bildstien, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Oavis,Mr
Dean, Or
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs (Teller)
Finn,Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Hyams, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John,Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton,Mr
McGill, Mrs (Teller)
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McLellan, Mr
Maclellan, Mr
Maughan,Mr

Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Pescott, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips,Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Plowman, Mr S.J.
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Smith, Mr E.R.
Spry, Mr
Steggall,Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tanner, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Tumer,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Weideman, Mr
Wells,Mr
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Noes, 2.4
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Carli, Mr (Teller)
Coghill, Or
Cole,Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton,Mr

Leighton, Mr
Loney, Mr
Marple,Ms
Micallef, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr (Teller)
Sandon, Mr
Seitz, Mr
5ercombe, Mr
Thomson,Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Wilson,Mrs

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) - I refer to clause l(e),
which among other things provides for the transfer
of property. I want to comment on the remarks of
the member for Geelong North in this chamber
when debate on the bill was resumed earlier today.
It is quite apparent that his fundamental philosophy
on private ownership is totally flawed. He speaks as
if life on the waterfront as we know it would be
terminated if a private buyer were found for the Port
of Geelong AuthOrity under the tender
arrangements.

Does the opposition think for a moment that a
private buyer will not compete vigorously for
business in its own right if it wins the tender and
actually owns the port? It is ridiculous to think that
any body that takes over ownership of a port such as
Geelong would not go hell for leather and compete
for all it is worth to draw business into its own
privately owned port. To deny that sort of thinking
is totally ridiculous.
The port reform process has made headway - we
do not deny that. It has come a long way in the
process to date. The government is now determined
to drive the reforms and the gains it has made even
further. I suggest to the opposition that it is stopping
halfway and not even beginning to set the
high-jump bar high enough. If the opposition thinks
that is good enough, it is in total contradiction to the
way the bill will operate.
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In conclusion, the long-overdue port refonn
legislation is critical to the continued prosperity of
not only Victoria but the whole of Australia. Our
future is totally dependent on it.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I could not hear
clearly all the remarks made by the honourable
member for Bellarine. It appeared he was expressing
his unmitigated confidence in the private sector
driving the dollar further. His speech reminded me
of Budget Rent A Car. We all know what happened
to Budget Rent A Car - it fell over! 'That might be
all right for Budget Rent A Car, but it is not good
enough for economic trading links for this state. We
are talking about an essential service. You cannot get
your claim for your wonderful beloved private
sector in and out of the country if you do not have a
port, or you do not have a port that runs properly.

To put your unmitigated faith and your real estate
mind at rest, you need to believe we are dealing
with an essential service, not a commodity. The port
is not a commodity that can be bought and sold like
a house on the end of the Bellarine Peninsula. You
are talking about a distinction between a
government-provided service that is servicing the
economic traders of this nation and making sure that
the private sector can trade, that the fanners can get
their exports out and the importers can get their
goods in. If that relies on your faith in the private
sector we will always have a vast difference. You
might be able to sell a house in Portarlington but
you cannot sell off something that people own.
Mr COOPER (Momington) - I am dragged into
this debate by the philosophical proposals put
forward by the honourable member for Morwell.
Basically he is trying to tell the house that the only
way ports can operate is in public ownership; he is
saying that private ownership simply cannot work.
I am reminded of the arguments that have been
advanced by many people on the lines that it is
absolutely essential that some services be provided
by the government and not the private sector. From
time to time people have said that it is vital that
things like electricity, gas, water, ports, railroads,
buses, trams and so on must be provided by the
public sector. They cannot and should not be
provided by the private sector. On the question of
ports one has only to look at the track record of
public ownership to ask: is there a better way?
The honourable member for Morwell skirts around
this. He avoids the issue of trying to justify his
arguments by telling us about the great benefits that
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applied to this state with public ownership of the
ports since the year dot. The port of Hastings in my
electorate is a good comparison of the way public
ownership has operated. 'That port has been
operated as an arm of the Port of Melbourne
AuthOrity for all time since its inception.
The Port of Melbourne Authority has deliberately
held back development in Hastings because it was
scared of the competition for the vested and
entrenched interests in Melbourne. I understand
why those interests in the port of Melbourne would
want to have development held back in a port that
might compete with them. But I cannot understand
why any government would allow itself to be
persuaded by such arguments. The truth of the
matter is that when you hold back competition, as in
the case of the port of Hastings, you pass on the
costs of the entrenched interests because they do not
have to compete. Therefore, they continue to put
their costs up and they are passed on· to the
consumer.
The consumers end up paying. In case it has escaped
the attention of the honourable member for Morwell
and other opposition members, the consumers pay
the bills in supermarkets, shops and stores
throughout Victoria, not only in Melbourne. As the
honourable member for Bellarine says, it is the little
people who pay the costs.
Hastings has one of the best deepwater ports in
Australia; it certainly has the best deepwater port on
the eastern seaboard of Australia, but it is being
denied development. It has been unable to compete.
It has been denied the right to say to port customers
in Portland, Geelong and Melbourne - and, in fact,
in any other port in Australia - 'Come to Hastings
with your cargo. We will provide services at a better
cost, which benefit will be passed on to consumers'.
Competition is not all about creating monopolies but
about demolishing monopolies, and allowing ports
and corporations to compete against each other for
the business. 'That is what the bill is about. Between
1982 and 1992 the Labor government denied the
right of development to the port of Hastings; it
denied Hastings the right to develop its port and to
bring cargo there to benefit all Victorians. It also
denied the people of the Momington Peninsula, and
particularly those in Bittem, Hastings, Crib Point
and other areas in my electorate, the right to local
jobs.
The area has more than 30 per cent youth
unemployment. Most of those young kids would get
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jobs in a free enterprise port in Hastings. The crowd
on the other side of this house - the Labor Party denied the right to such jobs to the people in my
electorate during its 10 dark years in government in
this state.

. under the management of MPC ilI\f
unalienated Crown land specified in the
Order.
()

This bill will free up the port system in Victoria. It
will allow competition in ports. It will allow the port
of Hastings to develop, to become a free enterprise
port, to create jobs, to offer some hope to th~ people
who do not have jobs, and to offer lower pnces to
consumers throughout Victoria, particularly those in
the metropolitan area.
2.

The Labor Party opposed the bill at the
second-reading debate stage. It now proposes to
oppose clauses during the committee stage. What
hope do the unemployed have? What hope.~oes ~s
state's economy have when it has an opposition -It
calls itself an alternative government - that takes
such a stance? It is denying development to this
state and hope to those who do not have jobs.
I would like members of the Labor Party to repeat to
the people in my electorate what they ha~e ~d h~re
about port privatisation and port reform ID Vlctona.
I would like them to attend public meetings in my
electorate and tell the unemployed, 'You do not
have jobs and so long as we are around, you will not
have jobs in any port-related development'.

The people of Hastings, Stony Point, Crib Point and
Bittem - all areas with very high unemployment are hanging out for the development of the port of
Hastings because it will be the big saviour of the
Western Port side of my electorate and indeed, of
the electorate of the honourable member for
Dromana. Our constituents will be appalled to hear
what the Labor Party has been on about here today
because the opposition has virtually said to our
constituents, 'You don't have a job and so long as we
are around, you will not have a job'. What a
shocking message to send to the people in an area
w here port reform will be of benefit to the
community. The Labor Party should be ashamed of
its stance on the bill.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 64 agreed to.
Clause 65
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
1.

Clause 65, after line 30 insert"() The Governor in Council may, by Order
published in the Government Gazette, place

An Order under sub-section (2) does not affect
the status or continuity of any lease (including
an agreement, licence or other interest arising
under or in relation to a lease, whether or not
the lease has expired, and any interest in the
nature of a lease) of, or licence over, land to
which an Order made under that sub-section
applies and existing immediately before the
commencement of the Order.".

Clause 65, page 41, line 16, omit "(2)(d)" and insert
"(4)(d)".

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The Treasurer
must have some intention in moving amendment
no. 1. Will he explain its significance?

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - It is evident
from the clause that certain land is to'be vested in
the Melbourne Ports Corporation (MPC). There are
other lands that are unalienated Crown lands where
it is necessary to have an administering authority.
This clause facilitates the addition of the lands
vested in the MPC of any unalienated Crown land
which is specified by an order in council and.for
which the MPC is specified to be the responsible
managing authority.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I understand the
unspecified land at this stage will simply be under
the management of the MPC and not part of the
ownership, and therefore not part of the parcel that
mayor may not be sold in the future.
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - In the case of the
port of Melbourne, the government's ~roposal is not
to privatise the port in the sense of selling ~e .port
business or selling the port land. However, It 15
intended to engender greater scope for competition
by having the port authority administer .the lands
that constitute port lands in a non-technical sense, to
act as a landlord and to perform certain other
functions that have historically been associated with
the port authority.
In some cases there is agreement with the unions
that at various points of time - some as ~ away as
2000 - they will become open to compe~tive
tender, but the core function of the MPC 15 to act as a
landlord in rela tion to the port land, to provide
lands to port operators so that other ~~rato~ can
operate port businesses on a competitive footing.
Therefore, the issue of the sale of the port land does
not arise. Certain lands will be vested in the ports
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corporation. In addition, there may be provision for
unaliena ted Crown land to come under the
management so the ports corporation will manage
the land on behalf of the Crown.
Mr HAMILTON ( Morwell) Mr Chairman - The CHAIRMAN - Order! The honourable
member for Morwell has exhausted his opportunity
to speak.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 66 to 73 agreed to.
Clause 74
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
3.

Clause 74, line 21, omit "The" and insert "Subject to
Part 3, the".

This amendment simply makes it clear that the
clause is subject to part 3. It is merely a drafting
amendment and does not alter the substantive effect
of the provisions.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 75 to 122 agreed to.
Clause 123
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
4.
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Clause 123, page 89, lines 5 and 6, omit "from the
Consolidated Fund".

This simply adds a reference to the consolidated
fund to the provisions dealing with superannuation.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PREVENTION OF CRUELIT TO
ANIMALS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.

MENTAL HEALTH (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 October; motion of
Mr GUDE (Minister for Industry and
Employment).
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - ThiS is a very
Significant piece of proposed legislation. It makes a
number of amendments to the Mental Health Act,
which governs the delivery of psychiatric services in
Victoria. Mental health services in Victoria have
been undergoing Significant change for some time. A
number of the amendments that this bill introduces
reflect some of the advances in thinking that have
taken place in mental health in the past 5 to 10 years.

The bill needs to be seen in the context of the
government's policy which is contained in the
document Victoria's Mental Health Services: the
Framework for Service Delivery introduced in
April 1994. It also needs to be seen in the context of
the national mental health policy and plan, the
United Nations' Principles for the Care and Protection

Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The Treasurer
gave the wrong impression. I understand this omits
the consolidated fund from any liability to the
superannuation fund; that was not what 1
understood him to say. 1 understand the clause says
the consolidated fund does not have a liability with
respect to superannuation.

of People with a Mental Illness and for the Improvement
of Mental Health Care and the Australian health
ministers' Mental Health Statement of Rights and
Responsibilities. In other words, the bill before the

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - That was
certainly what 1 intended to convey, but 1 apologise
if my words were not felicitous.

Services: Proposed Amendments to the Mental Health
Act 1986. The recommendations on which the bill is

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 124 to 207 agreed to; schedule 1 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

house tOnight has a Significant history.
In April this year the health department produced a
discussion paper called Victoria's Mental Health

based are to be found in that discussion paper.
Significant discussion and consultation on the
discussion paper occurred. The opposition has
certainly also consulted widely.
However, I am concerned that the discussion paper
does not contain particular legislative
recommendations and, accordingly, it is difficult for
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community groups to give their views on the actual
bill. A number of groups have indicated to me that
they would have liked more time to examine the
provisions of the bill because there are some
differences between the proposals in the discussion
paper and the provisions of the bill. The principal
differences I have been able to ascertain relate to
community treatment orders and the treatment of
personality disorders. I shall refer to those issues in
more detail later, but essentially the discussion
paper envisages a six-month review of community
treatment orders whereas the bill maintains a
12-month review. The discussion paper envisages
including a definition of personality disorder and
bringing personality disorders within the purview of
the mental health system. The bill deals with a much
narrower range of personality disorders. I shall deal
with that matter in greater detail later.
In Victoria mental health legislation has two key
functions: firstly, to provide the framework for
delivery of publicly funded psychiatric services and
secondly, to regulate the civil detention of people
with mental illness and regulate certain practices
such as electroconvulsive therapy and
psychosurgery in the treatment of people with
mental illness.

Certain principles ought to underpin any legislation
relating to mental health. Perhaps first among those
relates to the standards set out in the United
Nations' Principles for the Care and Protection of

Persons with a Mental Illness and for the Improvement of
Mental Health Care. The second principle is the
necessity to recognise that legislation itself cannot
compel good clinical practice, nor is it a guarantee
that such good treatment will be prOVided.
However, good legislation can and should aim to
facilitate such good treatment and discourage poor
treatment. The third principle is that if, by reason of
his or her mental illness, it is necessary to treat a
person differently from the way a person without a
mental illness would be treated, that different
treatment should be more favourable.
The opposition does not oppose the bill, although it
has concerns about a number of provisions. The
measure certainly contains steps forward, which the
opposition recognises, but there are also provisions
about which the opposition has concerns and some
that should be amended.
The legislation must also be viewed in the context of
the resources that are available for psychiatric
services. No matter how good the legislation is, with
the best will in the world health providers will not
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be able to give adequate treatment to those who
need it if the resources are not available.
Unfortunately, under the present government
resources have been slashed and people are not able
to get appropriate psychiatric treatment. The
principles set out in the legislation, many of which
are admirable, cannot be effected because sufficient
resources are simply not available.
Prior to gaining office the coalition said it would
take steps to ensure that designated funding for
psychiatric services would be maintained and,
where pOSSible, increased. It also said that savings
would be directed towards improving and
expanding services for the mentally ill. That promise
was broken immediately after the coalition's election
with the delivery of its first budget. The Psychiatric
Services Division of the Department of Health and
Community Services was told in both 1993-94 and
1994-95 to cut its budget by 11 per cent. Most of the
savings have gone into consolidated revenue and
have not been directed back into psychiatric
services, despite the coalition's pre-election promise.
The national mental health report, which is
produced independently as part of the national
mental health strategy, reveals that in 1993-94 some
$32 million was removed from psychiatric services
in stand-alone and general hospitals. Less than half
of the savings - apprOximately $16 million - was
redirected within the system. As a result, state
spending on psychiatric services fell in that one year
alone by 5.8 per cent, or by some $18.4 million. The
budget cuts continued in 1994-95, although it is
difficult to determine their precise extent because
the extra funds made available by the
commonwealth were included in the budget as state
expenditure. The minister has repeatedly taken the
credit for the extra expenditure on CAT teams and
other services, a substantial amount of the funding
for which came from the commonwealth
government.
The annual report of the department for 1993-94
admits that during 1993-94 and 1994-95 the Division
of Psychiatric Services would implement a 10 per
cent reduction in expenditure. But in evidence given
before the Industrial Relations Commission the
government representative said the psychiatric
services division would achieve budget savings of
11 per cent over the 1993-94 and 1994-95 years, a
total of $24 million.
When we hear the government or the minister
talking about extra funds being spent on this or that,
the bottom line is that the statement made to the
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industrial commission by the government's
representative and the department's annual report
both prove that massive cuts have been made. m
fact, when you take account of the mental
health-related programs in general hospitals, you
can see that the cuts are even greater. Those general
hospital programs were subject to the government's
10 to 11 per cent cuts over the two financial years
1993-94 and 1994-95, which means total cuts to
psychiatric services of some $30 million.
Despite its earlier denials, the government recently
confirmed further budget cuts for this financial year.
m 1995-96 psychiatric services will incur a further
1.5 per cent cut -it is known as a productivity
cut - amounting to approximately $3.8 million.
That figure is revealed in the government's own
documents. Accordingly, the reduction in the
psychiatric services base as a result of cuts over the
past three years now exceeds $33 million.
The government and the minister have claimed on a
number of occasions that a further $28 million will
be made available for psychiatric services. However,
it should be noted that it is not an annual increase of
$28 million. It represents the total amount to be paid
over two years and is made up of $11.5 million in
1994-95 and $17 million in 1995-96. Furthermore, the
government has not admitted that a substantial
proportion of those funds, some $11 million, does
not even come from the state coffers - it comes
from the commonwealth. So part of the extra
$28 million the government has claimed credit for in
press release after press release is not even the
minister's own money. It is commonwealth money.
That information was buried so that the public
would not see it.
The bottom line is that state spending on psychiatric
services from the government's own funds
continued to decline in 1994-95 and will continue to
decline in 1995-96. That has been exacerbated by the
fact that the government has not even spent all the
funds it allocated for psychiatric services. One
would have thought that a government that was
properly managing its program in an area as needy
as psychiatric services would at least have spent the
money it allocated in the budget. But no! Ibis
mismanaging minister has been unable to properly
spend even the allocated money. In 1993-94 the
budget was underspent by some $17 million. Money
that should have been used to care for people with
psychiatric illnesses was not spent. 1994-95 more
than $23 million was not spent. We cannot trust the
government to spend the measly amounts it
allocates in the budget. It is another example of a
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that can cut funding for a vi~ area like
psychiatric services but cannot manage it.

The national mental health report shows that
Victoria has broken the commitment it made under
the national mental health strategy to maintain
funding at 1992-93 levels. All the states made the
same commitment, yet only Victoria cut back and is
now cutting back on funding for psychiatric
services. That is a breach not only of the national
mental health strategy but also of schedule F of the
Medicare agreement.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr THW AITES - You have not read that
agreement. It states the government should maintain
it year after year. If you reckon you can change the
definition - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Albert Park must address the Chair. I
ask the honourable member for Malvern to stop
interjecting.
Mr THW AITES - It seems the honourable
member for Malvern wants in some legalistic,
technical way to change the Medicare agreement so
that Victoria can get out of its commitment to
maintain spending on psychiatric services at 1992-93
levels.
The government is squeezing the budget year after
year so it is now spending many millions of dollars
less than it did in 1992-93 even before inflation is
taken into account. If you took inflation into account
there has been a massive underspending by this
state. As I said, Victoria is the only state to be cutting
back on psychiatric services.
Recently, the Catholic Social Services conducted an
inquiry into Victoria's psychiatric services. The
honourable member for Melbourne will indicate
more about that report in his contribution. However,
the report of the inquiry entitled, ' Access to
psychiatric care' concluded that there was continued
difficulty in accessing acute hospital treatment even
in extreme circumstances; there were concerns about
the needs of people with dual disabilities; there was
a lack of response by psychiatric services to crisis
situations; and there was a lack of preventative
intervention. Problems such as a lack of discharge
planning, a lack of coordination between acute and
community-based services and the shortage of
services were also stressed by the report. The report
confinned problems exposed by the Human Rights

MENTAL HEALTH (AMENDMENT) BILL
810

ASSEMBLY

and Equal Opportunity Commission's inquiry in late
1993 in its report, 'The Human Rights of the
Mentally TIl'.
The minister responds to concerns about problems
with one response - that is, Victoria spends more
per head on psychiatric services than other states.
With the government's continued cuts in 1994-95
and 1995-96 that is no longer true. The figures that
have been relied upon by the minister go back to
1993-94, and even in that year Victoria was only
spending $1 or $2 per head more than a number of
other states. In any event that attitude presumes that
Victoria was spending too much; that attitude
presumes that it was appropriate for Victoria to cut
its spending and be the only state to do so. That is
simply not justified by the evidence. It is not
justified by the Burdekin report; it is not justified by
the national strategy; and it is not justified by the
Hault report. That report said that in the latter years
of the Labor government Victoria was going in the
right direction but then things stopped. A lot of the
progress that was being made was brought to a halt.
Of course that took a year - Mrs Tehan interjected.
Mr THW AITES - Labor came in after years of
neglect of the whole system and improvements
certainly needed to be made. They always need to be
made in mental health but you do not make an
improvement by slashing $30 million out of the
system. You do not do it by ripping up the national
strategy and ignoring your obligations. You do it by
fulfilling your obligations and fulfilling the promises
you made when you signed the Medicare agreement.
The national report referred to concerns about the
level of funding for mental health care being
inadequate all over Australia, yet the response of
this minister is to try to cut Victoria's spending
lower than that of other states. It is a policy of the
lowest common denominator. We are in a race for
the bottom. We are in a race to have the worst
mental health system, just as we have the worst
ambulance system, the worst hospital system, and
the worst education system because of the massive
cuts that have been made.
The commonwealth government has been making
extra financial commitments, which I note are
ignored by the current government. The
commonwealth government has never been given
credit for the money it gave for the CAT teams and
the building of new facilities. What happens while
the commonwealth is doing that? This government
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is abrogating its responsibility. It cannot even
manage its programs. That is why we saw the
psychiatric unit at Box Hill Hospital empty for
18 months. It was like something out of Yes,
Minister - a hospital with no patients. It was very
efficient; it was not losing any money, but who was
in there? There were no patients but there was an
administrative office because this government could
not manage its psychiatric services program.
Now we have the ridiculous situation where Box
Hill Hospital will not nul the psychiatric unit at Box
Hill. It was not getting enough resources to do it so
now PANCH is running it. If you visit the North
Eastern Metropolitan Psychiatric Services (NEMPS)
you will see five different organisations running bits
of it. If you go to Box Hill Hospital, you will find
that staff are not sure who to ring. If you go to
Maroondah hospital, you will find that the builder
has gone broke and the building has stopped. If you
go to Frankston hospital you will find that the
builder has gone broke. There is massive
mismanagement all over Victoria. It is not only the
budget cuts that are hurting the psychiatric services
area; it is the massive and monumental
mismanagement of this minister. She can cut funds
but she cannot manage.
~llions

of extra dollars has been spent on the
ambulance services but it is going down the drain.
Money is being lost by psychiatric services because
of the minister's mismanagement. Despite the
worthy aims in the objects of this amending
legislation those aims mean nothing if adequate
resources are not provided to treat people. Those
aims mean nothing if the mismanagement is such
that services are not prOVided.
The unit at Box Hill has been closed and at
Maroondah hospital some psychiatric patients have
waited for four days in the emergency department
because no beds have been available for them. That
is where we see that, despite the best will in the
world, this legislation is not enough.
There was a reflection of this matter in a recent
article in the Herald Sun by Peter Collins. He referred
to the boast by the government about this state being
ranked top in per capita spending. He said that
means little when set against the report from the
commonwealth department of Human Services and
Health which gave a grim picture of the parlous
state of mentally ill people throughout Australia.
Racing to the bottom in tenns of expenditure is not
the way to go.
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I shall now turn more specifically to the provisions
in the legislation. The opposition is seriously
concerned about the removal from the act of the
provisions relating to voluntary patients. That is a
concern which has been expressed by others,
including Catholic Social Services. In a letter dated
23 October it states:
The first concern is that section 10 of the amending bill
repeals all provisions relating to voluntary admissions
in division 1 of part 3 of the principal act. The debate
about whether such voluntary provisions should be
included in the act is canvassed in volume 1 of the
report of AHMAC on model mental health legislation.
The model mental health legislation included
provisions for voluntary admission and for appeals to
the chief psychiatrist if admission was not granted, as
provided for in the current Mental Health Act. It is of
great concern that these provisions are now to be
repealed through the current bill.

The letter continues:
Far from stigmatising people with mental illness,
voluntary admission provisions encourage and support
people with a mental illness who are sufficiently aware
of a decline in their condition to seek treatment
including in-patient treatment. Removal of voluntary
status would stigmatise people who have been
hospitalised. All persons hospitalised for mental illness
would be known to have been' detained' for treatment.

Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr THWAITES - The honourable member for
Malvern says with his huge expertise, 'They've got it
wrong'. So presumably has the Mental Health Legal
Service, which I should have thought has some
modicum of knowledge on this issue. But the
honourable member for Malvern seems to know it
all. The fact is that the Mental Health Legal Service,
which deals with these issues on a daily basis,
recommends that the voluntary status be retained in
the Mental Health Act as a vital and integral right. It
also believes the legislation should not remove a
person's right of appeal against a decision to refuse
to admit that person as the person is unlikely to
benefit-Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Malvern to remain silent. I will call him
at the appropriate time.
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Mr THWAITES - The Mental Health l;egal
Services recommends that a person must have the
right to appeal to an independent authority against
the refusal of service. That is what is being
removed - not stigma - as the government
purports. What is being removed is the right of
voluntary patients to appeal if they cannot obtain
treatment. Clearly, section 7 of the current act states
that a person may appeal to the chief psychiatrist
against a refusal to treat a patient as a voluntary
patient.
The real reason for the removal of that provision is
resources. The government wants to reduce the
number of people being admitted for psychiatric
treatment, and the way to do so is simply to prevent
voluntary patients having the right to appeal against
refusals to admit them.
Mr Doyle - Clause 55.
Mr THWAITES - There is no appeal in
clause 55! That simply allows the chief psychiatrist
to direct a psychiatric service to treat someone; there
is no right of appeal for that person. That right has
been removed. The opposition will seek to move an
amendment to clause 55 to return that right of
appeal. I look forward to the support of the
honourable member for Malvern for that
amendment, because he said clause 55 retains the
right of appeal.
The concern of the opposition is that since the
proclamation of the Mental Health Act the number
of people subjected to involuntary detention has
increased steadily over the years. By July 1993,
46.5 per cent of all admissions to major psychiatric
services were involuntary, despite fairly consistent
figures relating to the total number of admissions.
No evidence is available to suggest any change in
demographics in relation to the severity of the
incidence of mental illness. In other words, there is
an increasing inclination for people to be admitted
as involuntary patients. That aspect is particularly
alarming when compared to the significantly lower
rates of involuntary admissions in the United
Kingdom and New Zealand.
Being an involuntary patient has serious human
rights implications. Principle 15 of the United
Nation principles states that where a person needs
treatment in a mental health facility, every effort
shall be made to avoid involuntary admission.
According to this legislation that is the only way
patients can be admitted. That is basically the
problem. Of course, it will be possible to have
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voluntary patients admitted. The honourable
member for Malvern will say that people can be
admitted to ordinary general hospitals as voluntary
patients and they will be treated just like any other
patient. However, with the government's massive
resource cuts, beds will not be available, just as there
were insufficient beds for patients who arrived at
Maroondah hospital. They had to spend four days
on trolleys in the emergency department.

Although I have raised a number of issues of
concern, the opposition endorses much of the
legislation. Certainly, the recommendations in the
discussion paper on the aspects of treatment mental
health services should take into account, which are
included in clause 7, are supported by the
opposition. It believes they will lead to an
improvement in the overall level of treatment in the
community.

At present patients have the right to appeal a refusal
to give treatment. But that right will be taken away
unless the honourable member is prepared to
support the opposition's amendment. Involuntary
status means that people can be detained against
their will and treated without their consent.
Therefore, we should do everything possible to
encourage people to seek treatment on a voluntary
basis before involuntary treatment is necessary.

Similarly, clause 9, which incorporates principles of
care in the legislation, is endorsed by the oppOSition.
Those admirable and appropriate principles take
into consideration that people with mental disorders
should be prOVided with timely and high quality
treatment and that the provision of treatment and
care should be designed to assist people with mental
disorders to, wherever possible, live, work and
participate in the community.

However, without the legal protection that is
afforded now, people may be reluctant to seek
treatment and doctors may be reluctant to give
treatment on a voluntary basis because they know
patients have no right of appeal; whereas if doctors
really want to admit someone they can do so on an
involuntary basis. Of course, there will be incentives
for doctors and others, if people really need
treatment, to admit them as involuntary patients.
The opposition does not support that backward step.

However, those principles are not worth the paper
they are written on if the government is not
prepared to adequately resource the system and
prevent incidents similar to that which occurred at
the Maroondah casualty department There was
little in the way of proper principles of care for those
people. They were not provided with timely and
high quality treatment. On the contrary, they
received very much second or third level treatment
as a result of lack of resources in the system.

The opposition is prepared to accept the provision
on the basis that clause 55 is amended to give a
person who is unable to obtain voluntary treatment
an opportunity to request in writing from the chief
psychiatrist a direction that that person be given
treatment - in effect, an appeal provision. There
ought to be an amendment so that the chief
psychiatrist has to respond to a request within a
reasonable time and, if appropriate, direct the
facility to treat that person. The opposition would
view that to be a reasonable proposal.

Clause 11(2) for the first time defines mental illness,
and the opposition supports the general thrust of
that provision. A key provision is clause 12, which
relates to transportation of people who are to be
involuntarily admitted to mental health facilities.
The provision for the first time gives power to
people other than doctors to authorise that
transport. That would probably relate to members of
CAT teams. Its purpose is to prevent delays when a
doctor is not available. Some people have expressed
concern about that provision. The main concern that
has been expressed to me is that there is no dear
definition in the act of the actual people who can
make that order: it is left to regulation. Although
that is a concern, the opposition is prepared to
support the provision because it makes it dear that it
will apply only when a doctor is not available. In
discussions with psychiatrists and others I have
discovered that in some situations people with
mental illness have been disadvantaged by having
to wait around until a doctor is found, so on balance
the provision is reasonable. However, I ask the
minister or one of the government speakers in
response to address more specifically the types of

Catholic Social Services is also concerned about the
removal of care from the provisions of the
legislation. The government has said that it is
inappropriate to have the word' care' in this
legislation. However, the opposition and Catholic
Social Services believe care is an important part of
the treatment of people with mental illness.
Therefore, the opposition will seek to insert in the
definition of 'treatment' the word 'care' so that it is
clear that this legislation covers care as well as
straight clinical treatment of patients. The opposition
seeks the government's support for such an
amendment.
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people who will be able to make that authorisation.
There would be concern if it were not fairly limited.
Clause 15 is an important provision relating to the
application of the legislation to people who no
longer have a mental illness but who would be
described as having a personality disorder. The
treatment of people with serious personality
disorders must be one of the most difficult issues
that the Parliament is called upon to grapple with. It
is fair to say that there is no easy answer. The
opposition certainly does not oppose the provision
and, in my view, it is about as good an outcome as
you can get.
The original discussion paper recommended that
there be a broad inclusion of people with personality
disorders within the purview of the Mental Health
Act, and that broad purview has been Significantly
limited so that now, as I understand it, the act will
apply only to a very limited class of people: that is,
people who have been admitted to a psychiatric
service as involuntary patients. Subsequently they
are no longer considered mentally ill within the
definition of mental illness; however they do have a
personality disorder, which may lead them to
self-mutilate. This legislation, in that very limited
class of cases, will allow the involuntary detention of
those people for a period.
As I understand it, the review mechanisms are fairly
strict and the decision to involuntarily detain
someone in those circwnstances must be reviewed
within 14 days compared with the nonnal8 weeks
maximum in other cases. There may be some
amount of net widening as a result of this provision,
which means that the net of people who can be
involuntarily detained in psychiatric treatment
services will be widened somewhat, but it is verv
limited and is directed at the symptom or problem
rather than at the very much larger group of people
who would be classed as having Significant
personality disorders. The opposition endorses the
approach of the government in relation to that
prOVision.
The next Significant provision is clause 17, which
relates to community treatment orders. It is
important because it is one of the major differences
between the discussion paper and the bill. The
recommendation in the discussion paper was that
community treatment orders should be reviewed
every six months. Community treatment orders are
very restrictive. A great deal of concern has been
expressed to me that they are used too frequently
and that they can limit the freedom of people
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unnecessqrily. Accordingly, the view is ~t it is
appropriate that those sorts of decisions be reviewed
every 6 months rather than 12 months as in the
current legislation. It was the opposition's general
view that the recommendation in the discussion
paper was appropriate, and the opposition therefore
believed the bill should have reflected that
recommendation.
However, in the helpful briefing I had from the
departmental officer I was advised that consumer
groups were not overly concerned with that review
period because in some cases another review process
could UIUlecessarily disturb a person who was on a
community treatment order. Therefore the
opposition is prepared to accept that assurance from
the department.
The next provision, clause 21, relates to proceedings
before the Mental Health Review Board. The bill
introduces another improvement which requires
that an applicant before the board, or his or her legal
practitioner, must have access to documents 24
hours before the hearing. That is also a important
step forward.
The bill contains important provisions relating to
treatment, including psychosurgery and
electroconvulsive therapy. Clause 37 is another step
forward in that it provides that psychosurgery
CaIUlot be perfonned without the consent of the
individual. Currently the Psychosurgery Review
Board can order surgery without consent if it
believes it is in the interests of the patient. Certainly
the opposition supports this change, which reflects
United Nations principles, and I believe it is a far
more appropriate suggestion.
There is a minor amendment as to what constitutes
electroconvulsive therapy, and the bill removes the
role of a carer in approving ECT. Although the carer
of the person will be notified, that person does not
have to approve it. I was satisfied with the
arguments put by the department at my briefing on
that issue.
Clauses 43 and 44 relate to mechanical restraint and
seclusion, the use of which need to be carefully
regulated by legislation. The legislation requires
continuous observation of patients under
mechanical restraint, and that is to be compared to
seclusion, where I understand the observation is to
be every 15 minutes. The legislation also removes
the limitation of observation of a patient under
seclusion which currently states that it is required
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only if the patient is acutely disturbed. That is
another improvement.
The bill clearly requires that the observation be
carried out by clinical staff - that is, by a nurse or a
doctor. Once again, the opposition supports that. But
the opposition is very concerned about the practice
that is apparently growing up in some hospitals,
according to reports that have been made, that
non-qualified security guards have been used to
carry out functions which ought to be carried out by
nurses or doctors. An article that appeared recently
in the Herald Sun newspaper indicates that:
... community groups and health unions have
expressed outrage over the alleged use of security
guards and orderlies to restrain and observe mentally
ill patients at public hospitals.

The details of those incidents need to be
investigated, but if that is occurring it is a matter of
the greatest concern because security guards do not
have the necessary training or experience that makes
it appropriate for them to observe psychiatric
patients who are under seclusion, or to be involved
in any real way in their care or treatment. Certainly
incidents have been reported in the press of
complaints being made by patients that they were,
in this case, subject to 'severe and brutal
mistreatment' by several members of the hospital
security staff. Further on the article reports:
There were also concerns that the hospital was using a
special seclusion room to separate psychiatric patients
from other patients needing emergency care.
This has led to fears among some advocates for the
mentally ill that such isolation facilities could lead to
the 'ghetta-ising' of psychiatric patients in the public
hospital system.

The Executive Director of Schizophrenia Australia,
Mrs Barbara Hocking, is quoted as having said:
If a patient needs to be isolated, it should be done as
soon as possible and the patients should be under
constant supervision by appropriately and medically
trained staff.

There is a real concern that those patients are being
observed by non-trained staff or security guards.
Once again, it may well be that this is another result
of inadequate resources being provided. In many
cases our general hospitals, which are now being
required to take on psychiatric patient treatment
through mainstreaming, are not being given
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sufficient resources to provide the care that is
required. If cutting corners and cutting costs mean
that we have security guards providing this sort of
care, or non~are, the fine principles expressed in the
bill will be just that - fine principles, but they will
not be a practical step forward for psychiatric
patients.
Finally, I refer to clause 50, which relates to
approved mental health services. This clause gives
the Governor in Council the authority to proclaim
any place as an approved mental health service.
That, of course, opens the door to privatisation. No
doubt what will follow will be private operators
operating public psychiatric services. At this time of
night, I do not propose to launch into a detailed
analysis of why the opposition opposes privatisation
of public health, public hospitals and public
psychiatric care. But I make it quite clear that the
opposition opposes it.
When clause 50 is read together with clause 51, the
problem becomes readily apparent. Under clause 51,
authorised psychiatrists are no longer appointed by
the secretary of the department but by the approved
mental health service. So we could have a situation
where a privatised hospital is set up to run a
psychiatric service and it then appoints the
authorised psychiatrist and that authorised
psychiatrist has responsibility for in-patient services
and involuntary detention.
Detention of citizens, whether or not they are
mentallv ill, is one of the most fundamental
sanctio~ the state has. It is a sanction and a power
that ought to be very limited and constrained. It
ought to be subject to scrutiny by the Parliament of
this state. However, this legislation seems to allow
private operators to set up services and appoint their
own private authorised psychiatrists. That is a recipe
for disaster.
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - First, on behalf of the
government, we certainly welcome the support of
the opposition for this very important bill. I think it
would not be too unkind to say that we also accept
their congratulations for those parts of the bill that
move forward this very sensitive area of public
health. We are dealing with perhaps some of the .
most vulnerable people in our society and we hear a
number of stories of the most tragic kind.
In the more judicious parts of his speech the
honourable member for Albert Park recOgnised the
new environment in which mental health services in
Victoria will be delivered. He did not quite have the
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grace to congratulate the minister on creating that
culture and establishing those services.
I want to take up three points the honourable
member for Albert Park made. The first is a point of
clarification for him, which I am happy to make. He
asked somebody from the government side to clarify
clause 12, which is about safe transport. He wanted
someone to identify the appropriate decision maker,
if not a doctor. If I remember correctly, the concerns
of the honourable member for Albert Park centred
on the fact that it was a regulation-making power.
He wanted to know whom regulation would
empower. I assure him that the government intends
that onlv members of one of the 24 crisis assessment
and tre~tment (CAT) teams have that role. So we
would be talking about senior psychologists, senior
social workers and the senior psychiatric nurses who
make up one of the CAT teams being the people
who, under regulation, would make the decision. I
do not know whether the honourable member for
Albert Park wants me to go further than giving him
that assurance. The reason for putting it in the
regulation-making power is, of course, because if we
identified in the legislation 'CAT teams' and if for
some reason they happened to be called something
different, we would have to come back and amend
the legislation because of a technical difficulty. That
would obviously be inappropriate. I assure him that
all the good principles which he ascribed to the
clause are there, and that the safeguard will be that
the people empowered under the regulations will be
members of one of the 24 CAT teams.
The next point I wish to clarify for the honourable
member for Albert Park is not quite so happy for
him in its resolution from the government's point of
view. The honourable member for Albert Park
quoted the concerns of the Catholic Social Services
and, I presume, the Catholic Health Care
Association, about voluntary admissions. I said
during his contribution that I believed he had
misunderstood the legislation, as they had, and he
challenged me to make that clear. I am happy to do
so now.
The point that needs to be made is very important
our underlying concerns are the same. The bill does
not remove voluntary admission itself; it removes
the separate regulation of voluntary admission. That
is the point I was trying to make, and that is the
point that the honourable member for Albert Park
missed.
I think we would both agree that the central point is
that if we are to mainstream services, if we see
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admission. of in-patient services in general Jlospitals
as being appropriate, separate regulation of
volunteer admission is no longer appropriate for
people who are seeking help for mental illnesses.
You would not attach a voluntary-patient label to
someone coming in for a hip replacement or for any
general service in one of our hospitals. Why, then,
would we attach such a stigmatising label to
someone seeking voluntary help for a mental
illness? That is very important. At the heart of it, we
both agree about removing the stigma attached to
such voluntary admissions, but I think the
misapprehension of the Catholic Health Care
Association and Catholic Social Services, and
through them the honourable member for the Albert
Park, is to not understand the difference between
removing regulation of voluntary admission and
removing voluntary admission. We certainly do not
intend to do that, and that is the point.
I hope I will not embarrass two honourable
members by saying the following. Honourable
members on both sides would agree on the necessity
for the removal of the stigma attached to the
treatment of mental illness. Honourable members
privileged to hear the honourable member for
Warrnambool speak on the tragic situation of one of
his sons killing himself and more recently the
honourable member for Melbourne speak
courageously in this place about his mental illness,
treatment and subsequent successful resumption of
his life as a member of Parliament would recognise
the great contribution those two members have
made to the destigmatising process. I put on record
my admiration of both contributions. I have been a
member of the house for only three years, but in that
time I have heard no more moving and affecting
speeches from the heart yet with a powerful
message.
If members of this house are prepared to help the

destigmatising of mental illness we carry that
attitude into society by putting it on the agenda.
And that is what the government is about by not
restricting voluntary admissions to hospitals. The
honourable member for Albert Park was misguided
on this point. People who are mentally ill and
admitted voluntarily will have the same informal
status in a hospital as any other patient. That in no
way prevents people able to consent to treatment
from seeking and receiving treatment in an
in-patient mental health service and it does not
restrict the range of services available. The
honourable member for Albert Park should be clear
on that point.
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I took exception to the objection of the honourable
member for Albert Park to the removal of the appeal
process. I think I am not doing his argument a
disservice, but I disagree with his suggestion that
the sanction of appeal and the sanction of the appeal
process could be an important determinant in the
decision of people to admit themselves voluntarily
for treatment. I do not accept that as a logical nexus.
Those two things do not automatically go together.
The honourable member asked what would be the
mechanism by which people could be helped. My
answer - by way of interjection at the time but now
quite properly - is that people refused admission or
discharged against their will have the normal
recourse to the hospital complaint mechanisms
available to any other patient refused treatment. The
opposition cannot have a bob each way. If the
government seeks to remove the stigma of people
with mental illnesses seeking voluntary admission,
we cannot have an entirely separate appeals process
that applies only to people who voluntarily admit
themselves for the treatment of mental illness. If the
aim is to avoid stigma by removing that label, as we
would wish - Mr Cole interjected.
Mr DOYLE - Psychosurgery is not quite the
same thing. The same processes would apply but, as
the honourable member for Albert Park said, some
of the more intrusive, difficult and sensitive areas,
whether mechanical restraint, psychosurgery or
electro-<:onvulsive therapy, are of a different order. I
do not know whether the honourable member for
Melbourne would accept that, but I suggest that
such matters are of a different order from the
voluntary admission of someone seeking treatment
for mental illness. In that case the normal complaint
mechanisms would apply to a person who admitted
himself voluntarily for treatment. The opposition
cannot have it both ways if it wants to remove
stigma.
The honourable member for Albert Park stated that
in some way the legislation breaches article 15 of the
relevant United Nations principles. I point out that
the right of appeal to the Chief Psychiatrist
continues to exist by virtue of the wide jurisdiction
of the Chief Psychiatrist over the medical care and
welfare of persons receiving treatment and care for a
mental illness. As the honourable member for Albert
Park pointed out, under the amendments in the bill
a person who wishes to complain about the refusal
of a hospital to provide treatment can initiate
complaint by telephoning or writing to the Chief
Psychiatrist. That answers the concerns of the
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honourable member. The jurisdiction of the office of
Chief Psychiatrist and the duty of care owed by him
to all people with a mental illness would require
him to investigate a complaint. That goes a long way
to answering the problems of the honourable
member for Albert Park with the appeals
mechanism. Contrary to what he said about the role
of the Chief Psychiatrist, the bill enhances and
expands that role, and under the existing duty of
care those complaints would be investigated.
I am sure the honourable member for Albert Park
knew what he was doing when he made his points
on the expenditure on mental health in Victoria. His
arguments cannot go unanswered. I will be quoting
extensively from the 1993-94 National Mental Health
Report. In listening to the honourable member for
Albert Park, it seemed to me that we had read
different reports. My reading of the report and the
conclusions I draw from its strictures are quite
different from those of the honourable member for
Albert Park. He obviously found some useful phrase
that had something to do with running down the
provision of services to the lowest common
denominator and cost cutting. He suggested that the
government trumpets the fact that Victoria spends
more on mental health than any other state as a way
of justifying cuts to services. Nothing could be
further from the truth. That is drawing a long bow.
The honourable member for Albert Park admitted
that Victoria spends more per capita on mental
health than any other state. In the 1993-94 report
Victoria is documented as spending $67 per capita
compared with a national average of $55. I always
find a useful comparison in New South Wales.
Victoria and New South Wales are the two most
populous states, centred on capital cities that contain
the bulk of the state's population; both are highly
urbanised, with a wide spread of rural areas.
New South Wales spends $46 per capita on mental
health. Victoria spends $67, and government
members are quite properly proud of that. We also
agree there is a long way to go, and that is partly
what the bill is about and certainly what the minister
is about. However, that is not by way of defending a
reduction in spending to $46 per capita; rather we
point out that that is what is being spent and that
opposition members should not suggest we are
aiming at the lowest common denominator. The
report suggests quite the contrary.
To suggest that an achievement we should be proud
of is a conspiracy to drive Victoria towards the
lowest common denominator is tenuous logic at best
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from the honourable member for Albert Park. We
are not here to gloat about spending more than New
South Wales or to suggest that our arrangement is
perfect, but it is useful as a benchmark to note that
the national average per capita is $55, the average
for the comparative state is $46 and Victoria spends
$67. The honourable member for Albert Park wished
to gloss over that. More seriously, he mentioned
Brian Burdekin and the opposition's general
statement that Victoria is reducing expenditure in
the area. I will take up that point in some detail.
The report showed a reduction in Victoria's
spending in 1993-94, but the honourable member for
Albert Park does not mention that the report did not
take into account expenditure of $13.4 million in that
year supporting workplace and work practice
restructuring and reform. That has since been
recognised by the commonwealth as an appropriate
measure to be included.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - The honourable member for
Albert Park seeks to dismiss workplace reform, but
it has since been recOgnised by the commonwealth,
at present a Labor government, as a legitimate
measure to be included. It will be included in future.
Also the reported figures induded a reduction of
$4.7 million, which was a consequence of the
introduction of new, lower cost superannuation
schemes. Those two things, like it or not, are
appropriate to a consideration of the whole budget.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - The commonwealth would
disagree with the honourable member, as it so often
does. When those factors are taken into account, as
they properly should be, there is a net decrease in
mental health expenditure of 0.1 per cent from
1992-93 to 1993-94. As a throwaway the honourable
member for Albert Park revealed the extra
$28 million over two years - shock, horror! - was
made of up contributions of $11 million and
$17 million. He is quite right. The additional
$11 million and $17 million add up to an extra
$28 million.
Mr Thwaites - Over two years.
Mr DOYLE - The honourable member for
Albert Park points out, as I have, that it is
$28 million on top of that over two years. His
starting point was that 11 plus 17 equals 28, so on
that we are in agreement. That is the commitment
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this govenunent has made to mental health. But the
member for Albert Park did not say - here he was
intellectually a bit shoddy - that the report:
... recognised that Victoria has the most well defined
and protected mental health program budget in
Australia, covering all specialist mental health services.

That is crucial. Despite his criticisms, that is what
the report says about Victoria. It is comforting to
exclude the things you do not want to count, despite
the fact that it is appropriate to include them in the
whole budget. The figures simply do not bear him
out. The commonwealth government agrees with us,
and a proper reckoning shows that we are making
the biggest per capita commitment to mental health
of any state in Australia, which is what the report
recognises.
I shall expand on a point briefly made by the
member for Albert Park. It is an important point,
and I am sure the honourable members for
Melbourne and Warrnambool will agree with me.
We all welcome the principles on treatment and care
properly referred to by the member for Albert Park.
However, I was disappointed that he took the easy
line, suggesting that although it was worthy
rhetoric, it was empty at heart. I hope my
contradicting his expenditure arguments shows that
it is not empty at heart. It is worth going through
some of the - Mr Thwaites interjected.
The AcnNG SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! Enough is enough.
Mr DOYLE - Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for
your usual kind help. The principles include timely
high-quality treatment and care in accordance with
professional standards, treatment in the community
wherever pOSSible, treatment and care that enable
people to live, work and participate in the
community wherever pOSSible, self-reliance,
comprehensive information to people with mental
disorders and ongoing treatment plans. All seem to
me to be critical.
The honourable member for Albert Park defined
mental illness as a condition characterised by
significant disturbances of thought, mood,
perception or memory - a definition I also think is
worth highlighting. Although the honourable
member for Albert Park did not make the point, we
do not expect police officers who find themselves in
difficult situations that require immediate decisions
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to exercise clinical judgment. Police officers would
be able to continue to act on appearance and
not--
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When I was giving the expenditure figures the
member for Albert Park seemed keen to discount the
important role changed work practices have played
in the restructure.

Mr Cole interjected.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - Indeed, we are talking about

judgments, but they would not need to decide
whether a person falls within the definition. The
government is not expecting policemen and women
to be clinidans. We all want the most apposite
responses to what can be very trying and difficult
circumstances.
My rebuttal of the three points made by the member
for Albert Park has taken me considerably longer
than I expected.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - 'You've got no policy', interjects
the member for Albert Park. I am delighted to take
up the interjection. If he is happy to move for an
extension of time at the end of my contribution I will
be happy to show him that our policy on mental
health is not just worthy rhetoric but backed up by
action.
Although I will run through the policy quickly and
selectively, it is important to put on the record
exactly what the minister has achieved. We all
understand that one of the most crucial worldwide
movements has been the growth in
community-based services. The redirection of the
funds required to achieve a fifty-fifty split between
in-patient and community-based services by 1997 is
part of our commitment, and it is well under way.
In 1992-93 the community to in-patient ratio was
36 to 64, which was a long way from where we
wanted to be. In 1995-96 we anticipate a 46-to-54
split There is an example of the government
meeting its policy. I took up the interjection to show
that we all agree it is essential to move towards
community-based services.
The member for Albert Park also mentioned in
passing the North Eastern Metropolitan Psychiatric
Service. I am happy to take that up and show him
how our policy works. By 1997 the redevelopment of
NEMPS and the Lakeside Hospital will result in a
516 million move to communitv-based services.
Again that is our policy, but there is also action
behind that policy. It is not rhetoric.

Mr DOYLE - I am desperately happy to answer
the interjections of the member for Albert Park, but I
can barely keep up. I will get to beds after work
practices.

What about the extensive research that has been
undertaken on the retention and recruitment of
public sector psychiatrists? Where has that been
matched anywhere else in Australia? The answer is
nowhere. What about the dedicated psychiatric
services staff development and training unit? Has
that been matched elsewhere? The move to standard
8-hour shifts instead of the old two-on, two-off
rosters resulted in a 45 per cent increase in the
continuity of clinical care. That is not just worthy
rhetoric but policy backed up by action. I will refer
to other work practices and community-based
services.
As I said earlier, the national mental health report
the member ior Albert Park has read and the one I
have read seem to be completely different. The
national mental health report I have read
acknowledges that Victoria's expansion of its
community mental health services has been the most
dramatic in Australia. Some 60 per cent of the
national growth in community-based services in
1993-94 was attributable to Victoria, an astonishing
figure. Despite what the member for Albert Park
suggested, levels of community-based services have
continued to increase as additional facilities have
been opened.
If you compare the 1991-92 services levels with those
for 1994-95, the most recent figures available, you
will see an increase of 100 per cent. Some 31672
registered clients were seen in 1994-95, an
18 per cent increase on 1991-92 levels. I have not
even begun to talk about CAT services. Back in 1993
CAT services were provided in eight Melbourne
sectors and one regional centre. There are now 24
CAT services across the state. That has particular
relevance for me, because the service was just not
available in my area. It was as though Malvern and
Prahran had been somehow fenced off from any
need for a CAT team. We are now covered by that
service, which was an initiative of the minister, as
was the CAT service induction training program.
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When he spoke about policy and services on the
ground the member for Albert Park did not even
mention the mobile support and treatment (MSn
services. In 1991-92, shortly before we came to
government, only three teams were operating. Now
13 teams are in place, and by the end of 1995 11
more will have been established. Again, we have a
statewide service, and 115 new clinical staff have
been recruited to new and existing MST teams.
The honourable member says community mental
health clinics are policy free. What about recognising
that the number of community mental health clinics
has increased from 38 in 1992 to 41 today, 10 of
which - mine is one - have been relocated and
modernised? The minister and I recently paid a visit
to the former Malvern clinic. I am sure the member
for Albert Park knows it well, putting political
rhetoric aside for the moment. We all visited the
original clinic and saw the run-down and appalling
service that was offered in Dickensian
circumstances. The member for Albert Park was
delighted to go there when he thought he might
have an opportunity to stir up some media attention.
Has he been to the new facility in Orrong Road to
see the services that are now being provided? I bet
the answer is no. He is not at all interested in
services for the mentally ill; he is interested only in
the publicity he might get when we take difficult but
correct decisions.
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as youth who are suicidal, homeless or socjally
disadvantaged; and the children of parents with
serious mental illness or drug or alcohol abuse.
Honourable members should know that two new
community outpatient teams have been established
in the eastern metropolitan region of Melbourne at a
cost of $600 000 and with a recurrent cost of
$957 000. The honourable member says that the
government does not have policies or meet its
commitments. He does not want to quote the facts
because that would ruin a good story.
The government has established four new positions
in the Melbourne area to provide intensive case
management services to suicidal or self-injurious
young people in supported accommodation. It
opened a new 100bed adolescent unit at the Monash
Medical Centre, increasing child and adolescent
mental health beds by 20 per cent.
Regarding in-patient services, Victoria has 21 acute
beds per 100 000 population, which is equal to the
national average. In relation to mainstreaming,
Victoria rated below the national average in 1993-94,
with only 33 per cent of acute beds in general
hospitals. However, since 1 July 1995, 95 per cent of
public mental health services have been
mainstreamed and are now managed by general
hospitals. A Significant capital program will lead to
an increase in psychiatric beds co-located with
general hospitals in the next few years.

Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - I have been there. The team at the
new clinic at Waiora in Orrong Road is helping to
relocate the clientele from the old Malvern clinic. Let
me tell you that the new clinic, which has
purpose-built accommodation, offers a service that
is no way comparable to the old one. It is an
effective, well-managed, professional service. The
honourable member for Albert Park was delighted
to visit the old clinic, but I have no doubt that he has
not seen the new one.
I have not mentioned the teleconferencing facilities,
which will assist communication and cooperation
between professionals in this difficult area, but the
honourable member for Albert Park has discounted
them. An additional 13 locations throughout
Victoria, with 10 in rural Victoria, have been funded
at a cost of approximately $650 000, yet the
honourable member says the government has no
policies and takes no action!
We have not talked about child and adolescent
services or the identification of priority groups such

The honourable member for Albert Park even got it
wrong on the throwaway lines. He did not refer to
the training courses for more than 600 clinical staff
to support the introduction of case management,
which is so important in the seamless service
provision and overSight of this sensitive group in
our community.
The honourable member referred to the government
publication Victoria's Mental Health Service: The
Framework for Service Delivery. It marked the
commencement of a five-year period of intensive
reform and has received widespread support from
clients, service providers and the community in
general.
The honourable member said that the services were
somehow sprung upon the community, but the
discussion paper reviewing mental health began in
July 1993 and involved widespread consultation.
The amendments to the Mental Health Act support
the changes in consumer needs and service
provision, and are acknowledged in the national
report.
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I should talk about the government's record in
forensic health services and special needs groups
and the additional $1 million allocated to provide
290 new accommodation places by 1995-96 to help
people with mental illness to live successfully in the
community. The number of accommodation support
places that are funded increased by 35 per cent, from
590 in 1992-93 to 795 in 1994-95.

I also wish to mention promotion, prevention and
research. The national report acknowledged Victoria
as the only state in Australia to consider prevention
and promotion activities as a priority. The national
report that the honourable member for Albert Park
read must be completely different from the one that
I read, because Victoria's Minister for Health has
been singled out as the only minister who has
provided prevention and promotion activities.
The honourable member referred slightingly to the
new 25-bed acute unit in Box Hill and there are
further new acute units, comprising 201 beds,
planned and funded for construction at St Vincent's
Hospital, the Alfred Hospital and at Shepparton,
Ballarat, Warmambool, Frankston, Swan Hill and in
the western region. He did not mention the 22 new
beds that will be added to the Maroondah Acute
Unit in the eastern region. As usual, the honourable
member for Albert Park relied on rhetoric and
innuendo.
Mr COLE (Melbourne) - I support the bill, the
amendments and the comments of the shadow
Minister for Health. I shall do my best to address the
bill, which is more than can be said for the
honourable member for Malvern. The bill is
extremely important, because it is about human
rights. I congratulate the Minister for Health for the
way she has introduced the bill, but particularly on
the drafting of clause IS, which could be termed the
Garry David provision. The debate about the
definition of mental illness and antisocial personality
disorders in that case was one of the most
disgraceful episodes in the history of this
Parliament, not neceSsarily because it involved any
one person or group, but because it was an
extremely difficult subject. No matter which way
one went, it was the wrong way. It was a human
rights issue - the right of a person to be released
from prison because he had completed his sentence
as against the pOSSibility that he would damage, kill
or massacre people upon his release.
The debate that occurred at that time was, in
retrospect, of value. Probably by default Garry
David gave us the opportunity of developing an
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insight into the definition of mental health and how
we mayor may not go about caring for people who
suffer from mental illness or antisocial personality
disorders.
At that time I took a strong stand in my party room.
I believe that the fact that a person has completed
his time in prison means he ought to be released. I
acknowledge I was a member of the government
party at that time that decided he should stay in
prison because it was believed he was too dangerous
to be released. I still believe that the decision was
lamentable, although not necessarily wrong. It was
important for me to exercise my rights in such an
important debate and to understand what the
professionals believed constituted mental illness or
antisocial personality disorders. As a lawyer I
believe I had to come down strongly against the
views of the psychiatrists. It was my view then, as it
is now, that even though Garry David or other
people who have antisocial personality disorders
may not readily be defined as having a psychiatric
illness, they must be treated by professional health
carers. The academics were speaking mumbo jumbo.
It was a great relief to me to see that the bill took a
substantial step forward to resolve that problem.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The SPEAKER - Order! The time appointed
under sessional orders for me to interrupt the
business of the house has now arrived.

Police: investigation of allegations
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services the matters involving the Premier that were
raised today by Mr White in another place. I ask that
the minister examine the matters raised by Mr White
and refer them to the police for investigation. The
concerns raised by Mr White are serious matters.
On a number of occasions in this place the minister
has said that he would refer matters raised by
various government members to the police. On
30 October 1992, in response to matters raised by the
honourable member for Mordialloc regarding
allegations against a former Minister for Police and
Emergency Services about the misuse of ministerial
staff, the minister promised a police investigation.
On 21 November 1993, again in relation to
allegations raised by the honourable member for
Mordialloc, on this occasion relating to a police
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station in Carrum and alleged misleading behaviour
by the former Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, the minister again promised to refer the
matter for investigation.
On 10 August 1993 the honourable member for

Tullamarine raised matters involving blackmail, hit
men, Mafia activities and Keilor councillors, and the
minister promised to refer those matters for police
investigation. On 6 October 1993 the honourable
member for Tullamarine made allegations against
the Leader of the OppOSition involving the
suggested leaking of information in the meat
industry, and the minister promised to refer these to
the police for investigation.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Yan Yean to come to the point of his
request.
Mr HAERMEYER -Certainly, Mr Speaker. On
numerous other occasions when spurious
allegations have been made by members of the
government backbench the minister has promised to
refer them to the police for investigation. What has
happened with those investigations? We have heard
no more about them, but the minister said he had
referred them to the police for investigation.
The matters raised today by Mr White in another
place seemed to have far more substance than the
rather spurious allegations involving hit men and
Mafia activities made by members of the
government. I suggest those allegations deserve to
be investigated by the Victoria Police Force. If the
minister wants to maintain any credibility or any
semblance of consistency he will immediately refer
them to the police.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Education: political studies
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Education a recent visit
another member and I made to the year 11 English
class at Frankston High School. The students
pointed out that their Australian Studies subject,
which is now not compulsory, does not give too
many young people any idea or understanding of
politics at local, state and federal government levels.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr WEIDEMAN - Oh, shut your mouth!

821

The SP.EAKER - Order! The honouraQle
member for Albert Park will remain silent.
Mr WEIDEMAN - This is an important issue. If
you don't want to listen, leave! The English students
were concerned that they had spent 13 years at
school and nobody had taught them about the
structure of politics in this country. When the Labor
Party was in power it made no effort to do so. After
discussion with them I suggested that they move a
motion, which they all supported. The motion states:
That the basic structure of federal, state and local
government should be taught to all year 11 students
throughout the state in a two-week segment.

The motion was carried unanimously by the
teachers and students. The students say that in
year 11 they are close to the age of 18, and they
believe they will be responsible voters six months
after leaving school. They suggested that students in
year 12 are so busy that it is not appropriate to have
a curriculum change. They also suggested that
earlier in the year they are not close enough to the
issue to be that interested.
They believe there will be an interest, and that the
Minister for Education, through the English
curriculum or some other subject, should introduce
a segment of at least two weeks when a kit can be
provided to all students so they can gain an
understanding of the structure of politics and be
informed about what is going on in this state. Labor
Party members should accept this initiative. If they
claim they are fools, that is their problem, not ours.

School buses: safety
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - The serious matter
I raise for the attention of the Minister for Public
Transport concerns school bus safety. The incident I
refer to occurred in Baimsdale with students of
Lindenow Primary School on 19 October this year.
The matter was brought to my attention by Lynne
Roder, the ALP candidate in Gippsland East, who
cares about kids and their safety.
A school bus - not the big 45-seater but one of the
smaller IS-passenger school buses - was blown off
the road by high winds. That October day was one
of the windiest and hottest October days in Victoria
for years. The bus was blown off the road when it
was delivering children from that primary school in
Flaggy Creek near Bairnsdale at 3.40 p.m. Steve
Gamble from Baimsdale said that the female driver
received serious leg injuries and 5 of the 14 children
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on the bus were also hurt - thankfully, none
seriously.
Every member of Parliament would support the
need for proper safety provisions on school buses.
Nothing is more tragic than children travelling in a
school bus being injured or, even worse, killed.
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year. I am glad they do not carry the Ross River
fever or malaria because serious health problems
could occur because of the proportions in which
they breed in that area. I am advised the mosquitoes
belong to a vector breed. They breed in the brackish
salt marshes in the lower areas of Swan Bay.
Furthermore, their larvae hatch for almost the whole
year.

Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I hope the member for
Murray Valley will strongly support me. I ask the
Minister for Public Transport to see if the
government can arrange for the provision of seat
belts on the smaller buses. They are, as I understand,
fitted to a number of tour company buses, and it
seems to be a fairly logical exercise to at least
examine the pOSSibility. We ought to be aiming
towards having seat belts fitted to all school buses to
ensure the safety of our most precious commodity,
our children. Children ought to be protected. School
buses must have an almost perfect safety record.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HAMILTON - It hurts me to hear members
opposite making fun of this matter. It is terribly
serious. Every member of this house, instead of
making excuses, whingeing and whining, ought to
be supporting this initiative. It is important to all of
us. I know the Minister for Public Transport will
take the matter seriously.

Mosquito plague: St Leonards
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) - I ask the Minister for
Natural Resources to direct a matter to the attention
of the Minister for Conservation and Environment in
another place. I am concerned about an anticipated
mosquito plague in the lower bluff area of
St Leonards on the Bellarine Peninsula. This plague
has become something of an annual scourge in that
area, one of the last remote areas close to the centre
of civilisation in Victoria.

The concern has been brought to my attention by a
couple of people - namely, David Renton from
Ocean Grove who has some considerable expertise
in the subject and who has done much work in
trying to mitigate the problem; and by Mrs Beryl
Bell of St Leonards, who has won awards for her
community service in the area. She is a tireless
champion of community affairs.
In the past, the mosquitoes have reached plague
proportions, and I fear that will occur again this

A year or so ago I visited the area and discovered, to
my alarm, when I picked up a cup of brackish water
that it contained plenty of mosquito larvae. They are
a serious problem. That area of my electorate is
dependent on tourism for much of its income. Many
people are affected if there is a mosquito plague or a
plague of mites.
Allegations have been made about an interference
with nature through the occasional mitigation
programs. I ask the minister to examine methods of
mitigating this specific problem with. the aim of
giving some relief to the people of that area who are
so concerned at this time of the year about what
could happen in the coming months.

Brunswick Secondary College
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I ask the Minister for
Natural Resources to direct my concern about
purchase of land for Brunswick Secondary College
to the Minister for Education. The land, at
400 Victoria Street, Brunswick, is owned by the
Yarra Valley Water AuthOrity and was used as a
works depot by the former MMBW.
On 5 October 1992 the Assistant General Manager,
Western Metropolitan Region, Department of
Education, wrote that the Directorate of School
Education had amended its policy to allow for the
purchase of the land so long as the EPA deemed it
suitable for use. In March 1993 the EPA stated that
there was no problem with the land being used by
an educational institution. Also, in November 1992,
the Department of Health and Community Services
stated that soil contamination was insignificant from
a public health perspective.
On 27 October 1994 I was called to a meeting with
the federal member for Wills, Phil Oeary; the
honourable member for Melbourne; the Honourable
Doug Walpole; representatives of the federal
member for Melbourne, Lindsay Tanner; and the
Honourable Barry Pullen in the other place to
discuss the purchase of this property. We were
informed by the department that there were no
obstacles to the purchase of the land. Officials of the
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Directorate of School Education asked local
members of Parliament to state their support for the
proposal.
We were happy to lend our support to the purchase,
even if the land had some slight contamination, after
we had read reports of the EPA and the Department
of Health and Community Services. However, in
September this year a sign was erected on a cyclone
fence to indicate the land was for sale. Nobodv had
told the school that land was not to be purcha~
and that it could not be purchased because of soil
contamination.
In September 1994 the school withdrew an invitation
to the honourable member for Warrandyte to attend
a function at the school. Since that time obstacles
have been put in front of the school to stop the
purchase of that property. The property is important
for the viability of the school, which has a large
refugee population, particularly from the Horn of
Africa. It is crucial that the site be purchased and
that people not be victimised by the govenunent
because of petty politics. The issue is far too
important for that.

Wangaratta Base Hospital
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) - I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Health and refer
to representations I received from the Wangaratta
Base Hospital. The house will be aware that the
hospital is one of the great base hospitals servicing
country Victoria and has an excellent record of
service to the people in that area. The hospital
should be recognised for the excellent service it has
prOVided in the past; it has been operating for more
than 100 years.
Past representations have been made on the basis of
services provided but now the hospital wishes to
provide particular services.
Like all hospitals throughout Victoria, the
Wangaratta Base Hospital has to review its financial
arrangements to enable it to operate efficiently and
effectively. Representations have been made to the
minister through the regional office about the base
funding that has been prOVided. A review has been
undertaken to ensure that it can operate financially
and successfully. To do so it has made major
changes in the last financial year to bring its
financial poSition into balance.
For the financial year ended 1994-95 more than
9800 patients were seen at the hospital, which is a
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record number. The hospital has been opetating a
psychiatric unit that has been transferred from the
Mayday Hills Hospital at Beechworth, and has a
IS-bed rehabilitation unit that has been transferred
from the Ovens and Murray Home for the Aged.
As a result of those changes the hospital has
developed a master plan for its future development.
I seek from the Minister for Health an
acknowledgment of the importance of the hospital
and extend an invitation to her to visit the hospital
in north-eastem Victoria to meet with the chief
executive officer, hospital representatives and board
members to enable them to present the details of its
future development.
The minister will be aware of the recognition of the
hospital and the accreditation scheme that has
recOgnised the important role it is playing.

Trams: route no. 8
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - The matter I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Public
Transport concerns the appalling lack of service
provided by the no. 8 tram and, in particular, its lack
of punctuality.
The no. 8 tram services Toorak Road and travels
down Domain Road into the city via
Swanston Street. The punctuality of the tram is a
problem of monumental proportion - it is late, it is
late and it is late. It is often overcrowded and leaves
customers stranded at tram stops. There are chronic
problems of tram bunching. While it could be a
valued service, it is regarded by the South Yarra
community as a joke. People are sick and tired of the
minister and local members of Parliament not doing
anything to improve the quality of the service. They
don't even try to solve the problem.
A good example is today's morning peak hour,
between 8.00 a.m. and 9.00 a.m., when every service
provided along the no. 8 route was late. I have been
advised by Nicky Kepert, who is a hardworking and
concerned member of the local community, of a
survey she carried out this morning at tram stop 30,
which is opposite the South Yarra railway station.
The survey shows that every service of the 10 in that
period was running late. The important ones around
8.00 a.m. were running between 10 and 12 minutes
late. In fact the 7.55 a.m. tram arrived at 8.07 a.m.,
12 minutes late. But by 7.55 a.m., the appointed time,
some people had already been waiting at the tram
stop for 5 minutes, only to see their tram arrive
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12 minutes late. For them that was a wait of about
17 minutes.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member for Tullamarine is interjecting from out of
his place. The house will wait for him to either go
back to his place or leave the chamber.
Mr BATCHELOR - To add insult to injury, the
tram was so overcrowded by the time it arrived at
tram stop 30 that not everybody could get on board
and seven people were left behind. This was in the
middle of the morning peak hour. It is not unusual.
People are relying on this tram service to get to
work, school and other appointments in the city. Yet
we hear nothing from the minister and have to rely
on these important matters being directed to our
attention by people like Nicky Kepert. We should
not have to rely on local citizens raising these
important matters. We expect the minister to
provide a punctual service.

Vehicles: LPG signage
Mr LUPTON (Knox) - I raise for the attention of
the Minister for Public Transport, who is the
representative in this place of the Minister for Roads
and Ports, the need for more effective identification
of vehicles powered by LPG. It is my understanding
that Victoria is one of the states with the highest
number of LPG-powered vehicles in Australia.
It is the intention of Holden and Ford very shortly to
manufacture vehicles fitted with LPG when they
come off the assembly line. Although the Victorian
law currently requires vehicles fitted with LPG to
have a sticker on the numberplate, the problem is
that as the years have passed. numberplates have
been replaced - recently there has also been a recall
of some faulty numberplates - but the stickers
signifying that the vehicle is powered by LPG have
not been replaced.
The concern is that if a car catches fire one of the first
things that melts is the red-coloured diamond LPG
sticker. That means that if emergency service
workers go to the scene they have no idea that the
vehicle on fire is powered by LPG. It is not fair for
emergency service personnel to be put at risk when
there is a simple method to fix the problem.
The numberplates could be redesigned and perhaps
the diamond shaped LPG signage raised.. On a
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vehicle that continues to stay on the road with just a
sticker on the numberplate, the sticker can
deteriorate, fall off, or melt in a fire, putting at risk
the lives of people in the vehicle and those around it.
The problem will be more prevalent as the number
of LPG-powered vehicles increases, and particularly
when Holden and Ford release their LPG-powered
vehicles directly off the assembly lines.
It is essential that we have some fail-safe method of
identifying vehicles powered by LPG so that
emergency services personnel and other people on
the road know which vehicles are powered by LPG.
I therefore ask the minister to investigate a method
to make the signage on the numberplates more
permanent and to consider having the numberplates
redesigned so LPG-powered vehicles can be readily
identified.

St Albans East Primary School
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) - I raise for the attention of
the Minister for Education a matter of deep concern
to the community of St Albans. Many newly arrived
migrants settle in St Albans because it has affordable
accommodation and as a result some primary
schools in the area have recently had significantly
increased. attendances. One would normally expect
to find a decreasing number of students attending
primary school in an old established area such as
St Albans, but the influx of young families, who in
many cases are refugees from various war-torn
countries, has led to increased attendances.
I direct the attention of the minister to St Albans East
Primary School in particular. I am familiar with
St Albans East primary because my children
attended the school and I was for a time chairman of
the school council. It has an excellent English
program for migrant children. Many parents choose
the school because word of its reputation has spread.
People are told by friends if they want to help their
children learn English that is the school to send them
to.

Sadly, the school has two classrooms
accommodating 62 children. It was planned for an
open classroom situation and has doors that are able
to be closed. off to separate the two rooms. Two
teachers handle the 62 children, 16 of whom speak
no English. I urge the minister to provide special
English teaching assistance for the school. If the
children are to have a fair chance of developing and
becoming assets to Australia they need instruction in
English now so that they can compete with their
peers and progress in the education system.
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Everyone knows it is in the fonnative primary years
that children need good. education. Teachers should
be able to teach and not simply act as child minders,
but that is impossible in the situation I have
described. Children cannot be withdrawn for special
lessons because there are no resources available. The
indication by the federal government that it intends
to accept more refugees means the situation in the
St Albans area can only get worse. I urge the
government to look at the situation that exists this
year and to provide relief next year.

on duty quite quickly so it is, therefore, a
appropriate for him to deal with.
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The honourable member for Thomastown referred
to the no. 8 tram and its possible delay and
overcrowding. The no. 8 tram has been notorious in
both Labor and liberal years for having the
characteristics which he describes. I am told the one
advantage for those children who sometimes miss
out on getting on board is that if you miss one you
do not have to wait very long for another because
they come in such regular numbers!

Essendon Airport
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Industry and
Employment the future of Essendon Airport. Since
the opening of Melbourne Airport at TulIamarine
people living in the immediate vicinity have applied
considerable pressure on local councils for the
airport to be closed. Although I am sure the federal
government has an agenda on the issue, I do not
wish the minister to intercede in that area. Rather, I
should like him to examine the opportunities
available for the state to highlight the benefits to
domestic and country users of the continued
operation of Essendon Airport.
Closure of the airport would place country
VictOrians and other users at a disadvantage and
deprive them of ready access to Melbourne. The
airport is an ideal base for many operators of small
charter commuter aircraft. It is also a great stay-over
place for operators based in the country.
Essendon is far and away a better option than the
alternative airport at Moorabbin, largely because of
the extra pressure the closure of Essendon would
place on Moorabbin but also because of the better
availability of public transport at Essendon.
I ask the minister that, before any decision is made
regarding the closure of Essendon Airport, a wide
consultation process be established, especially with
country Victorians. I also ask that an impact study
investigating environmental and economic factors
be established to investigate the possible outcomes
should Essendon Airport be closed.

Responses
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning) - The
honourable member for Morwell referred to the
possible installation of seat belts for small school
buses, and I shall refer that matter to the Minister for
Public Transport. I expect the minister will be back

I am amazed that the honourable member for
Thomastown would take the opportunity on the
adjournment debate to raise the hoary chestnut, so
to speak, of the no. 8 tram in the very week that
public transport has been commended by the media
and the public for its cleanliness, efficiency,
timeliness, and the fact that it has attracted more
passengers. It is in the very week when Victoria
should be celebrating the triumph that the Minister
for Public Transport has had with not only the work
force but with the management in turning around
the public transport system in this state - turning it
around from a pattern of reduced patronage, which
in effect, reflected the community's shame during
both the liberal and Labor years.
I think it is extraordinary that the honourable
member does not have a good. word to say about the
response by the public which is reflected by the
increase in public-transport patronage. However,
displaying his usual characteristics, he goes back
down memory lane to try to find the hoary chestnut.
The no. 8 tram is often delayed not because of any
problems or lack of skill of the public transport
operators but because Toorak Road is so heavily
congested with traffic that road transport interferes
with the tram's schedule.
When the government offers the alternative of the
City Link, enabling those who deviate from the
South Eastern Arterial at Toorak Road and who
cause delays to the no. 8 tram to use an improved
route into the city, the honourable member opposes
that as well. In the week when public transport has
been shown by the media and independent surveys
to be moving in the right direction - recovering the
confidence of its patrons and regaining numbers and we are getting the payoff after 10 years of
descending patronage, filthy trains and vandalised
railway stations, the honourable member refers to
somebody who did a survey at the South Yarra
station stop for the no. 8 tram. I am sure he would
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have had the opportunity to get on the train if he
wanted to go to the CBD or at least to Riclunond.
As I said, the honourable member raised the old
hoary chestnut to try to find something to criticise
rather than something to praise.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN - I have never interfered or
cheated in a ballot. If you want to interject you will
get it back! I will refer the honourable member's
comments to the minister and ask him to deal with
the matter.
The honourable member for Knox suggested to the
Minister for Roads and Ports in another place that
police and emergency services vehicles require
adequate identification on the number plates of
LPG-powered cars. I will ask the minister to
consider the honourable member's suggestion and
arrange for the minister to give him a response.
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Health) - The
honourable member for Murray Valley said that last
week he attended the annual general meeting of the
Wangaratta hospital. He repeated an invitation for
me to visit the hospital and meet with the staff.
Recently I attended the opening of the new private
hospital at Wangaratta. The honourable member is a
keen supporter of the Wangaratta hospital and
keeps me regularly apprised of its development.
Certainly in the past two years the hospital's overall
financial and throughput performance has improved
considerably. This year it treated a record
9802 patients. As stated in its report, that illustrates a
steady demand for in-patient services in the
Wangaratta area and shows that the hospital staff
are committed and adaptable to change.
The development of the private hospital at
Wangaratta has provided a challenge. It has
introduced competition to the Wangaratta area, to
which the Wangaratta hospital has responded
pOSitively. It now has 73 per cent bed utilisation, has
treated 9800 patients and the average length of stay
is now 3.49 days. With the addition of psychiatric
services and proposed rehabilitation services the
hospital continues to provide a wide range of
quality services for Wangaratta and its environs.
I commend the hospital for the achievement during
the past 12 months of an accreditation certificate.
The status accredited by the Australian Council on
Health Care Standards is always an indication of
excellent, high quality achievement. I congratulate
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the hospital, its executive staff and staff throughout
the hospital on their commitment to quality services.
I look forward to the opportunity, which I hope to
take up in the latter part of the year, to again visit
the Wangaratta hospital.
I commend the staff for their achievements in the
past two years. In the past three years funding for
hospitals and the costs for in-patients and patients
treated have changed. I congratulate Wangaratta
hospital on responding positively to all criteria, and
I commend the honourable member for his support
of the hospital. I look forward to meeting the
hospital staff soon.
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) - I understand the honourable
member for Yan Yean referred to a matter he raised
during question time. I will look into that. However,
the more important issue is the internal intrigue
within the Labor Party, which is the driving force
behind many of the present ructions. I have no
doubt that the intrigue conducted by the
Honourable David White in another place will reach
culmination at some stage in the future. It is more
likely that there will be blood-letting on that side
rather than this side of the house.
Mr COLEMAN (Minister for Natural
Resources) - The honourable member for
Frankston raised for the attention of the Minister for
Education the process that might be followed to
ensure that the teaching of the three levels of
government and their application through what was
the Australian studies structure will continue to be
addressed within the curriculum. I shall refer that
matter to him.
The honourable member for Coburg raised for the
attention of the Minister for Education the possible
purchase by the Brunswick Secondary College of the
former works depot operated by what is now Yarra
Valley Water. It is interesting that the honourable
member for Morwell had raised a safety issue for
buses and is pleading the case for the safety of
children in their travels to and from school in small
buses. One would have thought the honourable
member for Coburg would have applied the same
sense of danger to the potential contamination of the
site to which he is trying to relocate children to use
as a playground.
Mr Cole - Nonsense!
Mr COLEMAN -'That is the effect of it. The
matter has had some press coverage. Although the
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matter was raised with the Minister for Education it
also obviously affects my administration through
Yarra Valley Water.
Mr Cole - Rubbish!
Mr COLEMAN - It is not rubbish, either. It is a
matter that I will have investigated to establish,
firstly, the status of the site - whether it does
represent a danger, and whether it is a contaminated
site. Clearly if it is a contaminated site - and it has
been suggested it should be used in some way for a
school recreational area - the issue should be
considered in that context. I will discuss the matter
with the Minister for Education to determine exactly
what process should be followed.
.
The honourable member for Bellarine raised the
mosquito plague, as he termed it, at St Leonards,
which apparently is a regularly occurring event. It is
certainly a matter of concern to residents in the area.
We will establish exactly the cause of it and the
mitigation processes that might be available through
the Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources or the local municipality.
The honourable member for Keilor raised for the
attention of the Minister for Education programs
conducted through the St Albans East Primary
School. My recollection is that a service provided
through the Tottenham English Language Centre
would have provided the exact facilities the
honourable member is seeking to have maintained
at St Albans East Primary School and that it was a
decision of the previous Kirner Labor government to
close the Tottenham English Centre, which would
have provided the very services that the honourable
member is now pleading for.
I think we should put on the record the fact that the
government has maintained the operation of the
Tottenham English Centre for the benefit of the very
people the honourable member is pleading for and
for the very reasons that he wants to see the service
continued: It is the very reason the Tottenham
English Centre has continued. I am sure we all
understand the dilemma of the
non-English-speaking students who are attending
the school and who are therefore obviously
disadvantaged in some sense, but there is an
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alternative service being prOvided, one "{hich is well
respected, and perhaps some attempt needs to be
made to link those two services. I will raise the
matter with the Minister for Education so that he can
provide a response.
The honourable member for Benambra asked about
the potential or imminent closure of Essendon
airport. Back in October last year, the federal
government passed legislation that would see the
various airports put into an alternative management
program - that is, outside the federal government's
management. That included Essendon and the
services operated through that airport. Although
other interests are involved, the critical issue is that
we should ensure from Victoria's point of view that
adequate provision is made for relocation of the
existing services should Essendon close. This would
ensure that the services highlighted by the
honourable member for Benambra are still available
to commuters from regional centres ..
Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Mr COLEMAN - Fancy you asking whether
what we do is supported when you don't even know
what you support! You asked in this house for some
comments on something from which every member
in this house is currently shielded. Unless they
bought tickets to the other place they would not
know what the Honourable Mr White spoke about
today. Where is your credibility?
The credibility of the government is quite sound on
this matter: it does not want to see the airport closed
unless alternative arrangements are made for the
relocation of the services it provides. It is as clear as
that. While you might be cheering for some
candidate in the immediate area, the fact is that
regional centres and other places rely on the facilities
at Essendon and, until satisfactory alternative
services are put in place, the government does not
want to see it closed. Those arrangements need to be
made as part of the process of disposing of Essendon.
The SPEAKER - Order! The house stands
adjourned until next day.
House adjourned 10.47 p.m.
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