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National Tennis Centre or the Melbourne Cricket
Ground; they failed to make the city attractive for
residential living, and they have created such a
soulless central business district that only 6 per cent
of Melburnians regularly visit the city. Under the
changes planned by the coalition government the
Melbourne City Council would revert to a closed
club with social trappings controlled by the business
failures and bankrupts of the 1980s whose vision for
Melbourne would be less important than a mate's
building permit. The coalition government has
proposed no vision for Melbourne city, nor has a
visionary leader been identified or come forward.
The last time administrators were appointed it was a
failure, and the coalition government needs to learn
from that lesson and realise there is no need for
administrators at this time.
In response to Mr Atkinson I make the following
points. The appointment of administrators will
produce an interregnum during which there will be
no continuity or effective leadership of the city.
Everyone knows that administrators, whoever they
may be, are simply proViding a temporary
arrangement, whether it is for 6 months or 12
months, so there will be no ongoing or longstanding
leadership of the city.
Notwithstanding what Mr Atkinson said, I believe
the existing council could continue with the
exception of the councillors who represent North
Carlton, Flemington and KenSington, and that at the
first opportunity a spill should occur and a new
election be called in 1994 based on the proposed new
boundaries. That would mean that for a few months
parts of the city such as the Southbank area would
not be represented, but I advise Mr Atkinson that
commissioners would not be represented at
democratically elected councils in any event. If an
election were held in 1994 it would be possible for
the council that emerges to have leadership at the
earliest possible time.
That leadership should determine the city strategies.
Wha tever city strategies were determined by
administrators would be reviewed by the new
councillors, so if Mr Atkinson were elected to the
City of Melbourne the first thing he would do would
be to review the proposals the commissioners put to
him. As a newly elected councillor he would not
accept what the administrators were putting to him.
It is one thing to have an administrator appointed to
the City of Camberwell or to the Riding of
Strathfieldsaye for the reasons the Minister has
outlined and it is one thing to have administrators
appOinted to the City of Geelong to handle the
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merger of councils in the Geelong area - and it is
hoped that will be done expeditiously and allow
ongoing leadership to be reconstituted in the City of
Geelong as soon as possible - but I make it clear
that in 1981 when administrators were appointed a
false expectation was created that they would
provide leadership. The response of the whole of the
city was that it would not take notice of the
administrators no matter how good they were
because they would be gone within 12 months or
two years and they would not provide leadership to
the City of Melbourne.
What will happen with the central business district
is that the remaining residential areas, the rest of
Victoria, the State government, the Federal
government and the investment community that
may be contemplating new investment in
Melbourne will treat the commissioners, whoever
they may be, as not setting down the map for the
future. If one were about to make an investment
decision one would go to the administrators with
one's plan for the City of Melbourne. It might have
been stamped by the Minister for Local Government
and by the State government and it might even have
some form of endorsement from the Federal
government, but the investor would say that that
was all very fine but the administrators would not
be around in years to come and the investor would
want to talk to people who would be there for the
next 10 or 20 years to make sure his investment was
safe. He would see the administrators as only there
for the interregnum, to clean up the show, present a
new image and pave the way for a newly elected
council.
The people elected at the next election would be the
people to shape the character of Melbourne,
whatever character it has. Whatever leadership there
is to be will be decided by that council, not by the
administrators who are there for the interregnum.
The council will simply be put on hold, and nobody
contemplating a serious investment decision would
treat that group of people as having to do with
business on an ongoing basis. However hard the
administrators try and whatever powers they take
over it will not be possible for the State government
to fill that gap. The lesson of 1981 is not to appoint
an administrator unless the circumstances are
similar to what happened in Camberwell or in
Strathfieldsaye and there are difficulties in
continuing with the existing council.
The government will have to live with the
consequences of appointing administrators. The
government may say that it will provide the strategy
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plan and the internal boundaries, but as soon as it
puts them there they will want to linger longer
because they will be on a good perk and have some
status. They like the way they are being treated and
they will put pressure on to stay as long as they can.
The government will not have provided anything
but an interregnum in the city which will not serve it
well for the whole of the 1990s. All other major cities
and countries will treat Melbourne as they did in
1981. Melbourne will be disadvantaged in its
bargaining power and its ability to compete. The
government will send a message to the City of
Melbourne that in the past residential councillors
have been a minority and therefore have not
attracted the right types of people into the council,
and that in future CBD councillors will be in a
majority. The election in 1994 will attract a different
type of council because of that clear message.
As a consequence of establishing some
commissioners the government seems to think that
within 6 or 12 months the problem will be overcome,
the administrators will have gone and there will be a
newly elected council. The fact is that to establish
leadership in a city takes time. It will not happen on
the first day of a newly elected council. The
government cannot make out a case based on the
1981 experience of appointing commissioners,
whoever they may be, and the commissioners will
not serve Melbourne well in the period that is ahead.
It is for those reasons that I support the comments of
my colleague Mr Power.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) - It is my
pleasure to support the Bill, which will bring
significant changes to the capital city. In the light of
the comments of the Leader of th~ OppOSition, it is
worth reminding the House that the Bill is about the
capital city. The City of Melbourne is not a city for
big business, nor is it a central business district city.
It is a city for all Victorians, not just the people who
live in the adjoining suburbs of Fitzroy, Port
Melbourne and South Melbourne. To say that it will
not be managed properly or that it will not be
representative of the people who live in Fitzroy, Port
Melbourne and South Melbourne is missing the
point. The government is trying to create a city for
all Victorians.
I listened with interest to the speech of the
opposition spokesperson for local government,
Mr Power. The points he raised can be summarised
as a resistance to change. His speech was full of
double-speak. Mr Power said the opposition agreed
with the change but that the process and detail were
wrong. He also said the change would adversely
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affect some people. Anyone who understands the
process of change would realise that change is about
leadership and about having a vision and the
determination to implement that decision. No
change is worthwhile if it can be massaged by
massive consensus. Change is brought about by
leadership and vision. The mechanism for putting
the details of change in place must be careful and
compassionate, and that is what is envisaged by the
commission process.
The Bill creates a new Melbourne City Council and
puts in place a process in which the detail can be
worked out with the minimum impact on the
people. The Bill freezes an enormous number of
things that may affect people in the implementation
process. For example, it freezes the planning
schemes - so much for the Leader of the
Opposition saying that the introduction of the
commission will wipe out the planning schemes for
various parks and so on - rates, service levels and
the composition of adjoining councils so that no
great apocalypse occurs on day one. It sets out a
vision for the new council but freezes the situation
while the new mechanisms are put in place.
It is easy and cheap to find someone who does not

like change and to quote that person as a source to
discredit the change. I took some exception to
Mr Power's comments on the clauses of the Bill,
particularly clause 18 which refers to the rights of
the Minister to ensure that equity is achieved. The
Minister can override a decision of the commission
or the new council to use its power to discriminate
against one council area. Mr Power also referred to a
subclause of clause 18 but did so out of context.
Honourable members have an obligation to ensure
that people understand clearly the context of the Bill.
Mr Power referred at great length to the removal of
democracy. Democracy functions at various levels,
and Mr Power should understand that. I was
interested in his comment that democracy still exists
in Victoria even after October 1992. Democracy will
exist in the new local government process and will
continue to operate at various levels. If the people of
Victoria do not like what the government has done
to their capital city, they will speak at the ballot
boxes at the next election. The people in the new
local government areas will shortly be able to
exercise their democratic rights.
Hon. Pat Power - What is your definition of
"shortly"?
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Hon. C. A. STRONG - Mr Power, don't you
think that you will be in power shortly?

call some of the beat-ups that are emerging about
the adverse effects of the changes on rate revenue.

Hon. Pat Power - He is saying there won't be an
election in the Melbourne City Council area until
1996.

Table 1 in the submission shows an expected
decrease in rate revenue of $3.7 million over a total
rate revenue of $15.5 million, a decrease of 24 per
cent. In its modelling on the effect of those
reductions, remembering that it estimates a 24 per
cent decrease in revenue and a similar decrease in
the number of properties rated, which is a
reasonable measure of the number of properties it
has to service, it talks about a 20 per cent reduction
in labour costs, a 5 per cent reduction in operating
expenditure and no reduction in capital works.
Table 3 shows the council's best case scenario is an
8.79 per cent rate change.

Hon. C. A. STRONG - I am not saying that at
all.
Clause 23 refers to the transitional provisions and is
an important part of the Bill. Change involves two
things: making the decision for change and saying
what it will be; and implementing the change once
the decision has been made. The Bill sets out clearly
how this will be done with regard to planning, rates,
and services. Councillors of municipalities where
land is removed will work out their terms and the
councillors in the surrounding cities will remain for
the remainder of their terms.
Other important transitional arrangements are
contained in clauses 24 and 25. For example, the
rates payable by people living in South Melbourne
will not change in the first year; they will pay the
rates struck by the South Melbourne City council to
the new Melbourne City Council.
Clause 25 provides that the South Melbourne
council will continue to provide the services in the
area that has been excised to the new Melbourne
City Council, so the South Melbourne council will
match the rates it collects from an excised area with
the services it provides in that excised area. That will
be a telling calculation because it will expose any
cross-subsidisation and will draw attention to a clear
link between the money collected and the services
provided.
In the context of clauses 24 and 25 of the Bill some of
the figures provided in the submission received
from the South Melbourne City Council contain
considerable inconsistencies. I do not criticise the
South Melbourne council for its submission - other
councils may have made similar submissions
because they are dearly concerned about what the
changes will mean for them.
In its submission dated 15 October 1993, which I
believe was circulated to all honourable members,
the South Melbourne City Council states that as a
result of the removal of territory from its control it
will suffer a decrease in revenue of some
$5.5 million, comprising $3.7 million in rate revenue
and $1.8 million in parking fines. It is necessary to
examine these claims closely in the context of what I

The assumptions used in making such calculations
can be extremely misleading. There is a need to be
careful when people run around hysterically talking
about the impact of the changes. The figures I have
quoted from the submission are illogical.
In table 5 the submission examines the situation of
an amalgamated South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne council. From my knowledge of the area,
I believe such an amalgamation would be successful;
the similarities between the two municipalities
would mean a greater community of interest than
may exist with other amalgamations. I understand
from speaking with people from South Melbourne
and Port Melbourne that that is a view held by many
people in those areas.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - That is rubbish; it is not a
view held by the majority of the community down
there!
Hon. C. A. STRONG - Many of them with
whom I have spoken support that view. The figures
in the submission show an aggregate loss of revenue
of approXimately 30 per cent, yet nothing in that
order of loss of revenue or loss of territory is
reflected in the cost savings that are being projected.
For an approximate loss of 30 per cent of property
serviced it is projected there will be only a 20 per
cent saving on labour, a 5 per cent saving in
operating expenses and no change to capital works
expenditure.
Much detailed work needs to be done with great
care. Everyone involved in the process has a
responsibility of ensuring that the work is done
carefully and accurately over time and is not used to
try to scare the living daylights out of people. If
honourable members opposite take the route of
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trying to scare people they should be aware that it
will be they who end up with egg on their faces and
a loss of credibility because in the end the horrific
numbers will not translate into reality.
Other clauses in the Bill will result in Significant
future changes to local government in the
Melbourne City Council area. I turn firstly to duties
of the commissioners. One of their first duties and a
key objective is to ensure that the operations of the
Melbourne City Council are carried out in the most
cost efficient and economic manner possible. There
is no doubt that the savings - Hon. D. A. Nardella - Why cannot
democratically elected councillors do that?
Hon. C. A. STRONG - I understand that is not
within their current charter; it is clearly within the
charter of the commissioners.
Part 3 of the Bill deals with the restoration of the
elected council and provides for significant changes.
The new council will comprise 12 councillorsthree from each of four wards - who will serve
three-year terms. I have observed through my
involvement with local government - I am sure
opposition members will agree - that one of the
most unsettling aspects of local government is the
problem of future planning. There is an enormous
turnover of councillors; in most councils up to
one-third of the elected representatives may change
each year. That turnover makes long-term planning
extremely difficult and makes councils responsive to
pressure groups who may wish to do illogical things.
The Bill provides for elections for the full council
and the mayor to ensure leadershIp for a three-year
period and the opportunity of instituting proper
planning and financial management for the City of
Melbourne.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - That is already in the
current legislation.
Hon. C. A. STRONG - I do not think so.
Mr Power spoke about the council being lopsided or
of one particular part of its territory being favoured
against another. Proposed section 136A(1) allows the
Minister to investigate and direct the council to
make good any expenditure shortfalls in a particular
area. That is an important part of the Bill.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - It is somewhat
authoritarian!
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Hon. C. A. STRONG - The Bill will give the
Melbourne City Council a Victoria-wide focus.
Melbourne has expanded across the Yarra River; the
large developments south of the Yarra are clearly
part of the City of Melbourne, and more
developments are on the drawing board. The Bill
will give Melbourne a capital city focus.
The Bill sets out an administrative process for the
Melbourne City Council. It makes major changes to
the way local government deals with Melbourne. It
gives the council stability and a greater capacity to
plan three years ahead. The transitional
arrangements that have been put in place will reveal
the extent to which surrounding councils mayor
may not have been cross-subsidised and the extent
to which they are able to balance transparently costs
and revenues. That is important for the areas
serviced. The council will be able to match the rates
it collects with its costs and services.
In conclusion, the Bill spells out what will happen in

the future. Clearly the changes will affect South
Melbourne and Port Melbourne. I look forward to
the interesting changes that will take place, and
commend the Bill to the House.
Hon. D. E. HENSHA W (Geelong) - I am
concerned and dismayed at the implicit suggestion
in the Bill that the government believes it is better
able to make decisions on behalf of the ratepayers of
the City of Melbourne than their democratically
elected representatives.
There is a degree of arrogance implicit in the Bill
which I find objectionable. Firstly, the boundaries
have not been determined by any open or objective
process. It is not clear how they were determined.
That is surprising in view of recent legislation that
gives a local government board the capacity to have
matters relating to boundaries, organisation and
other government concerns referred to it. It may well
be justifiable that a local government board of
review should recommend what cognisance the
Melbourne Council City might take of a wider
Melbourne and Statewide concerns about the capital
city.
The government has not chosen to go that way. If it
had done so with the City of Greater Geelong Bill at
least there would have been a capacity for a poll of
ratepayers. Why has the government ducked the
issue? In respect of the City of Greater Geelong Bill
the Minister spoke about the division of opinion and
the fighting that had taken place. That was never an
excuse for not having a poll. He acknowledged that
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once the legislation was in place there was no longer
any fighting; everyone said, ''Let's get on with it, the
decision has been made".
However, the government could have taken a route
that would have been more acceptable to the
ratepayers in general. The implication remains that
by some clandestine process the government made
decisions about boundaries and residential areas. I
would not argue about some of the boundary
changes, but I have serious doubts about changes to
residential areas. The increase in the size and the
facilities now included in the Melbourne City
Council may provide benefits, but there was no
reason why the process could not have been open.
There has been some talk that the two-year term is to
give the commissioners a chance to establish the
restructure and reorganisation of the council. Why
does the government believe the commissioners will
necessarily make better decisions than a newly
elected Melbourne City Council? There is a degree of
arrogance implicit in that assumption. The Minister,
other honourable members and I have been local
councillors. Local councillors are concerned with
their wards, cities or shires. On the whole they work
conscientiously in the best interests of their
ratepayers. State and Federal members of Parliament
conscientiously work in with different levels of
government. Much scope exists for more respect to
be engendered between the three levels of
government, respect that is not obvious in the Bill. In
gross measure that omission denigrates from the
quality of the Bill.
I am also concerned - as I was with the City of
Greater Geelong Bill - that the commissioners are
subject to general or specific directions by the
Minister. There was no need for such a clause. The
Minister has the capacity to sack commissioners if he
is not happy, and that is adequate. There was no
need for the government to impose its will on
commissioners about what should happen to the
Melbourne City Council, or the Greater Geelong
City Council for that matter.
An extension of that attitude appears in the Bill; the
Minister has the power to direct where the council
can spend its money. That is unnecessary; it is an
arrogant approach that will not go down well with
the community in general. What has happened to
consultation between the tiers of government from a
pOSition of mutual respect? Trust has gone out the
window with this Bill.
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In common with Mr White, I am developing a strong

view that there is no need for commissioners. With
respect to the City of Greater Geelong, once the
legislation had been passed there was no reason
why the existing council could not have controlled
the six former councils in the area. I believe they
would have carried out that task responsibly. They
could have put in place arm's length processes to
establish the ward boundaries of the new city. They
could have put in place the selection process for a
new chief executive officer to the stage where a short
list could have been ready for a new council to
consider when it came to office.
Although it may have taken three or four months it
could have been done. The new council and chief
executive officer of the City of Greater Geelong
would then have had the immediate task of coping
with the sorts of changes that the commissioners are
currently contemplating in Geelong. There is no
reason to suggest that commissioners will achieve
better results than a democratically-elected city
council.
Sitting suspended 6.31 p.m. until 8.2 p.m.
Hon. D. E. HENSHAW - Before the suspension
of the sitting I was explaining my strongly held view
that there has been no evidence of any advantage or
benefit as a result of the appointment of
commissioners to the Greater City of Geelong. The
four commissioners are fine, upstanding people,
who have a body of expertise and experience that
may be of benefit to the local council. However,
no-one can categorically say that four commissioners
will do a better job than 15 duly-elected councillors
did with the former City of Geelong. The
commissioners have access to the advice from the
same number of expert administrative officers
employed by local government in Geelong. Those
officers would be able to advise councillors of the
Greater City of Geelong in the same way that they
advise the four commissioners.
The commissioners are also disadvantaged in that
they have lost contact with the people of Geelong.
Councillors generally see their job as being the
arbiters of advice provided by council officers and of
what they are told by members of the local
community. The commissioners have openly said
that their job is to reorganise the structure of the city,
not to consult with the people at large. As there are
only four of them they are at some disadvantage.
The people of Geelong are starting to lose touch with
their local council.
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I suggest the same situation will apply to the City of
Melbourne. The commissioners will not be in touch
with the people in the same way that ordinary
councillors are. As my colleague, David White, said,
the commissioners represent a culture which is
temporary or transitional. They are there only for a
limited time; when they disappear the culture or
direction that they had been following may
disappear with them.
A new council would go down its own path and
determine its own culture in the city. If new
councillors are elected at the beginning of this
change there is the opportunity of establishing the
leadership of the community to carry the
community forward.
Many aspects of the Bill are inappropriate. The
government's decision to sack the council has
detracted from the respect that should be given to
local government. It has reinforced assumptions that
the government can in some way impose new
directions on local government. It would be better if
that were done through a consultative, persuasive
process rather than the direction taken by the
government. I oppose the Bill.
Hon. G. H. COX (Nunawading) - In supporting
the City of Melbourne Bill I refer the House to an
extract of the Legislative Assembly Hansard of
1 April 1981 which states:
It is a sad day when the House has to consider the
dismissal of the Melbourne City Council. The council

has become a political football. Both as a backbencher
representing a marginal seat and as a former city
councillor, I have received many l~tters in connection
with the action that the government has taken.

I made that statement in 1981 when I was the
honourable member for Mitcham in the other place.
After having my term as a member of Parliament
rudely interrupted, I am pleased to have this
opportunity of being able to return to the subject
and comment on the dismissal of the Melbourne
Ci ty Council.
In 1980 the Lonie report referred to the reformation
of councils, to a greater Melbourne metropolitan
council and to how Melbourne could emulate other
cities around the world. As part of a Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association study tour I visited many
capital cities and examined the way they operated as
total metropolitan councils. At that time I compared
the operations of the Greater London City Council,
Toronto, Tel-Aviv and some other cities with the
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Melbourne City Council. The government of the day
decided that Melbourne was not ready for that
development and the council continued to operate in
that way until recently.
The coalition government has now decided that
commissioners should be appointed to run the
council. It has set its sights on the way the city
should operate in the future. It is important to
recognise that Melbourne is a capital city. Under the
former government administration Melbourne lost
its way and was not recognised as a major city on
the international scene. Melbourne has much to
offer. Its assets are of tremendous value when one
considers what the State government and the private
sector can do for it.
I will home in on tourism. As chairman of the
government's tourism committee I take pride in
what Melbourne has to offer the international tourist
as well as tourists from interstate. Melbourne is a
city of culture. It is a city with a temperate climate
that provides people from other nations, particularly
Asia, the opportunity of visiting it and Victoria and
exploring its tourism potential. I pay tribute to the
councillors and officers of the City of Melbourne on
the way that they have managed tourism visits to
the city. They have established many fine facilities
for tourists. Melbourne is well recognised as a
destination for international tourists. I was
extremely pleased that the Melbourne City Council
won an award for its commitment to the
development of tourism.
I also pay tribute to the Melbourne City Council for
adopting the Aussie Host program. The council is
training its parking officers to assist tourists and
thereby providing a lasting reminder that
Melbourne is worth visiting. I am pleased that the
commissioners and the staff who will remain on
board will continue the program in conjunction with
the government. They will implement a marketing
strategy to establish Melbourne as a popular tourist
destination.
Much consideration has been given to the contents
of the legislation. Surprising as it may seem, there is
a degree of support from city councillors who
recognise that the Bill is a way of boosting
Melbourne's image in the shortest possible time so
that it will be considered a truly international city.
I remember much bitterness and anger among city
councillors about the actions of the former
government in 1981. It is pleasing now to hear
councillors say that the government's actions were
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necessary and that, as a consequence, Melbourne
will become a better city.
One important consideration in the preparation of
the legislation was the election of the Lord Mayor. I
wholeheartedly concur with the proposal that the
Lord Mayor should be elected for a three-year
period. I also support the proposition that the Lord
Mayor should be elected from among his peers
rather than by a popular ratepayer vote.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - When will there be a
Lord Mayor?
Hon. G. H. COX - We will have a Lord Mayor
when we eventually establish a new Melbourne City
Council. I have spoken to former Lord Mayors who
agree that the present one-year term is
inappropriate. They recognise that a one-year term
is insufficient for the development of appropriate
planning strategies.
The proposal for a three-year term for the Lord
Mayor provides the opportunity for Melbourne to be
recognised as an international city. It will mean the
adoption of different and better planning directions.
Rather than just going through the process of
changing boundaries, the Bill provides the
government with the opportunity to do everything
necessary to develop Melbourne not only as a
worthy capital city but also as a major international
city. That can be achieved in one hit!
As a former councillor of the City of Melbourne, I
have thought long and hard about whether such
dramatic reforms were necessary. I concluded that,
because Melbourne sometimes fails to attract large
numbers of international visitors, the changes were
necessary to promote Melbourne. We missed our
opportunity to stage the Olympic Games.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Do you blame the council
for that?
Hon. G. H. COX - No, I am making a general
assessment. Although it failed to host the Olympic
Games, Melbourne now has time to plan its tourism
strategy as a further city to visit when the games are
held in Sydney in 2000. I hope that by then
Melbourne will have a Lord Mayor and a city
council. If Melbourne is seen as part of the Olympic
Games presentation, Victoria will reap the benefits
and the living standards of all Victorian will be
improved.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS Uika Jika) - So far
the debate has focussed on the relative merits of the
proposal to restructure the Melbourne City Council
(MCC). Governments have a right to encourage the
restructuring of local government. And over the
years many governments have attempted to exercise
that right. State governments have the legislative
power to enforce their will over local governments.
However heavy responsibilities come with that
power, responsibilities that comprise four elements.
Firstly, the government must ensure equitable
outcomes for those affected; secondly, it must
consult with local government; thirdly, it must seek
the views of the ratepayers who will be affected; and
fourthly - perhaps above all - it must ensure that
any proposal will benefit Victoria. In its handling of
the Melbourne City Council the government has
failed on all four counts. The proposal is not
equitable; it will result in substantial rate increases
for the hived off sections of the council.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - Says who?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS - The councils
themselves.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - Which councils?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS - The councils that
are to receive the bits and pieces. They said rate
increases will apply to the individuals unfortunate
enough to be affected by the changes. Certainly the
City of Essendon said that will be the case. So from
that point of view the legislation is inequitable.
There are other reasons why the Bill is inequitable.
Services provided by municipalities that have to
take on extra ratepayers will be stretched.
Ratepayers in adjoining councils will be affected
because of the drain on resources as a result of the
removal of important sources of revenue when
certain sections become annexed to the City of
Melbourne. That problem will affect particularly the
Port Melbourne council, which will lose traditional
sources of revenue.
The government failed on my second responsibility
criterion - that is, it failed to consult with local
government. The government considered that
adequate consultation simply meant inviting
councils to make submissions. When one contrasts
that approach with the intense consultations that
have occurred with the Aboriginal community over
the Mabo issue, one can understand the true
meaning of consultation. Consultation means that
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views are sought and taken into consideration.
Legislative adjustments can then be made where
obviously powerful arguments have been
successfully put.
Clearly the legislation fails on the second count of
consultation with local government. It also fails
because the government has not sought the views of
the ratepayers who will be affected by it.
Mr Atkinson said, "How would you know whom to
ask among the ratepayers?" That is a furphy. It is
clear that ratepayers could have been asked. The
government could have put forward a proposal with
the proviso that the views of ratepayers in the
affected areas would be sought. Had that been done
there would have been a resounding rejection of the
proposals put by the government.
The legislation fails to create a benefit for the people
of Victoria. It reduces the City of Melbourne to a city
without a Lord Mayor or elected representation for a
significant period. We do not even know how long
that period will be. The City of Melbourne has
established an international reputation and the role
of Lord Mayor is crucial, both in greeting
international guests and giving the city a profile. The
appointment of an administrator, perhaps for 12
months or longer, will make Melbourne a joke in the
eyes of the international community. When
dignitaries from the sister cities of Boston and
Thessaloniki and from Jiangsu Province visit
Melbourne and seek a contact or wish to maintain
their sister relationship with the city, they will deal
not with a Lord Mayor or elected representatives but
with an administrator. More importantly, it is a
question not just of the way these things appear to
the international community or to the public of
Victoria, but of whether the process will enhance the
economic and social life of Victoria and of
Melburnians. The answer clearly has to be that it
will not.
The Leader of the Opposition in this House,
Mr White, eloquently explained that the proposal
will have severe economic implications for investors
because of the lack of certainty that surrounds the
policy direction the administrator will undertake.
However, it goes much further than that. The heart
and lifeblood of a city such as Melbourne is its
cultural atmosphere - the real people coming into
the city who make it come to life. The hiving off and
the taking away from the city administration of the
cultural mixes in surrounding areas that which feed
that cultural life of Melbourne will remove the heart
from the city and will be a retrograde step from a
social and cultural perspective.
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Significant planning issues within the city should be
addressed. It is clear that the city has been
overdeveloped in a range of areas, including office
space, yet it is underdeveloped in not having
sufficient people living within its boundaries, which
is what occurs in many of the great cities throughout
the world.
It is unlikely that an administrator with a business
orientation, interested mainly in commercial
developments and arrangements, will encourage
more housing development in the city. The
government has embarked on a program of Sunday
trading for the central business district to stimulate
the lifeblood of the city, but that has been largely
unsuccessful in increasing the number of people
coming into the city. The legislation does nothing to
improve that situation because it is telling people
who come to the city to shop and to do business that
the City of Melbourne does not want them to be a
part of the process that decides the cultural life of
the city, even though it may want them to shop there.
It is likely that the new administration will want to
open streets to clear the traffic out of the city. The
City of Melbourne will have a different focus if it no
longer has the cultural mix for which it is famous
throughout the world. The legislation is unlikely to
bring any economic benefits to the City of
Melbourne. The city will get no cultural benefits
from the proposal and will finish up insular and
inward looking rather than being outward looking,
which is the way of the great cities of the world.

For those reasons and the reasons stated by my
colleagues, the opposition believes this proposal has
been badly thought out, that inadequate
consultation has taken place and that it will not lead
to a better Melbourne.
Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash) - I have not been
one of the prime movers in achieving this legisla tion,
but as one of the members representing a number of
affected areas, including parts of the City of
Melbourne, it might be thought strange if I did not
voice some views on the Bill. I represent not only the
part of the City of Melbourne that is south of the
Yarra but also the cities of Port Melbourne, South
Melbourne and St Kilda - they have been much
concerned over the past year or so about the possible
consequences of decisions to improve the City of
Melbourne - as well as Prahran, Caulfield and
Malvern, which also are likely to be affected by these
decisions.
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I have approached the matter from a number of
perspectives. Given that I will not decide the matter,
despite the fact that I represent affected areas, and
given that I represent actual or potentially
conflicting interests in the area, involving residents,
constituents and municipalities, I have tried to adopt
the detachment of a judge who proceeds with a jury.
He does not have to decide the matter himself, but
must ensure that the issues are dealt with properly
and with propriety.
I have liked, therefore, to tell it strictly like it is to
those concerned, whether they be municipalities that
are concerned abo6t their constituents or the
Minister or my colleagues in this place. I have had to
consider quite a number of different points of view. I
have listened to and given advice to several of the
municipalities involved. I have tried to give them an
idea of the best cases they could make to this
government, if they wanted to put cases, and the
issues that might be reviewed, as well as the matters
they should take into account. I have urged them not
to make cases from some selfish pOint of view but in
the interests of their ratepayers and of better local
government. That is what I have sought to have
them do. I have also sought to have them discuss it
with me, as I properly discussed it with them and
listened to them.
Looking at the matter from an objective point of
view it seems to me vital that the problems of central
Melbourne should be sorted out. That is the first
consideration, whether one is considering the matter
as a local government issue, a planning issue or as
an issue of the economy of the State or the
metropolis.
The reasons for sorting out the problems in
Melbourne and getting it right - as I believe the
Minister and the government have substantially
done - have been adequately given, but I can add a
little perspective of my own, as one who pays rates
to the City of Melbourne and who has done so over
the past 30 years, first as a barrister and then, for
many years, as a resident. I have been conscious,
partly from personal experience, partly from hearsay
and partly from talking to councillors and others, of
the deep and fundamental inadequacies of the City
of Melbourne as a local government unit, except
perhaps for that brief period when the previous
Liberal government turned out the Melbourne City
Council and appOinted an efficient administration.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - You are good on
democracy. That's great!
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Hon. J. V. C. GUEST - I would think the people
of Keilor and Richmond and Sunshine may have
appreciated their short rests from full democracy for
a while - members of the opposition would know
all about that. But we do not propose that
democracy be given up or even partly held in
abeyance for very long.
Before I emphasise the inadequacies of the
Melbourne City Council to which I have referred, I
should say that I believe Elizabeth Proust, the Chief
Executive Officer of the City of Melbourne, and
others I have come across, like John Hickman, are
able people who, so far as I know, are doing a good
job. Many things have improved in the City of
Melbourne, which gives one hope for rapid
improvement in the affairs of the city in the near
future. But there has been a problem which I do not
think can be handled any way other than through
strong measures such as this Bill proposes - that is,
the inability of a council of 21, or even 10 or 12
members, to represent such diverse areas of interest
as the present boundaries of the City of Melbourne
include and to actually focus on the task,
particularly when those councillors are part-time
volunteers. There is simply a lack of focus in the
work of the people governing the city, which is
hopeless for a major capital city with all the needs
and interests that a capital city should represent and
promote.
Mr Theophanous has spoken of culture - and it is
quite right that members of the opposition should
laugh at the mention of Mr Theophanous, said to be
their next Leader - more uncontrollable laughter I
see! I do understand that Mr Theophanous's culture
may be a particular source of merriment, but I shall
refrain from naming names!
If one wants to make sure that the City of Melbourne

deals adequately with its cultural responsibilities, it
is right to recognise that that is a major feature of a
major capital city, and it should not be the province
of people who above all are interested only in
appeasing their local residential ratepayers over
potholes or the amount of chlorine in the city
swimming pool or whatever the parochial issue
might be.
It is vital that there be a proper focus on the key

issues, and I now think there will be because of the
refocussing of the City of Melbourne. Not only will
there be a refocussing because of the way in which
the council will be elected and the limitation of its
boundaries, but also the city will include the major
areas it should focus on. The inclusions and
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exclusions are approximately right. None of that is
to ignore the fact that other municipalities and,
therefore, other residents and ratepayers are
affected, but it necessarily starts with getting
Melbourne right. That is important and the right
way to go.
What are the consequences for others? What I ask
ratepayers of the various municipalities I represent
who write to me, usually because they are
complaining that they may have to pay more rates
and possibly may lose some sense of identity, to
consider is whether it is right, particularly in the
case of ratepayers of South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne, that they should continue to enjoy huge
cross-subsidies from industry and commerce that
people throughout the rest of Melbourne and the
rest of Victoria do not enjoy in the same proportion.
More particularly, is it right that they should enjoy
those cross-subsidies when their mUnicipalities are,
by all the best measures well under the size for
maximum efficiency and, in particular, well under
maximum cost efficiency. It is true that those
municipalities are now making tremendous efforts
and are sharing resources and using better
management to contain their costs. But to the extent
that ratepayers ask to continue to be
cross-subsidised they should be asked whether it is
fair that their work force is subsidised and that they
continue to live in municipalities that are nice and
small and community minded but are too small for
maximum efficiency.
The employees of the much criticised City of St
Kilda - and I certainly have many constituents who
criticise it - have a 38-hour week. My latest
information is that the cities of South Melbourne and
Port Melbourne have 35-hour weeks. It is a little
difficult to be accurate here, but those benefits are
made possible only because of substantial rate
cross-subsidies.
Therefore, when ratepayers write to me on this issue
and ask whether it is fair I ask them to consider
whether it is appropriate that all citizens of the
greater Melbourne area share equally in those sorts
of benefits. I ask, too, whether it is unreasonable that
local government be forced to consider a major
restructure at least every hundred years or so, a
restructure of the kind businesses undergo every 5
or 10 years, and sometimes every 2 or 3 years. To
some a restructure is dislocating but it has an impact
on achieving economies, meets new needs and
provides many net benefits.
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There can be no conclusive answers to these
questions at this stage - not everybody will agree
with the answers, anyway. Of course uncertainty
worries people, but uncertainty will continue until
the municipalities let the many capable people
involved work out the amalgamations or other
solutions to the problems that now confront them.
Until the Local Government Board has given its
advice and the Minister has made a decision, there
will be uncertainty.
However, I should add that if it worries people, that
is not entirely a bad thing. I have noticed that if
people have 10 consecutive days without worry,
there is a serious danger that they may be dead - in
fact, even if they have only two consecutive days
without worrying, the same danger probably exists.
For my part I have enough confidence in local
government, in the individuals involved in it at all
levels, in those who keep them honest by
campaigning for and against councillors at local
elections and in the Local Government Board to
believe that there will be solutions to the problems
they now face. The Bill will lead to a much better
system than the councils now have and will perhaps
give them a taste for further change and a more
dynamic approach to local government. For those
reasons I support the Bill.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) The Bill will do little to assist in the processes
government members have spoken about. It is
further evidence that the government holds local
government in contempt and reveals how the
government is looking after its business mates.
Mr Guest said he does not support cross-subsidies,
yet the government is proposing cross-subsidisation
through the inclusion of certain land and major
businesses in the City of Melbourne. The
government cannot claim that commercial
enterprises provide cross-subsidies, so advantages
have to be ripped off the residents of Port
Melbourne and South Melbourne, when it is moving
those commercial enterprises into the central
business district to cross-subsidise its business mates.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - We'll try and take them
out of there as well, for the record.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Will you?
Hon. R. M. Hallam - Absolutely!
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Hon. D. A. NARDELLA -So they will set up
their own municipalities?

Hon. R. M. Hallam - How many votes do you
get in respect of your home property?

Hon. R. M. Hallam - What? Are you arguing for
cross-subsidies? Is that the basis of your argument?

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I get one vote and the
other occupants of the property also get a vote.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I am arguing that
there should be a consultative process and that the
government's claim that there should not be
cross-subsidies should be examined to discover the
government's real position.

Hon. R. M. Hallam - If you were a corporation,
how many votes would you get, Mr Nardella?

The Bill is further evidence that the government
does not have the capacity to consult with the
relevant community groups or organisations
affected by the Bill. It has been made clear time and
again that no consultation has taken place with the
municipalities involved. There has been none with
the City of Essendon, none with the City of
Melbourne and none with the cities of Port
Melbourne and South Melbourne. These changes
will be imposed on the ratepayers through
legislation, not through consultation. There has been
no open public process. It is clear that the
government holds any consultative process in
contempt.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson - There was, we just didn't
tell you about it!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - You didn't tell
anybody apart from your business mates! No
consultation took place and the decision was made
long before the announcement, which was made one
day before the Bill was presented to the House.
Within the space of a day a printed Bill was
presented, so I am inclined to think the decision was
made long beforehand.
There could have been a fair dinkum consultative
approach, the matter could have been discussed
with communities and municipalities, but the Bill
does not provide for that. The government will
achieve worse outcomes from the process because it
does not involve the community, and that is a
tragedy.
The major point I shall deal with is the fact that the
government pines for the days when voting was the
right of the landed gentry. The Bill takes us back
many years to when the equity of voting rights was
skewed. I am addreSSing the corporations franchise.
Over many generations there has been a struggle for
suffrage, for women, for one vote, one value, and for
the removal of the gerrymander. Democracy rests on
those issues.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I will deal with that
in my address.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - You get only one vote. Do
you think that is fair? You have talked about
suffrage.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I will talk about
suffrage and I will talk about that clause of the Bill.
The right to vote and one vote, one value are
important concepts that are fundamental to social
stability. In the early 1980s it was necessary to own a
property to have a vote at the council elections. That
legislation was amended and we now have
universal suffrage, but the owners of property also
have the right to vote in council elections.
Under the current legislation the owner of a
property in a particular ward has the right to a vote
in that ward, even if he or she does not live in that
ward or even in that municipality. If that property
owner has a number of other properties in other
wards he or she will have a number of votes. I do
not agree with that. I do not believe owning a block
of land entitles one to another vote in council
elections.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - You would disenfranchise
the property owner?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I would. That is my
position. A property owner should not be
enfranchised just because of that ownership.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson - Do you have a view
about taxation without representation?
Hon. R. M. Hallam - Are you going to ask
property owners to pay rates?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Of course. Companies
pay taxes and rates. Companies such as BHP do not
get a vote at Federal or State elections, and nor
should they. The government says that local
government should be different and because
property owners pay rates they should get
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additional votes. So far as I am concerned that is not
acceptable.
Clause 15 takes the matter even further. Proposed
section 13A(2) states, in part:
If on the entitlement date -

(a) a corporation is the owner or occupier of any
rateable land in a ward; or
(b) the joint owners or joint occupiers of any rateable
land--

Hon. R. M. Hallam - You get two votes as an
owner-occupier? You and your wife get two votes?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I get one vote and my
wife gets one vote and there is a third person who
has a vote, my stepson Craig. It is not a matter of the
property having a vote but of three people with
votes. Under the proposed legislation corporations
will get two votes, and that is unacceptable. It is
inequitable. People should have a vote, but not
someone authorised by a corporation to get a vote.
That will skew the votes, which is what the
government is trying to do. It wants to skew ~e
votes towards the business sector - towards Its
mates -so that they will have a greater influence
on the outcome of elections, which no honourable
member on this side of the Chamber would want
and certainly no ordinary person would want.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - Are you saying that there
is no-one on your side of the Chamber who would
want to have two votes in an election?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I am saying that so far
as a number of honourable members on this side of
the Chamber and I are concerned, that is our
position. Clause 15 will buy more votes. That is not
good for the State and it is certainly not good for the
City of Melbourne. I shall oppose the legislation.
I shall also discuss the situation of the municipalities
of Port Melbourne and South Melbourne. I shall
expand on the issue of consultation and the
discussions I have had with residents of those
municipalities. I appreciated Mr Guest's entering the
debate. As a member of Parliament it was correct for
him to put his point of view, and he did so quite
well. I did not agree with it, but I respect him for
putting it.
However, I have not heard of any other government
member - I may stand corrected on this - who has
gone to a rally or an information night in those
municipalities so that he or she could put the
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government's case. The government has not gone
out into the community to defend its position. It has
not come in contact with the people the legislation
affects. It is easier to speak on the radio or to put a
press release in the newspaper than to go out and
discuss this matter at public meetings. The
government is not prepared to do it. Government
members should face the music and listen to what
the local people are saying.
I commend my colleague in another place, the
honourable member for Albert Park, Mr Thwaites,
and members of his staff who have gone to those
meetings to put the true position to the local
constituents. On that basis, and for other reasons
debated tonight, I will oppose the Bill. We should
not become the new Russia by following the decree
of Boris Yeltsin to get rid of the majority of
municipalities. We should not go down to that level,
and I oppose the Bill for that reason.
Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham) - I make
my contribution as a former resident of the city,
having lived in Bourke Street for ~,,:e or six y~ars. I
make my contribution from a pOSition of havmg
been a ratepayer in the city from 1951 to 1980 and as
a representative on many ratepayer associations, as
well as from other experiences during the course of
those years.
I am surprised at Mr Nardella's lack of
understanding of the debate. My colleague
.
Mr Atkinson referred to voting values, and that IS
what Mr Nardella is saying is taxation without
representation. I thought the American war of
independence was waged over similar issues and
Mr Nardella's argument was-Hon. D. A. Nardella - It was over slavery!
Hon. B. N. Atkinson - That was not the war of
independence; that was the civil war. Read your
history books!
Hon. G. P. CONNARD - Quite right.
Mr Nardella's fundamental weakness was in not
addressing the issue. The principle of the Bill applies
not only to the City of Melbourne but also to all
municipalities because the ratepayers - th~ people
who pay the bills - should have some say In what
their local governments do. The Bill provides for
nothing more than that. I suggest that Mr Nardella
do what I have done in the past fortnight and speak
to the local ratepayers and residents. The
shopkeepers who are the ratepayers enthusiastically
support the Bill.

CITY OF MELBOURNE BILL
Tuesday. 19 October 1993

COUNCIL

Over the years that I was associated with the City of
Melbourne in ratepayers associations and as part of
the civic team working with the council to establish
the splendid Bourke Street Mall, I was always an
enthusiast for a CBD council. That was probably
based upon my selfish belief as a ratepayer paying
large sums of money in rates that the money
collected by the council was being wasted, and there
was no doubt about that.
The supposed reconstruction of the council by the
Labor government in the early 1980s consisted of
artificially creating boundaries, and that had an
overwhelming influence on the city because of the
issues about which the residents were concerned.
Because of the pressure exerted by the residents and
ratepayers living on the fringes of the city, the
Melbourne council could never address the
associated planning issues. For the first time there is
a vision for the City of Melbourne, and that is
encapsulated in the Minister's second-reading
speech. I believe in that vision and I know the
government will achieve it. Administration and
development of the city's major assets in conjunction
with the State government and the private sector
will greatly enhance the State.
The Bill incorporates the Southbank commercial
development and encompasses the art gallery, the
museums, the gardens, the parks and the sporting
institutions, which will be knitted together with one
council delivering to the State and to the country
positive leadership. That is what Melbourne City
Council should do. The City of Melbourne is a
special local government and it cannot be looked on
in the same way as other municipalities in the State.
It must work in harmony with the government on
matters of principle. I thoroughly endorse the
splendid vision put forward by the Minister for
Local Government. He has convinced me of the
necessity of not just looking at a CBD council simply
because of the enormous revenue it engenders.
I take up the issue of so-called disenfranchised
residents of Fitzroy and other residents who will
move into the City of Essendon. Given time, they
will be happier because of their association with
councils that are mainly residential instead of being
associated with the specialised Melbourne City
Council.
Mayoral elections have been an enormous problem
for the City of Melbourne. I have also been a
proponent for at least a three-year term for the
mayor, and the Bill achieves that aspiration. Because
of the prestige associated with being the Lord Mayor
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of Melbourne, the annual election causes arguments
among the councillors for at least three to four
months prior to the election.
A three-year term is almost essential for the City of
Melbourne, yet the Bill does not say that that must
be the case. However a three-year term will be
sought after by the better quality councillors that
will come into this special municipality.
During the 1950s and 196Os, a splendid array of
councillors represented this special area, and I refer
to A.}. Nilsen, Or Rolands and the many others who
were leaders of their communities and who made
positive contributions to the City of Melbourne. In
the past 15 years the quality of councillors has
declined and that has been of great concern to
anyone who loves the City of Melbourne as I do. It is
important to encourage people of quality to put
forward their names as councillors. I believe the
12-man council will engender a great deal of interest
among the citizens, ratepayers and residents of the
new City of Melbourne. I have every confidence that
the quality of councillors will be improved because
of the changes in boundaries. They will not
necessarily be business people because there will
still be an ample number of residents in the city.
The changes will cause difficulties for the
municipalities of South Melbourne and Port
Melbourne. I understand the Local Government
Board will address those issues - sooner rather
than later, I hope. I do not apologise for the
difficulties the Bill will cause, which will be able to
be resolved either by amalgamation or by other
means. The changes, which are not before time, will
necessitate the making of decisions because they will
affect municipalities adjoining the City of
Melbourne. The City of Port Melbourne was a small
municipality even before the changes; Port
Melbourne would have had to consider a change in
its relationship with the adjoining City of South
Melbourne in any case.
The government is not interested in doing what the
Labor government did, which was to achieve
amalgamations by force. We are interested only in
voluntary amalgamations and boundary changes. I
give the Minister a great deal of credit for the parts
he has played in the establishment of the City of
Greater Geelong and in addressing the important
issues facing two of our other provincial cities. All
that has been achieved not by force but with the
cooperation of councils and their ratepayers.
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The Bill is an enormous achievement. For the first
time in my adult life local government is being
reformed properly. The coalition government is not
the dictator that the Labor government was. I give
the Minister credit for the process he has overseen,
which has resulted in the introduction of a very
satisfactory Bill. The Minister will be aware of the
view I have held for many years that the council
should be based on the central business district. The
Bill has changed my view because it will help the
Melbourne business sector achieves its objectives.
Melbourne businesses generate substantial
employment opportunities, so it is important that
they are comfortable with the changes -and I am
talking about not only big business but small
business.
I was a small business ratepayer in the city for
almost 30 years. The majority of the ratepayers in the
city are small business people - shopkeepers,
people who rent small offices and so on. The
combined strength of those small businesses is such
that in certain forums they can roll Myer any day of
the week. Although each small shopkeeper has one
vote, Myer has only two; so it is nonsense for
Mr Nardella to talk about a lack of democracy. I well
remember the challenges we faced in local
government during the mid-1960s. But once we
established our progress and ratepayers associations
we could roll Myer and others if we had to because
we had the numbers. We won many battles in those
days, including some with the Bolte government,
because we had the backing of the ratepayers.
I look forward to the implementation of the Bill. I
am confident that the Minister will appoint superior
people as commissioners to work in conjunction
with the city manager in attaining the objectives of
the Bill prior to the election of 12 new councillors. I
hope progress is rapid, because I should not like to
see the commissioners stay too long - which was
the case with the administrator-commissioner
appointed in the 1980s.
I compliment the Minister on the decision-making
process he instituted, which led to the introduction
of the Bill. I hope the Bill is passed quickly; and I
wish the new City of Melbourne good fortune in
representing its ratepayers and residents and in
taking its rightful place not only in Victoria but on
the world stage.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) (By leave) - I propose to introduce an
amendment to clause 27 of the City of Melbourne
Bill. In view of the changes being proposed I wish to
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make a statement under section 85 of the
Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons for altering or
varying section 85.
The amended clause 27 will prevent proceedings
being brought in the Supreme Court against any
person in respect of, or calling into question any
action taken or purported to have been taken or
proposed to be taken pursuant to proposed sectons
7(1),7(2),7(3),7(4), 14(3) or 20(1) of the Act.
Each of these provisions allows Orders in Council to
be made to implement key aspects of the
restructuring of the Melbourne City Council and the
changes being made to the boundaries of the
neighbouring South Melbourne, Port Melbourne,
Fitzroy and Essendon City councils.
Subsections (1), (2), (3) and (4) of proposed section 7
allow Orders in Council to be made in relation to the
appointment of commissioners for the Melbourne
City Council. Proposed sections 14(3) and 20(1)
provide for Orders in Council to be made in relation
to the first election of councillors to the Melbourne
City Council and the first general election of
councillors to a neighbouring council. Orders will be
required, for example, to fix the internal ward
boundaries for an election.
The orders which can be made wlder each of the
provisions listed will deal with critical aspects of the
municipal restructuring being proposed in the Bill. It
is essential for the successful implementation of the
proposal that the matters addressed in such orders
be beyond challenge in the Supreme Court.
The appointment of commissioners to the
Melbourne City Council is clearly a critical element
of restructuring. The existing councillors will go out
of office upon the Bill receiving Royal assent and it is
imperative that there be a smooth changeover to the
commissioners. It would be most improper that
challenges could be brought in relation to the initial
or to any subsequent appointments as a means of
frustrating the changes being proposed.
Similarly, when the time comes to hold the first
election for the Melbourne City Council or a general
election for one of the affected neighbouring
councils, it is imperative that these also be able to
proceed smoothly without challenge. Further, the
courts are clearly not appropriate places for settling
differences in relation to such matters as new ward
boundaries.
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As I indicated in my second-reading speech,
councils have resorted to litigation in the past as a
means of frustrating proposals for boundary change.
The clause as amended will ensure that the courts
cannot be used to delay and frustrate the
implementation of the City of Melbourne
restructuring by the bringing of proceedings in
relation to the matters specified.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I am of the opinion
that the second reading of this Bill is required to be
passed by an absolute majority.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 27
Ashman,Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Best,Mr
Birrell, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson, Mr (Teller)
Connard,Mr
Cox,Mr
Craige, Mr
Oavis, Mr
de FegeJy, Mr
Evans,Mr

Forwood, Mr
Cuest, Mr (Teller)
Hall,Mr
Hallam,Mr
Hartigan, Mr
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs, Mr
Smith,Mr
Stoney, Mr
Storey, Mr
Strong, Mr
Varty, Mrs
Wilding, Mrs

Noes, 12
Davidson, Mr
Could, Miss
Henshaw,Mr
Hogg,Mrs
Kokocinski, Ms
McLean, Mrs (Teller)

Mier, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Power, Mr (Teller)
Theophanous, Mr
WaJpoJe,Mr
White,Mr

Pairs
Asher,Ms
Wells, Or

Pullen,Mr
Ives, Mr

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
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Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - This is a very important Bill and I
am delighted that so many members took the
opportunity to participate in the debate. I should
like to respond briefly to some of the issues raised
by individual members. At the outset Mr Power,
who led the debate for the oppOSition, announced
that the opposition would oppose the Bill, but he
was gracious enough to acknowledge that the
government had a right, even an obligation, to
address the issues affecting the City of Melbourne,
and I thank him for that. He went on to outline the
rationale underpinning the judgment the Australian
Labor Party had taken in respect of the legislation.
In a measured and thoughtful contribution
Mr Power mentioned, among other things, the
ramifications for the cities of South Melbourne and
Port Melbourne and what he claimed would be
service reductions for the communities of
KenSington and Flemington. I do not necessarily
accept the basis upon which those comments were
offered but I acknowledge that the concerns he
raised were genuine.
He talked about the prospects of an increase in rates
as a result of the changes of the boundaries and
claimed that in some cases the particular
communities had been disenfranchised by the Bill.
He said he thought tha t in some cases the process
had been unnecessarily arbitrary and that some
communities had not been given a fair shake. In
other words, he was claiming that the new City of
Melbourne would be dominated by industry, that
the soul of the city would be lost and that residential
communities included in the City of Melbourne
would be disadvantaged.
Against that he acknowledged that there was a need
for the Parliament to ensure that it did what it could
to retain a strength in the Melbourne City Council
and acknowledged that there was a need for a
proper balance between the interests of the
commercial sector and those living within the City
of Melbourne. I commend him for the way he
framed that comment. That is a strong point, and I
respond by making the point that in respect of that
balance of which Mr Power spoke - the need for a
balance between the commercial and residential
sectors - there is clearly a need for the City of
Melbourne to be restructured.

Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2

I do not think anyone would argue against the claim
that there is a clearly emerging requirement to
address that issue, given that about two-thirds of
rate revenue of the City of Melbourne is derived
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from the central ward when in fact the central ward
enjoys a representation of 3 out of 21 councils. That
is an appropriate, valid and cogent argument. On
that point I hope there is general agreement.
In addition, Mr Power complained that removing

the councillors was undemocratic. He thought that
the rationale I had advanced on behalf of
government for that decision was unacceptable. I
had in fact outlined the government's positionthat it was impractical, even unfair, to ask
councillors to undertake the drama tic reform agenda
that the government was setting for the City of
Melbourne. I thought Mr Power somewhat marred
his contribution by quoting second-hand from a
number of interested parties, but on the whole it was
clear that the alarms and concerns he was expressing
were genuine, and I accept the spirit as well as the
thrust of what he was bringing forward.
Mr Power referred to the Municipal Association of
Victoria and quoted its president on the changes. I
do not want to comment on that matter other than to
say that the MA V was made very much aware of the
government's intent for the City of Melbourne
leading up to the election. I went to great lengths to
explain to the MAV and to anyone who was
prepared to listen that the City of Melbourne was
our capital city. It was therefore different and the
outcome of the reform -and it was clear that there
was to be reform, even to the extent that it was
driven by the City of Melbourne itself - would be
determined not just by the Minister for Local
Government but by other Ministers and the Cabinet,
given the importance of the City of Melbourne and
that the decision had ramifications for every
Victorian. It was my view and the view of the
government that this issue should be determined by
Cabinet and Parliament.
Mr Power spoke of cross-subsidies. It is strange that
any member of this place or a resident directly
affected would advance cross-subsidies as some sort
of defence for a change in boundaries, because in my
view there should be at least some connection
between the services provided and the rates set.
Cr Zariropoulos of Fitzroy, suggested that there
would be a 30 to 40 per cent increase in rates
because of the transfer of North Carlton. I wonder
how anyone could justify a level of cross-subsidy of
that dimension. The House was also advised by
Mr Power that that sort of cross-subsidy should
somehow be seen as a defence. I certainly do not
accept that.
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Mr Power asked for some explanations on particular
clauses; he mentioned clauses 9, 10 and 12. I look
forward to the opportunity of responding to him in
detail a little later when those clauses are dealt with,
but I want to speak briefly about the challenge that
has been levelled from a number of quarters on the
decision to extend a second vote to corporations
represented in the City of Melbourne.
Firstly, I make the point that this is seen by the
government as unique to the City of Melbourne. I
reinforce the rationale for that decision and make the
point that we are talking about our capital city and
our most important commercial centre. I am proud
to say that Melbourne has the majority of
headquarters of major Australian corporations. I
take issue with several members of the opposition
who have criticised this aspect of the legislation.
I make the point that where a property is held in
private ownership by more than one person, each of
those persons is entitled to cast a vote at municipal
elections. It is quite common for husband and wife
to hold property in joint names, and no-one argues
that both husband and wife in that context should
not be entitled to a vote at municipal elections.
My point - and it is certainly a view taken by
government - is that in those circumstances it is
quite appropriate for a major corporation likely to be
represented in our pre-eminent commercial sector to
have two votes as well. I do not want to dwell on
this point other than to say that in many cases those
major corporations will be putting in substantial
payments by way of municipal rates, and in my
view it is totally impractical to suggest that they
should be restricted to one vote in that context.
Mr Power also asked about the election date. I do
not want to be drawn into debate on that matter, but
I will come back to it when the appropriate clause is
discussed. I certainly do not accept his view that
democracy is dead because of the thrust of the Bill
and that it is somehow a reward to big business. I
repeat what I said in the second-reading speech. In
my view and the view of the government, the
Victorian Parliament not only has the right to
establish the profile of local government across the
State but has the prerogative to do so. I see that
prerogative as being no more important than in the
context of the City of Melbourne, given that it is our
capital city.
Mr Power went on to criticise employment aspects
of the Bill, saying that it was having - I think this is
the term he used - a disastrous effect on the morale
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of staff of individual municipalities and that the Bill
did not provide a guarantee for continuity of careers
in each case. I was tempted to interject and ask what
he was seeking, because the Bill makes it clear that
any reconstituted City of Melbourne will be a
successor in law and employment will continue
uninterrupted. I cannot believe Mr Power was
arguing that just because there was to be this sort of
change staff members should be guaranteed
continuity of employment, because that would not
be the case in any other circumstance.
He asked about the conduct of a poll. In fact it was
my colleague Mr Atkinson who provided an
appropriate response in that context - that is, given
that this is our capital city, if a poll were to be
conducted there should be an entitlement for all
Victorians to be involved, and this is precisely what
took place in October last year. Given that there was
to be a change to the City of Melbourne, our view is
that that result entails a clear mandate for the
changes that are represented in the Bill. I do not
believe anything will be gained by conducting a poll.
Mr Power then condemned the Bill, which was not
absolutely consistent with his earlier comments. He
gave an outline of Australian Labor Party policy on
local government and suggested that the issue
would be reviewed on a change of government. For
all that, I repeat that Mr Power made a considered
and reasoned response to the Bill, and I thank him
for the work he obviously put into his contribution.
Mr Atkinson was the first speaker from the
government's side. He spoke about the effect of the
Bill in revitaliSing the capital city. That comment
captures the effect of the Bill and its fundamental
objective: to go back to first principles. The
underlying structure of the Bill is based upon the
primary question of what should be included in our
capital city and how best to do that. Mr Atkinson
gave a perceptive and concise summation of the Bill.
He also gave what I thought was a good summation
of the defence against the call for a poll.
Given the importance of the Bill Mr White gave a
short contribution, but it was succinct and, as
always, controlled and thought provoking. He
suggested we as a Parliament should learn the
lesson of 1981 when the City of Melbourne was last
dismissed and that we should revert to an elected
leadership at the earliest possible time, that any
appOintment of commissioners should be transitory
and treated as temporary by not only those who are
directly involved now but potential investors, and
that there was not a great deal of advantage to be
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achieved by the appointment of commissioners. He
argued cogently that any difficulties to be
encountered by retaining the existing council in
place would be worthwhile in the outcome. In other
words he argued that we should live with the
consequences of retaining the existing council.
I listened with great interest to the Leader of the
Opposition, as I always do, because of his
experience, but in this case I think he is wrong. I do
not accept the premise that we could expect an
elected council, especially one elected on a different
territorial constituency, to take up the enormous
cudgel that we are asking of those responSible for
the reform agenda. It is appropriate to appoint
commissioners. In fact that is the only way we could
expect the outcome we all hope for, but I say to the
Commi ttee and to Mr White that I respect his view
and the way he put it.
On the one hand, Mr Strong gave a practical outline
of the Bill. He was obviously familiar with it and I
thank him for his thoughtful contribution. On the
other hand, Mr Henshaw argued that the
government was being arrogant and suggested that
we should have referred the entire process to the
Local Government Board. He was concerned that the
process was not open, that the term of the
commissioners had not been specified and that the
Minister had power to direct the commissioners in
respect of spending, and on that basis he argued that
the Bill was arrogant. Again his argument was that
there was no need for commissioners, but again I
think that is an argument that is better in theory
than it would be in practice, and I suggest it would
be impractical to ask the existing elected council to
supervise the reform agenda. Again I acknowledge
that Mr Henshaw argued about the process rather
than the outcome, and I thank him for that.
Mr Cox gave us an interesting contribution because
he was able to go back to 1981 and regurgitate the
address he gave to the Legislative Assembly on that
occasion, which was the last occasion when the City
of Melbourne was dismissed. It was an entertaining
contribution and I thank him for it.
Mr Theophanous gave us a different contribution.
He suggested we had much to learn about
consultation and that the Bill failed almost every
test. He suggested that because of the changes
envisaged in the Bill we would be confronted with
all sorts of terrible outcomes: that Sunday trading
would fail and there would be no cultural or
economic benefit flowing from the Bill. Frankly I
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think he is reading much more into the Bill than he
is entitled to.
From Mr Guest we heard the same honest and
refreshingly detached approach that we have come
to expect from him, and I thought he gave us a fair
outline of the way in which the Bill had been
devised to sort out the problems of the Melbourne
city.
Mr Nardella gave us what I would describe as a
quaint expose on the terrors of cross-subsidy. He
went to great lengths to explain his view that only
people should vote and that property owners were
not entitled to have their views heard. It is an
interesting view, but it runs contrary to almost every
standard in local government. I suspect it might be
inconsistent with Labor Party policy, but I thank
him for his considered view.
As is his wont, Mr Connard - the visionary of the
House - talked about the advantages of the Bill and
what it would do for a capital city which he
obviously loves and travels through almost every
time he gets to his feet. He said it was a terrific Bill,
and he said it more than once, and I thank him for
that.
Mr Chairman, it is an important Bill. We are talking
about a structure of our capital city that will take us
into the next century.
Hon. Jean McLean - I hope so!
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - It not only affects those
of us who have the good fortune to have a business
in the City of Melbourne or to live here, but also has
ramifications for every Victorian, whether living at
the far reaches of the south-west or along the River
Murray. It is on that basis that the government has
every justification for taking leadership in respect of
our capital city. On that basis it is a supportable Bill.
I genuinely thank all those who have contributed to
the debate.
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I wonder whether the Minister could explain why
that reservation was made: that is, that the first
meeting of the commissioners may be made without
any prior public notice? People have expressed to
the opposition their concern that that could be seen
to be a secret meeting.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I am happy to respond and make
the point that clause 9(3) does not establish that the
first meeting may be held in secret; rather, it is a
practical precaution and is based in part on the
experience of the City of Greater Geelong and the
likelihood that the first meeting will be required to
be held at short notice. I ask the Committee to bear
in mind that when the Bill actually takes effect the
City of Melbourne council will go out of existence
and until such time as the commissioners take
control there will be an absence, if that is the right
word, and it is our view based on the experience of
the City of Greater Geelong that the first meeting
may need to be called at short notice. It is a practical
precaution rather than establishing a secret meeting.
Clause agreed to; clause 10 agreed to.
Clause 11
Hon. PAT POWER aika Jika) - I again wish to
touch on the issue of job security for the current
employees of the City of Melbourne or the adjacent
affected councils. I do not seek to imply that the
belief of the opposition is that the government is in
some secret agreement with those municipalities
that this could be used as an opportunity for
downsizing. In the past few years there has been
substantial downsizing of the work force at the local
government level and it is a matter of record that the
Melbourne City Council told the two industry
unions that the former agreement that there would
be no further downsizing had been withdrawn. The
Minister may not be able to give further assurances
on this matter, but it is reasonable to express concern
about the job security of people currently employed
by the councils to be affected.

Clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 8 agreed to.
Clause 9
Hon. PAT POWER aika Jika) - I wish to again
address the issue of clause 9(3), which states:
The call of the first meeting may be made without the
giving of any prior public notice.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I understand what Mr Power is
saying, but I can only remind him of the clear and
deliberate effect of subclause (I), which makes it
abundantly clear that all members of the staff of the
former council of the City of Melbourne will become
members of the staff of the new Melbourne City
Council with the same terms and conditions as those
enjoyed under the previous circumstances. I am sure
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Mr Power understands that it is not possible for me
to go beyond that.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 12
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
1.

Clause 12, page 10, line 3, omit "sub-section (2)"
and insert "sub-section (3)".

The amendment simply corrects a cross-reference in
clause 12(4).
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 13 to 20 agreed to.
Clause 21
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
2.

Clause 21, page 19, lines 7 and 8, omit "or an
agreement under section 25".

Because the amendment is consequential to an
amendment I will propose to clause 25 at the
appropriate time, I seek your guidance,
Mr Chairman, on how to proceed.
The CHAIRMAN (Hon. D. M. Evans) - Order! I
suggest that the Minister canvass the reasons for
omitting clause 25 from the Bill and replacing it with
proposed new clause AA.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM - The government seeks
to omit clause 25 and replace it with proposed new
clause AA, which relates to the provision of services
and functions. The new clause provides for the
following in relation to the provision of services in
an annexation: an obligation applies on councils
from which areas have been severed to continue to
provide the services and perform the functions
specified in orders made by me as Minister in
relation to each area. The order will be made so that
they come into operation at the time the Bill receives
Royal assent. The obligation arises from the
appointed day and continues throughout the
1993-94 financial year. The services and functions
are to be provided in the same way as the council
would have provided them if that area had not been
severed.
Provision is made for services or functions spelt out
in the order to be transferred to the council to which
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the land has been annexed if it gives notice to the
other council before 31 December 1993 that it wishes
to provide or perform any particular service or
function. If notice is given, an agreement on the
services to be provided and the amount and manner
of any payments for the cost of providing the
services must be entered into within 14 days of the
notice.
Provision is also made for the council from which
the land has been annexed to give notice to the other
council before 31 December 1993 of payments to be
made for any services or functions currently being
carried out by that council. Again an agreement
must be entered into within 14 days, and the
Minister can extend the 31 December deadline under
the new provisions. If the parties have not entered
into an agreement within 14 days, I as Minister may
intervene and specify in an order the services to be
provided and any terms under which they will be
proVided.
The proposed new clause also provides that the
Minister has the ability to obtain information from
the council to determine whether the council has
complied with an order. If the council does not
comply with an order, it is guilty of an offence and is
liable to a penalty of up to $10 000. The council to
which the land has been annexed is able to delegate
any power, duty or function allowed to be dedicated
under section 98 of the Local Government Act to a
member of staff of the council from which the land
has been severed.
The new clause is a result of discussions between the
senior officers in each of the municipalities directly
affected and the Director of the Office of Local
Government. It is designed to make it abundantly
clear in all cases that the existing budget provisions
shall continue as if there had been no change of
boundaries and that, in fact, the proviSion of services
shall apply in exactly the same way as before under
the original structure.
The government went to great lengths to make that
clear, but on advice from the officers directly
affected it is seeking to change the format to make it
even clearer that the budgets shall remain intact and
that the services shall also remain as if the changes
in boundaries had not occurred.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 22 and 23 agreed to.
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Clause 24
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
3.

Clause 24, line 21, omit "to" and insert "from

4.

Clause 24, line 23, after "municipal charge" insert
"and the state deficit levy".

It.

The amendments are self-explanatory and minor.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 25
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
5.

Clause 25, omit this clause.

Clause negatived.
Clause 26 agreed to.
Clause 27
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
6.

Clause 27, lines 32 to 34, omit "the operation of this
Act or any act, matter or thing required or
permitted by this Act" and insert ", or calling into question, any action taken or
purported to have been taken or proposed to be
taken pursuant to section 7 (1), (2), (3) or (4), 14 (3)
or 20 (1) of this Act.".

The purpose of the amendment is to amend the
effect of clause 27 and confine the restriction on the
Supreme Court's jurisdiction to matters relating to
specific provisions of the Bill. The current exclusion
is more generally expressed and its effect is wider
than originally intended. The proposed change will
exclude the court's jurisdiction in any action taken,
purported to have been taken or proposed to have
been taken pursuant to section 7 subsections (1), (2),
(3) or (4), section 14(3) or section 20(1) of the Act.
Because of the changes to the clause it will be
necessary to make a statement under section 85 of
the Constitution Act 1985 outlining the reasons for
altering the Supreme Court's jurisdiction in the way
proposed. Accordingly, amended clause 27 will
prevent proceedings being brought in the Supreme
Court against any person in respect of or calling into
question any action taken or purported to have been
taken or proposed to have been taken pursuant to
section 7 subsections (1), (2), (3) or (4), section 14(3)
or section 20(1).
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As I explained earlier to the House, each of these
provisions allows Orders in Council to be made to
implement key aspects of restructuring of the
Melbourne City Council and the changes being
made to the boundaries of the neighbouring South
Melbourne, Port Melbourne, Fitzroy and Essendon
ci ty councils.
Proposed subsections 7(1), (2), (3) and (4) allow
Orders in Council to be made in relation to the
appointment of commissioners of the Melbourne
City Council. Proposed sections 14(3) and 20(1)
provide for Orders in Council to be made in relation
to the first election of councillors to the Melbourne
City Council and the first election of councillors to a
neighbouring council. Orders will be required, for
example, to fix the internal ward boundaries for an
election.
The orders that can be made under each of the
provisions listed will deal with critical aspects of the
municipal restructuring being proposed in the Bill. It
is essential for the successful implementation of the
proposal that the matters addressed in such orders
be beyond challenge in the Supreme Court.
The appointment of commissioners to the
Melbourne City Council is clearly a critical element
of restructuring. The existing councillors will go out
of office on the Bill receiving Royal assent, and it is
imperative that there be a smooth changeover to the
commissioners. It would be most improper if
challenges could be brought in relation to the initial
or any subsequent appointments as a means of
frustrating the changes being proposed.
Similarly, when the time comes to hold the first
election for the Melbourne City Council, or a general
election for one of the affected neighbouring
councils, it is imperative that these also be able to
proceed smoothly without challenge. Further, the
courts are clearly not an appropriate place for
settling differences in relation to matters such as
new ward boundaries.
As I indicated in my second-reading speech, in the
past councils have resorted to litigation as a means
of frustrating proposals for boundary changes. The
clause as amended will ensure that the courts cannot
be used to delay and frustrate the implementation of
the restructuring of the City of Melbourne by the
bringing of proceedings in relation to the matters
specified.
Amendment agreed to.
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Hon. PAT POWER Oika Jika) - I wish to place
on record some comments on clause 27 as amended.
I acknowledge it is a difficult issue. I am sure there
are people on this side of the House who have
substantial sympathy with the Minister's intent in
respect of the now amended clause 27. However, the
opposition considers the exclusion of legal
proceedings to be an interference with due process
under law and in that sense would have preferred
for that facility to have remained available,
notwithstanding that there have been occasions on
which that due process has caused delay.

On behalf of the opposition and the honourable
member for Dandenong in another place, I thank the
Minister and his staff for their assistance and
cooperation on the Bill, especially in respect of
matters of clarification.

Committee divided on amended clause:

Ayes, 26
Ashman, Mr (Ttller)
Atkinson, Mr (Ttlltr)
Baxter,Mr
Best,Mr
Birrell,Mr
Bishop,Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson, Mr
Connard,Mr
Cox,Mr
Craige,Mr
Davis,Mr
de Fegely, Mr

Forwood,Mr
Guest,Mr
Hall,Mr
Hallam,Mr
Hartigan, Mr
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs, Mr
Smith,Mr
Stoney, Mr
Storey, Mr
Strong,Mr
Varty, Mrs
Wilding, Mrs

U
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AA. Provision of services and functions
(1) This section applies for the period commencing

on the appointed day and ending on the last
day of the 1993-1994 financial year.
(2) Subject to this section, the Council of the
municipal district from which an annexed
area is severed must continue to provide such
services to, and perform such functions in, the
annexed area as are specified by the Minister
by Order published in the Government
Gazette in the same manner as if the annexed
area had not been severed.
(3) The Council of the municipal district to which
the annexed area is annexed may, not later
than 31 December 1993 or such later date as
the Minister allows, give notice to the Council
of the municipal district from which the
annexed area is severed (a) that it proposes that it should provide or
perform some or all of the services and
functions specified in the Order under
sub-section (2); and
(b) of the proposed amount and manner of any

payments for the cost of any services
provided or functions performed by it in
the annexed area.
(4) Within 14 days of the giving of a notice under

sub-section (3), the Councils must enter into
an agreement specifying (a) the services to be provided and the
functions to be performed; and
(b) the amount and manner of any payments

Noes, 12
Davidson, Mr (Ttller)
Could, Miss (Ttller)
Henshaw,Mr
Hogg, Mrs
Kokocinski, Ms
McLean,Mrs

Mier,Mr
Nardella,Mr
Power,Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Walpole,Mr
White,Mr

for the cost of any services provided or to
be provided and any functions performed
or to be performed.
(5) A copy of an agreement under sub-section (4)
must be given to the Minister.
(6) U agreement cannot be reached, the Councils

must advise the Minister accordingly.

Pairs
Asher, Ms
Wells,Mr

Pullen,Mr
Ives, Mr

Amended clause agreed to.
Clause 28 agreed to.
New clause AA
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:

(7) The Minister, may by Order published in the

Government Gazette, amend an order under
sub-section (2) (a) to give effect to an agreement under
sub-section (4); or
(b) if agreement cannot be reached, to specify

the matters referred to in sub-sections
(4)(a) and (4)(b).
(8) A Council may, with the agreement of the other
Council, delegate under section 98 of the Local
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Government Act 1989 a power, duty or
function to a member of staff of the other
Council.

(9) A Council to which this section applies must
provide to the Minister any information which
the Minister requires for the purposes of this
section.
(IO) If a Council fails to comply with an order, the
Council is guilty of an offence.
Penalty:IOO penalty units and 50 penalty units
for each day after the service of a notice on the
Council by the Minister that the failure to
comply continues.".

I do not intend to canvass the effects of new clause
AA because I did that with an earlier consequential
amendment. I commend it to the Committee.
New clause agreed to.
Schedules 1 to 5 agreed to.
Reported to House with amendments.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

I thank honourable members for their contributions
to this important debate.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I am of the opinion
that the third reading of this Bill is required to be
passed by an absolute majority. So that I may be
satisfied that an absolute majority exists, I ask
honourable members to rise in their places.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) - I
move:
That the House do now adjourn.
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Older Persons Consultative Council
Hon. C. J. HOGG (Melbourne North) - I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Aged
Care. A number of people I met by chance last week
asked me about an organisation formerly known as
the Older Persons Consultative Council, but which
could be known by another name. It represented
older people and provided advice to the Minister. In
the past that organisation carried out considerable
research on a number of projects and provided
sound advice on aged care. I am aware that the
Minister has a good source of advice in his
department, but, because people are seeking the
establishment of such an organisation, will he take
steps in that direction?

Victoria University of Technology
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) - I
direct the attention of the Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training to a whirlwind tour the
Minister for Planning made to the Shire of Bulla. I
heard him say - he has been quoted in the local
press - that a decision will be made within two
weeks about the Victoria University of Technology
being located at the Caloola site. I have raised the
matter a number of times with the Minister. It is 12
months since the government's election to office on
the promise that the VUT would be located at
Caloola.
Security at the site costs $10 000 a week and,
according to the local newspapers, $500 000 has been
spent on security at Caloola. Will the VUT be
relocated to the Caloola site? If so, when will the
announcement be made?

Medical panels
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS Uika Jika) - I
direct the attention of the Minister for Local
Government to his response to a question asked
earlier today in which he said for the record that
many WorkCover cases will be referred to medical
panels by the courts.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - I didn't say "many cases".
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS - Cases will be
referred by the courts. I refer the Minister to the
series of Age Insight articles on WorkCover by David
Elias. In an article on 18 October 1993 under the
heading "Courts in stand-off over medical panels"
David Elias outlines the stand-off between the
courts, WorkCover and the medical panel doctors.
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He includes an interview with Dr William
McCubbery, convener of the medical panels, and
reports:
the County Court has yet to refer a single case to the
medical panels '"

The article suggests that the Magistrates Court has
also followed suit. It then refers to a benchmark case
involving a Jacqueline Mihalec:
The WorkCover authority asked Judge Gordon Just to
refer an injured worker, Mrs Jacqueline Mihalec, to the
medical panels but he produced a judgment that has
been interpreted by legal experts as a clear defence of
the court's position in the face of legislation that seeks
to erode that position.

The courts appear to be resisting sending cases to
the medical panels because the Act states that they
must accept their findings and cannot even
cross-examine medical panel doctors. The article sets
out in some detail other judgments that have been
made and refers to the original judgment by Judge
Just which has been upheld. It suggests that not a
single case has been referred by the courts to the
medical panel doctors.
I ask the Minister, firstly, whether he is considering
changing the law to end the stand-off which is
holding up the referral of cases and, secondly,
whether he will stand by his statement to the House
that cases had been referred by the courts to medical
panels?
The PRESIDENT - Order! The first part of the
question has already been asked today in exactly the
same form, as I recall it. The Minister can answer the
second part of the question.

Local government industry training boards
Hon. PAT POWER Gika Jika) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Local Government an
issue directed to my attention by the City of Preston.
The Minister has kindly advised me that he will
discuss the matter with his colleague the Minister
for Tertiary Education and Training.
The City of Preston contacted me and expressed its
concern at the State government's proposal to split
local government training advice across six boards.
The council believes such a split will make it
impoSSible for the industry to have an effective
strategic approach to industry training. The council
believes it is vital that employees and unions

continue to work together to ensure that the training
needs of elected members, employees and
volunteers are researched, articulated and prOVided
for in the context of ongOing reform.
I will provide the Minister with a copy of the
correspondence from the City of Preston and ask
him to make an appropriate response.

WorkCover
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE (Melbourne) - I raise
with the Minister responsible for WorkCover the
case of a Peter Walravens, who resides at 34 Parson
Street, Blairgowrie.
Mr Walravens worked as a radiographer with
Southern Peninsula Hospital for 10 years before he
became incapacitated as a result of contracting
darkroom sickness, which is an adverse reaction to
processing chemical fumes in the radiography
process.
Prior to ceasing work in October 1989 Mr Walravens
was earning more than $50 000 a year and was in
charge of the department at the hospital. Both his
treating doctors and the Victorian WorkCover
Authority's doctors have concluded that
Mr Walravens will never be able to return to his job
as a radiographer and can work only in occupations
that do not expose him to dust and fumes. His
weekly WorkCover payments have been terminated
on the basis that his notional earnings exceed his
maximum entitlement under WorkCover, which is
60 per cent of his pre-injury average weekly
earnings as he is partially incapacitated.
Unfortunately, even though Mr Walravens will not
be able to return to his previous employment he
would be able to undertake other forms of
employment provided that there was no exposure to
dust and fumes. Accordingly, any appeal against the
termination of his weekly payments would probably
be unsuccessful as it would be difficult to establish
that Mr Walravens is totally incapacitated for
employment or has a level of impairment greater
than 30 per cent.
Mr Walravens, through his entire period of
incapacity, has made it well known to his employer
that he would be prepared to return to work in any
capacity other than as a radiographer. To date his
employer has not offered him alternative duties
even though there would be many jobs that he could
do at the hospital, such as security work, orderly
work or even administative work.
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Mr Walravens has two children under the age of
four years and a third child on the way. His earning
capacity has been severely reduced as a result of his
condition and he, understandably, is concerned
about the financial future of his family and himself.
I ask the Minister to examine Mr Walravens's case to
ascertain whether something can be done to assist
him in this matter.

Safety of bus passengers
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON (Chelsea) - I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports a
letter sent to him by the Honourable Clyde Holding,
the Federal member for Melbourne Ports, about a
bus trip that Ms Joyce Baade of Docker Street,
Elwood, made from Brisbane to Melbourne. Her
letter to Mr Holding states:
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Although it may sound comical I can assure
honourable members that Ms Baade obviously
thought it was a bus ride from hell. I ask the
Minister whether he has replied to Mr Holding and
what assurances he can provide the House that
Victorians will have better bus drivers.
The PRESIDENT -Order! I have some
difficulty relating the matter to the guideline which
says that the matter must be within the
administrative competence of the Victorian
government. I will provide Mr Davidson the
opportunity of relating it to the Victorian
government's administration.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - It seems to me that
Victoria has the competence and responsibility for
licensing bus drivers.
The PRESIDENT - Was he a Victorian driver?

Dear Sir,
I am writing to ask why bus lines put passengers' lives
at risk. I accompanied my sister (who is not allowed to
travel alone) to Brisbane. I have enclosed our tickets
showing that we travelled there. McCafferty's bus line
was overbooked and had to rely on Sita bus lines to
assist with the overflow of passengers. When we left
Roma Street transit centre the bus driver had no idea
how to get onto the highway. He was directed by a
passenger. As soon as the driver got onto the highway
the other driver went to the sleeping quarters. We were
three and a half hours out of Brisbane when the driver
was wavering over the road and the next thing we
knew he was over the wrong side of the road. I was a
front seat passenger and yelled at him until he pulled
over to the right side. As soon as he pulled up another
passenger woke up the other driver and he took over
the wheel. We had to wait until 10.30 p.m. for the next
scheduled stop to contact McCafferty's in Brisbane to
tell them of the problem. McCafferty's suggested to the
driver that he should make more stopovers and ring
back at each stop until another bus could take over. It
was 4.30 a.m. when we pulled into Parkes ... there was
a bus waiting there, so that meant the relief driver had
driven 11 hours. I admit that I thanked God that there
wasn't any traffic coming in the opposite direction and
that we finally arrived 4.30 p.m. Spencer Street. I
sincerely hope that you can understand how or why I
feel that there should be stricter regulations for drivers
and the buses.
Thanking you,
Joyce Baade.

Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - He may well have
been a Victorian driver or he may have been a
Queensland driver, but in the event that he was a
Victorian driver I want an assurance from the
Minister that such drivers are subjected to
restrictions which would prevent this sort of thing
happening. The matter is quite serious.
The PRESIDENT - I will leave it up to the
Minister, if he wants to respond.

Responses
Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training) - Mr Nardella raised the
use of the Caloola site by the Victoria University of
Technology (VUT). As usual Mr Nardella has not
got his facts right. He said the government came to
office with the promise that the university would
occupy the site at Caloola, which is not so. The
government came to office with the promise to
review the issue of whether VUT should use the site.
I remind Mr Nardella that when the honourable
member for Coburg in the other place was a
Minister of the previous government, he refused to
allow the VUT to use the site. At least this
government has provided the opportunity for a
university to be located there -which is more than
the previous government ever did. A decision will
be made in due course.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - I share a similar difficulty to that which
you had, Mr President, in relating the matter raised
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by Mr Davidson to the administration of the
Victorian government. Despite the fact that I can
understand the author of the letter he quoted having
had an unfortunate experience, there is no way that I
as Minister for Roads and Ports in Victoria can be
responsible for a privately operated bus company,
and certainly not when the complaints made were
about incidents which occurred in Queensland and
New South Wales.
I listened carefully to the contents of the letter read
by Mr Davidson. No allegations were made about
conduct in Victoria. I am happy to discuss the matter
further with Mr Davidson at a later stage but I
cannot respond to a letter read in this Parliament but
addressed to a Federal member of Parliament about
incidents that occurred beyond the Victorian border.
I have no jurisdiction in that area.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - Mr Theophanous again referred me
to recent articles about WorkCover written by David
Elias and published in the Age. He again referred to
claims that the courts had refused to refer particular
issues to medical panels.
I too read the article and saw the claims that no
references had been provided. Mr Theophanous
asked two questions; you, Mr President, ruled one
out of order, and I shall answer the question that
was in order.
Mr Theophanous asked whether I stand by the
response I gave to the House during question time
earlier today. I stand by that response. I am advised
that the article is inaccurate and that references have
been made to medical panels on at least two
occasions. As a result of the question directed to me
today by Mr Theophanous, I have asked my staff to
prepare a detailed response to him. That is being
prepared, and when it is available I will be happy to
pass it on to Mr Theophanous.
Mr Power raised with me a problem that came to
him via the City of Preston concerning the
government proposal to split local government
training advice across six individual boards. I am
well aware of the concern across local government
about the proposal not to continue with the specific
local government industry training board, but the
feedback I am receiving is that a number of players
are relaxed about the alternative proposal
suggested - that is, that the individual professions
across local government be referred to more
appropriate boards.
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That also goes to the issue of whether it is fair to
describe local government as an industry. When
Mr Power used the word "industry" in another
context today I was tempted to interject because it
strikes at a sensitive nerve in local government.
Many of the better and most respected local
government representatives deny that local
government is an industry.
The government proposes that the individual
disciplines across local government should become
part of the remaining boards -and that would not
be a bad outcome. However, I am happy to refer the
letter to my colleague the Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training, with whom I share that
responsibility given that the concern raised relates
not only to local government but also to training
boards. I accept that there is concern in the
community and that the City of Preston is but one
council expressing that concern.
Mr Walpole raised with me the circumstances of a
radiographer who, after a sad experience in his
profession, has not been offered further employment
by his employer. If Mr Walpole is prepared to give
me the detailed background of that case, I shall
happily examine the circumstances and obtain a
detailed response and, I hope, a decent outcome.
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Aged
Care) -Mrs Hogg asked me whether I would
appoint a consultative committee on aged care. That
issue has been canvassed. I took the decision not to
appoint a consultative committee across the
spectrum of aged care but rather to consider specific
issues which may need to be addressed and select a
range of people who could provide advice to me on
those issues.
It is important for a Minister to expose himself or
herself to a range of views rather than being married
to the views of a consultative committee. Although
the objective is one that I would share with
Mrs Hogg, I have chosen a different route to try to
achieve that objective. Only time will tell whether it
is successful.

Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 10.37 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took
the chair at 10.3 a.m. and read the prayer.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The PRESIDENT -Order! After discussion with
the party Leaders I have given permission for this
section of the proceedings to be filmed by Channel 2.

PARLIAMENTARY REPORTS
Hon. D. M. EV ANS (North Eastern) presented
reports for year 1992-93 of:
Department of the Legislative Council;
Department of the Parliamentary Library;
Department of Parliamentary Debates; and
Department of the House Committee;
and report of Presiding Officers for period October
1992 to September 1993.
Laid on table.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I advise honourable
members that a copy of the Presiding Officers report
will be in the hands of each honourable member this
morning. The other reports are available in the
Papers Office.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General - Report on the Finance Statement
1992-93.

Conservation Trust - Report, 1992-93.
Government Employee Housing Authority - Report,
1992-93.

A Statutory Rule under the Physiotherapists Act
No. 187.

1978 -

PREMIER'S PRIVATE INTERESTS
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - I move:
That this House calls for the establishment of an
independent board of inquiry to investigate the role
and relationship of the Premier, the Honourable J.G.
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Kennett, MP, with the activities of KNF Advertising to
establish whether there has been a breach of the code of
conduct prescribed by section 3 of the Members of
Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978, particularly
paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (e) and (f) of subsection (1), and
that the board investigate in particular(a) his role in the relationship between KNF Advertising
and JGK Nominees Pty Ltd, Mingot Homes (Vic.)
Pty Ltd, West Homes Australia Pty Ltd, Abbott
and Dean Real Estate Pty Ltd, Fletcher and Parker
Marketing Pty Ltd, Fletcher and Parker (Kew) Pty
Ltd, Burbank Australia Pty Ltd, Pergulan Floor
Coverings Pty Ltd, and the Urban Land Authority;
and
(b) his role in any continuing relationship between
KNF Advertising and previous clients such as
Nissan Motor Co. (Australia) Pty Ltd, Saba
Furniture Pty Ltd, International Historical
Foundation Pty Ltd, and Hannan Insurance Group
Pty Ltd.
I draw specific attention to section 3(1)(e) of the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act,
which provides:
A Member who is a Minister shall ensure that no
conflict exists, or appears to exist, between his public
duty and his private interests;

It is essential to the wellbeing of the State that
private gain should be separated from public office.
It is fundamental to democracy and good
government that the office of the Premier be
protected from exploitation and personal gain. We
have already had evidence that that is not
happening in the State of Victoria with the sale of
wine from the Premier's office, the awarding of
contracts by the Premier's communications director,
Mr Peter Bennett, to ma tes a t Leeds Media and
Communication Services outside the Tender Board
process and now, third on the list, KNF Advertising.

From evidence sought and gained by the opposition
it is clear that the office of the Premier has been and
is being exploited by the activities of the family's
advertising company, KNF Advertising. It is clear
that the Premier's attendance at certain venues and
functions has depended on payments to KNF
Advertising. At all times the Premier has remained a
director and shareholder of the company that owns
KNF Advertising.

This motion is not about Felicity; Jeffrey is also a
director and shareholder of the company that owns
KNF Advertising. They are directors and
shareholders. Jeffrey has been Premier - -
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The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr White should use
the appropriate phrase and refer to the Honourable
Jeffrey Kennett or the Honourable the Premier.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - At all times the Premier
has been a director and shareholder of KNF
Advertising, a company in which he has retained an
interest.
Hon. M. A. Birrell- You have done a lot of
research!
Hon. D. R. WHITE - In response to the Leader
of the Government I make it clear that as recently as
1 October in the Age the Premier is reported as
saying:
Felicity still runs my business so that we can educate
our children.

On 29 August 1992 Mr Kennett said that his wife
Felicity now ran KNF Advertising, although he was
a part owner through a trust. He said:
I might have to sell it to her. We are getting advice on
how to handle these things.

Before becoming Premier he foreshadowed that he
had to do something about his current
arrangements. It is clear that that has not occurred.
He has retained his current interest in I<NF
Advertising and his company continues to profit.
KNF Advertising is the Victorian equivalent of the
Joh Bjelke-Petersen Foundation.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - KNF Advertising is
creating the culture - -
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reproach, otherwise holders of other public offices
and senior bureaucrats will say that, if the Premier
can operate a private family company that conflicts
with his public duty, Ministers should also be
allowed to do so, as well as senior public servants.
It is clear from our investigations that the Premier is
not correct when he says that he has no financial
interest in KNF Advertising. He has said it as
recently as today, yet he remains a director and
shareholder of the company that owns and operates
KNF Advertising.
It is not a case of the Premier not being aware of the
importance of separating public from private, it is a
case of the Premier ignoring an important principle.
Contrary to the common perception in the cartoons,
the Premier does know what he is doing in this case.
Because of that common perception for too long the
Premier's mistakes, misdemeanours and selective
memory have been explained as Jeff putting his foot
in his mouth. The concerns I raise about the Premier
and I<NF Advertising are not the result of the
Premier putting his foot in his mouth or of selective
memory, they are a calculated plan by him to gain
from his office of Premier. KNF AdvertiSing is
gaining from his office - -

Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) On a point of order, Mr President, the Leader of the
OppOSition has just reflected on the Premier. This
motion does not accuse the Premier of anything. The
Leader of the Opposition has specifically worded his
motion to accord, as I understand it, with Standing
Orders, which provide that one can reflect on
another member only by way of direct motion. The
Leader of the Opposition has not done so through
his motion, and I ask you to rule him out of order
and to rule that he withdraw his reflection on the
Premier.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I ask that the
honourable member give his contribution without
assistance from other members of the House.
Hansard cannot pOSSibly hear what is being said.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is creating the culture
that produced Russell Hinze in Queensland. I<NF
Advertising is creating the culture in Victoria that
led to the Fitzgerald inquiry.
The price of accepting the public office of Premier is
that certain activities of family companies cannot be
allowed to continue in case they reflect badly on the
office of Premier. The Premier has to be above

Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - On the
point of order, Mr President, I make it clear that it is
my responsibility through the motion to
demonstrate that the Premier is in breach of the
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act in
that he has clearly breached his public duty as
Premier of Victoria and brought the office of Premier
into disrepute by gaining money in operating KNF
Advertising. He has been party to a business from
which he benefits and which is gaining profit and
revenue.
As a consequence of that position it is my
responsibility to demonstrate through the motion
that he is in breach of the code of conduct because he
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is clearly gaining financially through KNF
Advertising from the tasks he is doing as Premier of
this State. That is part of the responsibility involved
in this motion, and there is no point of order.
Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training) -On the same point of
order, Mr President, the Leader of the Opposition
has just said that his motion requires him to
demonstrate that the Premier was in breach of the
code of conduct. That is not what the motion calls
for. The motion calls for investigation of the role and
relationship of the Premier in these matters; it does
not make any allegations.
Furthermore, Mr Knowles's point of order was taken
on a statement made by Mr White that went much
further than the explanation he has just given; it was
a direct allegation that the Premier has used his
office to make a pecuniary gain. That is certainly not
in the motion, and it is certainly not a matter upon
which the Leader of the Opposition is entitled to
comment in relation to this motion.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - Further to
the point of order, Mr President, it is clear that the
spirit of the motion means there is no justification
for the establishment of a board of inquiry if there
has been no breach of the code of conduct. In this
argument I am demonstrating that there has clearly
been a breach of the code of conduct because the
Premier has been using his position to profit KNF
Advertising, the proceeds of which flow directly into
his pocket.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The nature of the
motion makes the distinction between these issues a
fine line. The motion calls for a board of inquiry to
investigate whether there has been a breach of the
code of conduct. In establishing his case the
honourable member is able to bring forward
evidence that leads to that conclusion, but he cannot
make that conclusion.
At this stage, because I have not yet heard anything
to justify that conclusion, I ask the honourable
member to build his case based on the evidence he
will present to the House, but he should not reflect
on the Premier in that way.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - On the same point of order,
Mr President, I hear your ruling on the matter but
the honourable member has made an allegation that
is not in his motion. The motion, as you have said,
calls for a board of inquiry. We therefore ask that the

541

honourable member withdraw the accusation he
made, which is not the substance of his motion.
The PRESIDENT - Order! As I wrote down the
words to which Mr Knowles objected, they were
something to the effect that the actions were part of
a plan by the Premier to gain from his office as
Premier. I think they were the words to which
Mr Knowles objected. I do not believe that statement
warrants withdrawal in that form, but I have
warned that I will not allow general allegations
against the Premier in relation to a breach of his
office. What I am prepared to hear is evidence which
would lead to a conclusion that justifies the motion,
and I ask the Leader of the Opposition to proceed on
that basis.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - I thank you
for your ruling, Mr President. The Premier has
demonstrated his inability to distinguish between
private benefit and public duty. He has a duty to
ensure that the office of Premier is not exploited for
personal gain.
I shall move onto the first case, which relates to
Mingot Homes (Vic.) Pty Ltd. On 27 February 1993
in the Herald Sun property guide the Premier
appears in a photograph at page 9 standing next to
Mr Livio Mingot, the manager of Mingot Homes of
Taylors Lakes. The purpose of the visit was to
officially open the third display village on the
Taylors Lakes estate. On 13 April at page 19 of the
Community News an advertisement appears for
Mingot Homes. In the bottom right-hand corner
KNF Advertising is shown as placing the
advertisement.
Each week many real estate companies advertise in
community newspapers. They include many
well-known and reputable companies. Why is it that
the Premier has chosen to promote Mingot Homes?
Is it not a fact that the only reason he promoted
Mingot Homes is because he knows that that
company placed money in a pool with the Master
Builders Association of Victoria (MBAV) to pay for
advertisements placed with KNF Advertising? The
Premier is sending a message to all real estate
agents, builders and developers and to all businesses
in Victoria - Hon. B. N. Atkinson - He is interested in
development in Victoria.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - If you want business in this
State and if you want the Premier to promote your
company, your product or your service, become a

PREMIER'S PRIVATE INTERESTS
542

COUNCIL

client of KNF Advertising because the Premier will
use his office to promote your product, business or
service. Whoever you are and whatever your
background, all you have to do is pay! He is also
saying that it is all right for Ministers and
bureaucrats to do the same. They can all get into it.
On Tuesday, 2 March, at page 6 of the Community

News the Premier appeared in a photograph with
Mr Peter Chiavaroli of West Homes Australia Pty
Ltd to celebrate 21 years in the building industry. On
Monday, 1 March, the Premier appeared in a
photograph at page 3 of the Keilor Messenger cutting
a birthday cake with Mr Peter Chiavaroli of West
Homes to celebrate the company's 21 years in
business. In the property section of the Herald Sun of
Saturday, 10 April, is a photograph of the Premier
with Leigh Chiavaroli of West Homes at Taylors
Lakes. The purpose of the series of stories was to
allow the Premier to promote West Homes Australia
Pty Ltd at Taylors Lakes.
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that that is probably the major reason for its success.
I believe it quotes the Premier to that effect. The
Premier is saying that it is okay to appear in
advertisements and it is okay to run a family
advertising company of which he is a director and
shareholder. He is saying that it is okay for clients of
his family company to pay money to have him
appear in their advertisements.
Hon. ROSEMARY V ARTY (Silvan) Mr President, on a point of order, I seek your ruling
on an important issue. At the beginning of the
debate you said you had given permission for ABC
television to take a video recording of the debate. It
is apparent that Mr White is wearing a microphone
on his tie. That means the debate is being recorded
somewhere in this building, and it raises the issue of
whether your ruling covers that facility. Does it also
mean that any member of the House can at any time
wear a microphone to have his or her contribution
recorded here or somewhere outside the Chamber? I
seek your ruling, Mr President.

On Saturday, 27 February, an advertisement

appeared in the Herald Sun saying /lA display is
born". It is an advertisement for West Homes
Australia Pty Ltd and is in two parts. It was placed
by KNF Advertising, which was identified at the
bottom right-hand corner of the advertisement, as is
the case with the second part of the advertisement.
Once again the Premier of Victoria promoted via the
MBA V a company that was a client of KNF
Advertising. If the Premier of Victoria can use his
position to promote clients of his family company,
what sort of message is that for Ministers and
burea ucra ts?
The advertisement also says to the competitors of
Mingot Homes and West Homes that they will
suffer competitive disadvantage if they do not sign
up with KNF Advertising.
The advertisement appeared in the Keilor Messenger
of 8 March and was repeated in the Western
Independent of 8 March. After the advertisement
appeared in three newspapers it again appeared in a
four-page supplement from West Homes Australia
Pty Ltd placed by KNF Advertising. The
supplement includes a photograph of the Premier
with Peter Chiavaroli cutting a birthday cake and it
shows the Premier and his wife, Felicity, with Peter
Chiavaroli. The bottom left-hand corner shows a
photograph of the Premier with Leigh and Peter
Chiavaroli of West Homes Australia Pty Ltd.
The supplement says that West Homes is a family
company that caters for other families' needs and

The PRESIDENT - Order! Some time ago the
House adopted a procedure for the broadcasting of
proceedings through a motion moved by the present
Minister for Housing. In part it states:
That this House authorises, during the present session,
the broadcasting and rebroadcasting on radio and
television stations excerpts of proceedings in the
Legislative Council, subject to the following conditions:
(a) audio excerpts of proceedings may be taken for the
above purposes only;
(b) television video or film of a particular proceeding
may be taken provided the President, after
consultation with the party Leaders, has so
approved;
(c) audio excerpts shall be recorded from the signal
transmitted by the House monitoring system only
by representatives of accredited media
organisations. No alteration to the sound relay
equipment is to be undertaken unless approved by
the President.

Other matters are also covered by the motion. I was
not informed that the Leader of the Opposition
would have a microphone. Earlier in the year a
similar arrangement was suggested for the Minister
for Local Government and I refused that request. I
am faced with the dilemma of either saying to
Mr White that he should remove the microphone or
offering the Leader of the Government a similar
opportuni ty.
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Hon. M. A. Birrell - And to every speaker!
The PRESIDENT - And to every speaker. The
House has this matter in its own hands. In the past
the House has decided to open proceedings to
members of the media, but on an agreed basis. I
believe, as a matter of courtesy, the Leader of the
Opposition should have informed me that a special
arrangement was intended. Because of the difficulty
of transferring the microphone to other honourable
members who speak, I ask Mr White to remove the
microphone and to proceed.
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He is saying that his base salary of $65000, his
Premier's salary of $65000, his Premier's expense
allowance of $27 000 and his electorate allowance is
not sufficient to educate his children and that he
needs this company.
Hon. Louise Asher - It is about Felicity's right to
run a business.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - It is about his right to
get spivs!

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - I will turn
the microphone off.

The PRESIDENT - Order! We cannot possibly
hear the debate with everyone shouting.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The House is doing
itself no justice. So that there is no difficulty, I ask
Mr White to remove that particular piece of
equipment. We all have an interest in these
proceedings being reported, but it is better that it be
done under the agreed guidelines.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The Premier of Victoria
and his family appear in the Keilor Messenger in an
advertisement from KNF Advertising. What
message is the Premier giving? He is saying that it is
okay for the Premier to appear in advertisements.
He is saying it is all right to run a family advertising
company and that it is okay for clients of his family
company to pay money to have him appear in their
advertisements, the money for which flows to KNF
Advertising and ultimately back to him.
The only reason any business would have the
Premier in an advertisement is because he is the
Premier of Victoria. That gives credibility to a
product which may otherwise be difficult to obtain.
It is not easy to get the Premier to promote a
product. Peter Chiavaroli is not buying Jeff Kennett;
he is buying the office of the Premier of Victoria
which is, under this government, up for sale to the
highest bidder.
On 1 October the Premier explained the reason for
his actions:
She-

that is, Felicity still runs my business so that we can educate our
children as we want.

Hon. B. E. Davidson - Perhaps the Leader of the
Opposition could put on a microphone.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Davidson is not
helping his Leader.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT -Order! I will remain on my
feet until the House comes to order.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - KNF Advertising is a
business name connected with JGK Nominees
Pty Ltd, a company that has been and still is listed in
the Premier's register of interests. As recently as last
week, KNF Advertising business listings show that
KNF AdvertiSing is a business name and that the
corporation carrying on the business name is JGK
Nominees Pty Ltd. That company is listed in the
1992 register of interests as being a company from
which the Premier has an income source, in which
he holds an office, in which he has a beneficial
interest and in which he has a trust beneficial
interest.
It is clear in the latest register of interests tabled in
Parliament yesterday that no attempts have been
made by the Premier since he assumed office to
dissociate himself from the activities of JGK
Nominees and KNF AdvertiSing, as he indicated he
would in August 1992 when he said:
Felicity now ran KNF Advertising although he was a
part owner through a trust. '1 might have to sell it to
her. We're getting advice on how to handle these
things."

He knew at all times that on becoming a Minister of
the Crown and the Premier of Victoria it would not
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be appropriate to promote products and appear in
advertisements from which his family and children
are beneficiaries.
Hon. K. M. Smith - You are the pits; the lowest
form of life!
Hon. G. R. Craige - What about the washing
machine guy, the one you tried to screw?
The PRESIDENT - Order! I call on Mr Craige
and Mr Smith to cease interjecting. They are not
helping the House.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - According to the register of
interests for September 1992 the Premier indicated
that he was the director of JGK Nominees, which is
the owner of KNF Advertising. The Australian
Securities Commission database has the Premier
listed as a director and shareholder of JGK
Nominees Pty Ltd from 28 November 1975. It is
clear that this Premier has been and remains a
beneficiary of KNF Advertising.
The Premier said today on radio that he has no
financial interest in the company and he said in the
print media that he has no financial interest. He
continues to say publicly that he has no financial
interest. That is not correct, and he knows it is not
correct. He is a director and a shareholder of
KNF Advertising and is promoting the company.
The Premier is appearing in advertisements, and the
message to the real estate industry is that if you
want the Premier to promote your product you have
to employ KNF. When West Homes pays the Master
Builders Association of Victoria, the money goes to
KNF Advertising, and the money from KNF goes to
JGK Nominees, a director of which is the Premier of
Victoria. That means it goes into the Premier's
pocket. When the Premier goes to Taylors Lakes,
when he promotes Mingot Homes and when he
appears in newspaper advertisements, he can hear
the dollars in his pocket. The message to all
Victorians is clear: if you want to get on in this State
today you take a brown paper bag, you put some
money in it and you write on it - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I ask the Leader of
the Opposition to withdraw that statement.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - I withdraw the statement.
It is clear that at the third stage of the development
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at Taylors Lakes - I invite members to go out
there Hon. R. I. Knowles - You go out there and say it
outside!
Hon. D. R. WHITE - Two fund raising functions
were held at Taylors Lakes reception centre last year
before the State election, and both were hosted and
organised by West Homes and Peter Chiavaroli. The
subcontractors said they were told they had to buy
tickets to attend or else there would be no work for
them at West Homes at Taylors Lakes.
They made complaints to their local member,
George Seitz, the honourable member for Keilor in
the other place, and they made complaints to the
contractors. There is a clear association between
West Homes and Peter Chiavaroli, and the Liberal
Party. In the Ad News Handbook for April to
September 1993, the Managing Director of KNF
Advertising is listed as Mr J. G. Kennett. That
information also appears in the R & T Yearbook for
1993, which I am happy to make available.
A company called Abbott and Dean is responsible
for the development at Taylors Lakes, the third stage
of which the Premier opened this year. The
subdividing of Taylors Lakes was carried out by
Abbott and Dean Real Estate Pty Ltd. The company
was purchased by Alan Bond early in the 1970s and
was later sold back to the original owners, the Booth
family. John Booth Sr handed the business over to
his son, John Booth Jnr, in the mid -1970s.
John Booth Sr appeared before the Sir Sydney Frost
Royal Commission in relation to former Housing
Commission land transactions at Kyabram, Kyneton
and Ballarat. The details of those transactions are
contained in Volume B, part XI of the final report
and cover 76 pages. The conclusions about the
transactions at Kyabram are inescapable. In each of
those transactions the Booths knew tha t the Housing
Commission could be picked off, that the public
purse could be plundered through the sale of land at
Kyabram. The Bond Corporation was the beneficiary
of the selling of the land, which has never been
developed even to this stage. The Booths were
responsible for making contact with Dillon and
Riach, both senior officers of the commission. At all
times since then, Abbott and Dean have been clients
of KNF Advertising.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. D. R. WHITE - There is no doubt that, of
all the characters that appeared before the Frost
Royal Commission, John Booth Sr was one of the
most unsavoury - mostly because of his
connections with Dillon and Riach. I believe he
remains a client of KNF Advertising, as does his son.
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As recently as 1989 and 1990, the Premier of Victoria
was following up money owed to KNF from clients
such as Glenville - Hon. M. A. Birrell - In 1990?
Hon. D. R. WHITE - In 1989 and 1990.

Nankervis Homes Pty Ltd is also a client of KNF
Advertising. On Tuesday,S October 1993, an
advertisement appeared in the Western Independent
announcing the sale of homes at Taylors Lakesand that advertisement was placed by KNF
Advertising. That is another instance where the
promotion of the Taylors Lakes development has
benefited not only KNF but the Premier of Victoria.
The same applies to Burbank Australia Pty Ltd. On
Tuesday, 7 September this year Burbank announced
the sale of homes at Taylor's Lakes in the Western
Independent, an advertisement also placed by KNF
Advertising - and that money went directly to the
Premier.
In the Herald Sun property guide of Saturday, 16
October, an advertisement appeared for Roxburgh
Heights, which included a reference to the Urban
Land Authority. Again, that advertisement was
placed by KNF using money from a pool provided
by the Master Builders Association of Victoria. I say
that the ULA contributed to that pool. In other
words, not only private organisations but public
organisations are contributing to - -

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - I also place on the record
that following--

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Other honourable
members will have a chance to contribute to the
debate. I suggest that they hold themselves in
reserve until then.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I ask the House to
settle down.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - I place on the record that
Noel Gould Holden is a client of KNF Advertising,
as are Highpoint City, Sheets 'R' Us, the Holmesglen
College of TAFE and the Master Builders
Association of Victoria.

Hon. M. A. Birrell-He wasn't Premier then!
Hon. D. R. WHITE - The Premier is on the
record as saying that he has had no association with
the business since 1981. I am saying that in 1989 and
1990 he was acting asa debt collector for KNF, and
that one of the companies that had not paid its bills
was Glenville Homes. He was collecting the bills for
a company he has said he had nothing to do with at
that time.
Hannan Insurance Group Pty Ltd is known to
members on both sides of the House as an
unsavoury business - and members opposite are
aware of its failings. While it was a client of KNF
Advertising, Hannan Insurance received from the
former State Insurance Office confidential files on
clients, which were used for the benefit of the
company. As I said, the activities of Hannan
Insurance are well known to members on both sides
of the House.
Boroondara Estate Pty Ltd is another example. There
was no justification for the Urban Land Authority
not being able to purchase and sell the Boroondara
North Primary School land. That land was sold to
Boroondara Estate Pty Ltd for $2.8 million, after
which the company sold the subdivided blocks for
$4.5 million. It was argued that because the Urban
Land Authority had a finite budget of $lS million it
could not afford to take up the option that was
available. But the land was subdivided and turned
over within six months. That exercise could have
been carried out by the ULA; and the money that
went to Boroondara, Fletcher and Parker and KNF
Advertising could have gone through the Urban
Land Authority to the Treasury for the purchasing
of school sites.
Further, if the Urban Land Authority was of the
view that it could not afford to do it, it could have
done it as an agent. However, the message is out; a
school in Brunswick is aware that the company that
purchased at Balwyn and is a prospective purchaser
of that Brunswick school is also connected to
Fletcher and Parker and KNF Advertising. These are
the funds that were much sought after by the
Minister for Education for new school works.
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Where is the money going? Into the Premier's
pocket!
Hon. M. A. Birrell - That's a little bit of a jump!
You haven't quite linked it with your conclusion!
Hon. D. R. WHITE - On Friday, 17 September,
Mr Tim Fletcher indicated that he spent tens of
thousands of dollars on marketing the Urban Land
Authority's Balwyn site. The task of advertising was
given to KNF Advertising but it could have been
handled just as expeditiously and effectively by the
Urban Land Authority itself.
Honourable members will remember when
Mrs Susan Peacock appeared in an advertisement
for Sheridan sheets. Andrew Peacock, who was a
Minister of the then Federal government and her
husband at the time, did not appear in the
advertisement and it was not his company that was
involved but he saw fit to tender his resignation.
What are this government's standards? Susan
Peacock appeared in the advertisement and received
the money but Andrew Peacock saw fit to offer his
resigna tion.
What is the difference? Jeffrey Kennett, in his office
as Premier of Victoria, has appeared in one of his
own company's advertisements and benefited from
that appearance. This is not about a spouse; this is
about a director and shareholder who is also the
Premier of Victoria. He has demonstrated a clear
inability to distinguish between private benefit and
public duty by appearing in advertisements for
clients of KNF Advertising and promoting his own
clients. He has used his position to benefit
personally, and that is what the motion is about.
KNF Advertising was paid and the money went to
the shareholders -and he is a shareholder. He
promoted products in clear breach of his public duty
as Premier and failed to disclose a t the time of the
breach that he had a private interest in the products
he was promoting. He has used his position to
acquire clients for KNF AdvertiSing. That is how it
operates.
There has been an explosion in the number of KNF
clients since October 1992. Who are they? They are
real estate owners, car dealers and floor covering
companies who know that if they pay KNF
Advertising the Premier will follow. What is the
message to the Ministers, the would-be Russell
Hinzes? Set up a company and make a quid on the
side!
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The Premier has retained his connection with KNF
AdvertiSing by remaining a director and a
shareholder of JGK Nominees, the sole owner of
KNF Advertising. Effectively, he is a director and
shareholder of KNF AdvertiSing. KNF AdvertiSing
has a list of clients that clearly reveals a conflict of
interest between his public duty and his private
interests. He has personally appeared in
advertisements and has breached section 3(1)(e) of
the Members of Parliament (Register of Interests)
Act, which states:
A member who is a Minister shall ensure that no
conflict exists, or appears to exist, between his public
duty and his private interests.

By appearing in the West Homes advertisement the
Premier has breached section 3(1)(e). Section 3(1)(f)
states:
A member who is a Minister is expected to devote his
time and his talents to the carrying out of his public
duties.

The Premier breached section 3(l)(f) by going to
Taylors Lakes, not to open an estate but to appear in
advertisements and to publicise products of firms
that are clients of KNF Advertising, of which he is a
beneficiary. Section 3(l)(c) states:
A member shall not receive any fee, payment, retainer
or reward, nor shall he permit any compensation to
accrue to his beneficial interest for or on account of, or
as a result of the use of, his position as a member.

The Premier of Victoria went out to West Homes's
third village at Taylors Lakes and also visited
Mingot, Nankervis and Burbank projects and
appeared in advertisements that were paid for by
KNF, the beneficiary being JGK Nominees. That is a
breach of section 3(l)(c). He has also breached
section 3(1)(f). Section 3(1)(b) states:
Members shall not advance their private interests by
use of confidential information gained in the
performance of their public duty.

The Premier has breached that code of conduct
because he has not disclosed the information and
will not publicly list the clients of KNF Advertising.
Who are they? The people of Victoria are entitled to
know who those clients are - those I have listed
and the others. The Premier of Victoria has a
beneficial interest in KNF Advertising because he is
a director and shareholder of JGK Nominees;
therefore he has an obligation to inform the
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community of the nature of the clients of KNF
Advertising. He has not done so.
Section 3(1)(a)(i) states:
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consequence of that he stands to gain personally by
being there. He knows who the clients are, he knows
he is promoting the products and he knows he is
doing so as Premier of Victoria and not as a private
citizen.

Members shall accept that their prime responsibility is to the
performance of their public duty and therefore ensure
that this aim is not endangered or subordinated by
involvement in conflicting private interests.

Jeffrey Kennett has breached that code of conduct in
his office as Premier of Victoria, more so than any
other member of Parliament, and as the Premier of
Victoria he should set the standard of behaviour
rather than breach it.
Let there be no misunderstanding: the Premier
knows what this issue is about. He knows the issue
is that on assuming office as Premier of Victoria he
should have disconnected and did not disconnect. It
is not correct to say that the business of KNF
Advertising is under the sole responsibility, sole
ownership, sole directorship and sole shareholding
of Felicity. The Premier is directly involved himself.
The opposition does not question that his spouse is
involved; what it questions is that he is involved and he is involved; he knows the clients. The
Premier has not only appeared - -

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! There is no way
Hansard can pOSSibly record the proceedings if the
reporter cannot hear what is being said. It is not
possible to hear over that ruckus.

It is essential for the wellbeing of this State that
private gain be separated from public office. It is
fundamental to democracy and good government
that the office of Premier be protected from
exploitation and personal gain. That is not
happening in this case. KNF Advertising is clearly
operating as a company that directly involves the
Premier.

I am making it clear that in the case of the Premier's
association with Mingot Homes, West Homes,
Abbott and Dean Real Estate Pty Ltd, Nankervis
Homes, Burbank Australia and other clients such as
Hannan Insurance Group Pty Ltd, he knows and
understands that at all times he has breached this
code of conduct. It is for those reasons and in the
interests of the protection of the office of Premier
that I urge honourable members to support the
motion.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - What a cowardly, chauvinistic
and reprehensible attack. There is one clear reality
when a member comes into this place in the 1990s,
as against the reference to the values of the 1960s of
the Leader of the Opposition. In the 1990s members
come here on their own merit and stand for and can
be attacked for what they do, but it is a low thing to
attack a member for the actions of his spouse.
This motion is not an attack on the Premier, Jeff
Kennett; it is an attack on the Premier's wife and,
more importantly, it is an attack of a coward. This
attack has been mounted - -

Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is important to make it
absolutely clear that the Premier knew at all times
that West Homes was a client of KNF. He appeared
in advertisements, with KNF publicised as the firm
that placed the advertisements. The same can be said
of Mingot Homes (Vic.) Pty Ltd, Nankervis Homes
Pty Ltd and Burbank Australia Pty Ltd. KNF
appears publicly in the advertisements.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I will be moving on to
you.

The Premier appeared in the West Homes
advertisement. He knows that that company is a
client of KNF. He has known Chiavaroli for a
number of years and he knows that that company is
a client of KNF. Knowing that it was a client of KNF,
he appeared publicly to promote its product. He
knows that as a consequence of that the company
will pay money to the Master Builders Association
of Victoria pool which will then go to KNF, and as a

It is the attack of a coward because the matter is
being raised in the only place that Jeff and Felicity
Kennett cannot reply. It has not been raised in the
Assembly. It has not been raised in places where
liars can mount an attack in front of the Premier. The
Labor Party is deliberately mounting this attack
where Jeff Kennett cannot reply and where, most
importantly, an innocent businesswoman cannot
reply.

Hon. Licia Kokocinski - You cannot defend
your Premier.
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Let us record for Hansard the chuckles of members of
the Labor Party when it comes to defending the
rights of someone whom the Leader of the
Opposition dares to call Felicity when he does not
even know her, when it comes to the Premier's wife
being subject to this attack.
The opposition's argument is based on her conduct,
her separate role as a businesswoman and her
actions taken within a firm that she runs.
All we got from the contribution of the Leader of the
Opposition was slur and guilt by association. There
was no linking of his conclusion with what is on the
public record. We know very well what is in the
pecuniary interests register. Reading out the
Premier's list does not give any depth to the debate.
It is a matter that is on the public record! The duty of
the mover of this motion, given that it has been
moved in the House where the person accused
cannot reply, is to claim some illegality or
impropriety, and that has not been done.
For the benefit of the media we have had innuendo,
but for the benefit of the House we have had no
accusations -not one single clear accusation in that
speech -unless it is accepted that the aim of this
motion is to get at Jeff Kennett by besmirching his
wife. It is an absolute disgrace that the Labor Party is
so bereft of opportunities that it attacks Felicity
Kennett. Its reliance on such actions does nothing for
its status.
I make it quite clear that I will willingly defend my
Premier before I accept the bile, hatred and sheer
brutality of Mr White; this person who is so cavalier
with his language, who is so uncaring about the
damage he causes innocent people and who so
willingly and deliberately hurts innocent citizens.
The Labor Party can have it but the press will not be
bluffed - what it and the citizens of Victoria require
is substance, not material that is already on the
record. The member concerned, Mr Kennett,
recorded this information voluntarily and accurately
in the pecuniary interests register for the world to
see; he has placed it on the record.
I also point to Mr White as another source of this
matter being place on the record. In between the bile
and hatred is a concoction of a story from the past.
An Honourable Member - You sound pretty
hateful yourself.
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Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Mr White could turn
you to hate, but the government will not get into his
gutter. What is on the record was raised in this
House by Mr White on 4 August 1992 - before the
election. These allegations are not new; they are just
a pack of innuendos and slurs. However, because
Mr White has sought to have others see this as a new
issue, he has added a new factor: Felicity Kennett.
That is the only new angle.
Honourable members should read Hansard of 12
August 1992. In an attempt to slur the then
opposition Leader just before the election, Mr White
raised the matters in the motion before us - Abbott
and Dean Real Estate Pty Ltd, the Hannan Insurance
Group Pty Ltd and Saba Clothing Stores. Yes;
Mr White warned the people of Victoria against this
man, who then won the election. He also warned
that perhaps that should be changed, that perhaps
the Premier should reflect on that, and perhaps the
Premier should in his entry in the pecuniary
interests register record all his activities and
interests - and the Premier did!
Most important is the difference between what is in
that register and what is not in the motion. Read the
motion! What does it not refer to? Section 3(1)(d)!
The motion before the House - and the way in
which it is drafted is a measure of its deceit and
dishonesty - refers only to paragraphs (a), (b), (c),
(e) and (f). Why? Because to refer to paragraph (d)
would further destroy the credibility of the person
who moved the motion.
Paragraph (d) is the linchpin. It is the provision that
says: 'Were you honest in disclosing your pecuniary
interests?" And that is the provision Mr White does
not want us to talk about; he does not want the
debate to be on that provision because it is the
provision that reflects the truth.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - What is the truth? The
truth is that under paragraph (d) the Premier had to
declare and make a full disclosure of his interests and from his nervous speech and the way he has
drafted his motion, Mr White accepts that it was a
full disclosure of the member's interests.
Mr White's primary school research is based on
reading that disclosure list and saying, "Shock,
horror! Did you know that the member is associated
with KNF?" The blue kelpie in the street knows he is
associated with KNF! It is hardly a revelation!
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Then, to back it up, Mr White quotes from the Age!
Well, that is hardly secret! It is a bit like the West
Homes issue. It was a real secret that the Premier
went out and launched the display home - a real
secret for David White! I am glad he revealed it!
Unfortunately for Mr White, there was a large
photograph on the second page of the Herald Sun
showing that he did it - it was extraordinarily
secret, the way he covered all this up!
The Premier covered it up by complying with the
pecuniary interests register provision that
Mr White's motion is carefully contrived to avoid
discussing! The Premier covered it up by putting it
in the pecuniary interests register and having his
photograph appear in the Herald Sun!
What is more, Mr White quotes the Premier's views
from the Age to prove the Premier covered it up! Is
this an extraordinary piece of secrecy? No, it is an
extraordinary beat-up by the Labor Party, which has
decided that the only way to get a new angle is to
get stuck into Felicity, who runs the company! It was
not suggested the Premier runs it. Was any
impropriety by Ieff Kennett suggested? No! Was any
illegality by Jeff Kennett suggested? No! Was any
wrongdoing by Jeff Kennett suggested? No! But by
innuendo we get an allegation that somehow there is
something wrong.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Who was the individual
who introduced the Premier's wife into the debate?
It was the Honourable David White. If he expects
that he can get away in this place with challenging a
spouse's right to an individual career, he has another
think coming. We do not accept those values.
We want to make sure in this debate we understand
what the values of the members of this House are. I
am looking forward to hearing those values, because
we will defend the right of a member's wife to have
an independent career without her name being
dragged through the mud by someone who is
beneath contempt.
I look forward to the next speech from Miss Gould.
We want to hear from her - she made play in her
maiden speech of equity - whether she supports
this attack on Felicity Kennett. We want to hear from
Ms Kokocinski whether she supports this attack on
Felicity Kennett, and we want to hear from Caroline
Hogg whether she supports this attack on Felicity
Kennett. We also want to hear from the Leader of
the Opposition in the other place, because he will
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not raise this issue in his House, where the Premier
can defend himself, and neither he nor Mr White
will raise this issue in public, where Felicity Kennett
can defend herself.
What rights has this wife? None! You have kicked
her! You have thrown the mud! What rights for
Felicity Kennett? Can you be proud of this
behaviour? It is beneath contempt!

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Why should you accept
when elected to Parliament that it is fair game for
someone to pick on your family?
The PRESIDENT - Order! Ms Kokocinski is
continually interjecting. I ask her to desist. She can
jOin the debate if she wants, but no more
interjections.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - We remember about
Ms Kokocinski - she is the one who said, '1f you
throw mud, it sticks". The mud has been thrown; it
is still being thrown! We are happy to cop it. That is
the job. But it is not your wife's job. How is she
going to defend herself? How will Felicity Kennett
defend herself, and will this be explained outside the
House so that she has the normal course of
response? She would take the Honourable David
White to court, where he deserves to be, and he
would lose.
Or Mr Brumby, who makes oh so great a speech at
the Australian Labor Party conference about
improving the status of women in society and
moments la ter is belting up an independent
businesswoman whose great crime is that she is
married to the Premier! Great, Mr Brumby! Someone
in the community might say it is a touch
hypocritical! Some might say that politics is a tough
game, but do you have to pick on the family as well?
Is that what you have left?

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Ms Kokocinski, if you
want to get up and join the debate, come in spinner,
because we are waiting for your speech. We are also
waiting for the new member's speech -she spoke
about equity and justice - she should get up and
support her Leader.

Honourable members interjectmg.
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The PRESIDENT - Order! The House will come
to order!

Hon. B. E. Davidson - Are you adding Jeff in
now?

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - This is not the first time
this issue has been aired in public, but in the 1990s
we should deal with it maturely. It was in fact first
raised in relation to pecuniary interests by Federal
Labor Ministers.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I hope Mr Davidson
intends to speak in this debate.

I ask all honourable members to reflect on the debate
in 1986 about Ms Jan Murray and her husband,
Mr John Brown, and about Mr John Spender, and his
wife, Carla Zampatti -you can hang anyone with
innuendo! There was no accusation. The opposition
can chuck mud from 20 feet away but they don't
have the guts to do it in the presence of the victim!

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - That is good; we need
every buffoon to get up in this debate. I presume
Miss Gould will contribute, as I hope will all female
members of the opposition.

This sort of thing was raised in connection with
Carla Zampatti and in the case of Jan Murray,
businesswomen who happened to be married to
senior members of Federal Parliament at the time.
What the hell have their personal interests got to do
with public debate? No link has been made between
what the points were-An Honourable Member - It is irrelevant!
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - It is relevant. The
information for this was taken from the pecuniary
interests register; it was quoted from! This document
is available for anyone to see - very good!
Before a conclusion can be reached on the document,
the argument that something was wrong must be
considered. It is not stated in the motionMr White has avoided it deliberately - that there
had been an impropriety. There was not a murmur
of that; Mc White left it to the media to pick up the
scent. Bile can be smelt at a distance, so he gets
involved in the bile. Mc White does not make that
accusation in his motion and did not mention it in
his speech. The great tragedy of this - it arose in the
Carla Zampatti case and the Jan Murray case - is
that there is no clear accusation to respond to; it is
simply a slur.

Hon. B. E. Davidson - I will be speaking, so
hang around.

We need only go back to the beginning of October
for a similar example of a smear campaign and
beat-up. I refer to the inquiry by the Liquor
Licensing Commission. I remember the lies
members of the Labor Party told the press about that
being a serious issue when they said, "Gee, the
Premier is in deep trouble over this one! He asked
for it. He got special benefits but we won't say it on
the record" -liars and cheats will not do that. 'We
hope the smear sticks", they said.
Hon. B. E. Davidson - Are you proud of the
Premier's efforts with the Liquor Licensing
Commission?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Please get up and say
something later, Mr Davidson.
Hon. B. E. Davidson - We know what you are
as well. I know that you want to defend the Premier!
We want to know what you are!
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Davidson has his
angry face on, and I suggest he reserve his
comments for his own contribution.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I will quote the report of
the inquiry that the ALP sought - the ALP that
went around smearing the Premier and saying that
the inquiry would really get him. Mr Ryan, the
Liquor Licensing Commissioner concluded in his
summary of findings that:

Hon. Licia Kokocinski interjected.
The PRESIDENT -Order! I suggest that
Ms Kokocinski hold her peace.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - She lives by the creed
that mud sticks. We have had this before; we need
only remember what happened earlier this month. It
was part of a calculated and dirty smear campaign
against Jeff and Felicity Kennett.

The only special treatment afforded to the applicant
was afforded to him without his knowledge and
without his request and without any representations
fromhim ...

Hon. B. E. Davidson - Is that the commissioner
he wants to sack or somebody else?
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Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I should have thought
that, in the light of such accusations, that it is an
even more telling conclusion. What did the
investigation find? It found that the Premier was
innocent of all accusations. It proves the mark of the
man. The Premier sought no benefits, and that is
also the fact in this case because there is no evidence,
apart from the smear, that he has sought any
benefits.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - There are
irregularities.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Not at all. The motion
contains no accusations and only innuendo.
There was mention of a photo. Big deal! The photo
also appeared in the Herald Sun and showed the
Premier opening a home show display. How
shattering! We all know that occurred. He has
probably opened several hundred shows this year at
which he has had his photo taken. I would not
suggest that that is unusual or irregular. I would
never suggest that the Premier contrived this.
The most telling evidence about the West Homes
Australia Pty Ltd matter is that the Premier was
approached to go to the function on 6 July 1992
when he was Leader of the Opposition! Some
contrivance! Some secret! Some unusual behaviour!
On 6 July 1992 he was approached by Mr Peter
Chiavaroli, the Managing Director of West Homes
Australia. The letter is addressed "Dear Sir". Some
familiarity! It goes on to say:
We have decided to mark the occasion by launching at
the opening of our ... new displays at Taylor's Lake
Top 40 (Mark Ill) .. .
The response of the then Leader of the Opposition
on 10 July 1992 was:
I am sure I can assist ... although I will need
confirmation of the first date and will check nearer the
date. It may be better to announce the event in the
week or two after the election, so we would have to
leave the date flexible.
The response to that letter came on 24 November in
a letter from Mr Chiavaroli which organises a date.
How extraordinary is that? In opposition the
Premier was asked to open a home show display.
He went to the home show display and among the
crowd were people from the Herald Sun who took
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photos and published them. Is that reprehensible?
The only thing that is beneath contempt, the only
thing that is a breach of Parliamentary behaviour
and is objectionable is the way the motion has been
moved.
The Premier has no case to answer. There is no need
for a board of inquiry. There has been no illegality.
This has been nothing more than a slur against the
Premier's wife. This can be treated as nothing more
than a strategy to ensure that mud is thrown at the
Premier and his family. That cannot be regarded as
contemporary 1990 values. The Australian Labor
Party is so bereft of points of attack that it relies on
this motion.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous - Just like Joh, don't
you worry about that!
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - I can imagine
Mr Theophanous modelling himself on Sir Joh
Bjelke-Petersen. The behaviour of the opposition is
inexplicable, especially in the light of the issues that
it could raise.
We should not get lost on this matter. This is not a
single issue; it is a deliberate campaign by the
Leader of the OppOSition in another place and the
Leader of the Opposition in this place, supported by
a small group of colleagues. The only way they can
try to destabilise the government is to personally
attack Jeff Kennett and his wife. The public can
reach their own judgment on how that attitude is
reprehensible and how it is not in line with
contemporary 1990s standards. The opposition will
suffer for what it has done to Felicity Kennett.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON (Chelsea) - Not once
but a number of times did the Leader of the
Government defend the standards set by the
Premier. He tried to shift the emphasis to
Mr Kennett's wife by saying that the opposition
launched its attack at her. He did not tackle the
issues that were raised by my Leader, yet at all times
Mr White made it quite clear that this was about the
Premier and his advertising company - not about
the Premier's wife and business colleague, but about
the Premier! In his defence, which was the leading
defence, the Leader of the Government could only
try to shift the point of the argument and say that
the opposition is attacking the Premier by attacking
the activities of his wife. That is a
hide-behind-the-skirt approach because this is all
about a new set of standards that now prevail in
Victoria.
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It is essential for the wellbeing of the State that

private gain is separated from public office, and
even more essential that even the merest perception
of private gain or abuse of public office should be
avoided at all cost. It is my view, and I hope and
expect it is the view of all decent Victorians, that it is
absolutely reprehensible to deliberately abuse that
principle.
It is fundamental to democracy and good

government that the office of Premier in particular
be protected from exploitation and personal gain.
Even the merest perception of suspicion of
exploitation and personal gain is disastrous for
Victoria.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! If we all settle down
we will get through the debate more quickly.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - For the sake of
democracy and decent government those elected to
high public office, and especially the office of
Premier, must remain ever Vigilant. People laughed
at the former Premier, John Cain, because he kept a
money box on his desk to pay for his private phone
calls. Perhaps that was carrying vigilance a bit too
far, but we do not see such vigilance from the
current Premier. There is no vigilance on behalf of
the current Premier of Victoria or his Ministers.
Anyone examining the activities of the Premier
during his first year in office would come to the
inescapable conclusion that he is open for
business - funny business, shonky business, seedy
business and self-serving business is what it is about!
I turn to examine some examples of how the Premier
conducts his business and abuses and exploits the
power of the office of Premier. The Leader of the
House talked about the sale of wine from the
Premier's office and what occurred in relation to that
sale. The Premier sold wine not from his electorate
office - he may have also sold it from there - or
from the back of a truck but from the Premier's
office itself. One can only assume he stored it in the
office and did not pay any rent.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind the
honourable member of the motion before the House,
which he is addreSSing. Although he is entitled to
respond to other issues raised by the Leader of the
Government, the motion before the House is explicit
in its terms and I remind him of that.
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Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - What I am trying to
do, Mr President, is establish a case to show that the
Premier has absolute disregard for proprietary and
that this action of KNF Advertising is merely the last
in a series of things we know about. Heaven only
knows how many other things are going on that we
do not know about!
The Premier stored the wine in his office - I
suppose he did not carry the boxes in himself but
would have had a public servant do that for him and made a retrospective application for a licence.
He has told us, '1 did not know I needed a licence to
sell grog, so I made a retrospective application". The
Leader of the Government acknowledged that was
the case but said that there was nothing untoward
about it.
The Premier did not go to the licensing commission
and say, '1 have been caught out flogging a bit of
grog on the side and I need a licence"; instead he
walked in and said, '1 want a licence". If the
licensing inspector had known the Premier was
flogging wine on the side he may well have done
something different.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind the
honourable member that the motion before the
House, moved by his Leader, is in specific terms. He
has responded to the reference made by Mr Birrell. I
ask him to address the motion. This is not a debate
about a wine licence. I suggest the honourable
member should read the terms of the motion and
stick to those issues.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - I accept what you say,
Mr President. I was rebutting evidence led by the
government. One would have thought that in the
face of tha t sort of thing a person would show some
remorse or regret; instead the Premier bragged
about it in the other place. Advertising agents think
that any publicity is good publicity. I suppose this is
the standard that we can expect.
The example I have quoted shows clearly that not
only does the Premier abuse his office, but, more
importantly, it also shows that in doing so he does
not give a damn about the disrepute his actions
bring to that office. The image presented to the
public is more in tune with Hazard County and Boss
Hogg - no reflection on the Deputy Leader cf the
Opposition; with the concept of a convicted sly-grog
merchant as the head honcho of the State! That is a
lovely state of affairs! The Premier thinks it is smart
and something to brag about. He does not
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understand that it is something about which he
should hang his head in shame.
Mr Birrell said there was nothing unusual about the
matter, that it was all above board and, ''Heaven's
above, we had an inquiry!". The opposition knows
about the inquiry and about the threat to the Liquor
Licensing Commission! If the Premier did not know
he was doing anything wrong he should at least be
able to admit he was wrong. Instead, the Premier
and his mate the honourable member for Mordialloc
bragged about the increase in the price of the wine
and said it was all good stuff.
I turn now to the awarding by the Premier's Director
of Communications, Mr Peter Bennett, of contracts
to his mates at Leeds Media and Communication
Services. That is the type of thing at which the
motion is directed. Earlier I spoke of the need to
avoid even the merest perception of abuse of public
office, which is an extremely important tenet of
government. In this case not only did the Premier's
mates cop a big fat media contract for services
rendered to the coalition, the Premier and
Mr Bennett did not even have the decency or
propriety to do it through the tendering process;
neither tried to comply - they did a shonky deal on
the side.
The nub of the matter is that the Premier does not
give a damn. Once again - as with the liquor
licensing matter - the message is clear: if you are a
friend of the coalition you will not have to wait long
to cop a nice, big, fat, juicy government contract or a
pat on the back. It will just be there waiting. They
just have to wait around, keep the money and cards
coming, and not worry about it because, at the end
of the day, they will cap a nice contract. That is the
way the government does business in Victoria. It is
there for all to see. We are truly becoming
Australia's Deep South. It is amazing: when swine
get a whiff of the abattoir they squeal loudly. And
that is what is evident from the government benches.
I turn to the activities of KNF Advertising, which are
obvious, iniquitous and reprehensible. It is clear
from what Mr White said that the office of the
Premier and the Premier himself have been, and are
continuing to be, exploited by his family's
advertiSing company. The Premier has said, '1 might
have to sell my company," but it is still his company.
Hon. K. M. Smith - That's what you're doing attacking his wife.
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Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - Mr White said the
Premier had appeared with his wife Felicity in a
recent advertisement. It was an advertisement
produced by none other than the Premier's family
company, KNF Advertising. If we were talking
about the mafia this would be what is commonly
termed money laundering. It is being hidden.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - You've spent too long
in the Labor Party.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - The member who
attacks me from behind has been too long anywhere.
The Premier is helping his mates. It is all right for
him to say that these people have been in business
for 23 years and to applaud them for their activities.
No-one says that is wrong; that is part of the
Premier's job. But it is not all right that his
comments are predicated on the fact that his
company cops the advertising spin-off afterwards.
That is corrupt and reprehensible. The link could not
be more absolute or more complete; the actions of
the Premier could not be more blatant, arrogant or
deliberate.
Clearly the Premier is up for sale to the highest
bidder. We now have Premier Inc. For the price of a
contract with the Premier's advertising company,
KNF Advertising, one can have the Premier promote
whatever product one wants to sell. One can buy
him for promotions.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - I think we may have a
few buffoons in our midst. As I was saying before I
was interrupted by government members, we now
have Premier Inc. For the price of a contract one can
buy the Premier to promote one's goods. He does
not mind; he is in the photograph for all to see. It is
open advertising and any advertising is good. This
advertising is Victoria's equivalent to the Joh
Bjelke-Petersen foundation. But there are no brown
paper bags here -just a quick trip down to the
agency to felicitate an advertising contract. Isn't it
lovely! The difference in Victoria is that KNF
Advertising has taken only one year to create the
same sort of culture that took Russ Hinze decades in
Queensland. That is some achievement on the part
of the government.
The message to Victorians once again is, '1f you
want to buy a cowboy outfit for Christmas, the
Premier and his agency are up for sale". A person in
public office, such as the Premier, should be ever
vigilant to ensure that not even the merest
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case of family companies, it is imperative that
certain activities must cease in case they reflect
poorly on the office of Premier.
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Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Silvan) - On a
point of order, Mr President, the comments just
made by Mr Davidson are clearly a reflection on the
integrity and character of the Premier. I ask him to
withdraw.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr White has the
right of reply and I suggest he hold himself in
reserve. I also suggest that Mr Forwood also hold
himself in reserve.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - I shall repeat what I
said for the benefit of the deaf, the dumb and the
lame on the other side: in the case of family
companies that belong to Premiers it is imperative
that certain activities must cease in case they reflect
poorly on the office of Premier. I am talking about
family companies - companies that include the
Premier. I do not think anybody can argue that the
sorry saga has not reflected poorly on the Premier.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - The Premier must be
beyond reproach. If not, other holders of public
office and senior bureaucrats will get the clear
message that if the Premier can operate a private
family company in direct, open and obvious conflict
with his public duty, they also have a right to do so.
I cannot think of a worse situation. The Premier is in
obvious conflict with his public duty. Clearly, on
Mr White's evidence the Premier is not beyond
reproach. The services of the Premier come at a
price. One has only to advertise through the
Premier's family company. As I said, the mafia calls
it laundering. In this case one does not go direct to
the paper bag; one goes to the advertising company.
The worst aspect of this sorry mess is that the
Premier is well aware of his obligations to separate
public office from private and personal gain.
The Premier is also well aware of the eventual
consequences of his actions. He knows that
politicians are generally held in poor regard by the
public. He knows the damage that blatant
corruption and abuse of public office does to the
very fabric of democracy. His arrogance and greed
are such that he chooses to ignore those
consequences. The Premier knows what he is doing;
he just does not care.
Contrary to common perception, the Premier is not
just a buffoon and a clown. He is not just some great
big, flap-mouthed dork who opens his mouth only
to change feet.

The PRESIDENT - Order! The statements of the
honourable member are not statements that should
be made about other members of Parliament. I ask
him to withdraw.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON (Chelsea) - I have made
them in the negative, Mr President. I withdraw.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON - The Premier has
deliberately and successfully cultivated this image,
so that his arrogance, greed and abuse of power are
easily explained away by saying in the press, "Oh,
that's just Jeff". But it just will not do any more. It
will not wash. We all know what he is up to. The gig
is up.
The House knows that the Premier by profession is
an advertising agent, an image-maker, a snake oil
salesman, but his so carefully cultivated
foot-in-the-mouth image is wearing a bit thin.
After the land deal scandals disgraced the former
Hamer and Thompson Liberal governments and the
axe fell on Liberal Ministers, Mr Kennett became
Minister for Housing in the Liberal government.
From this position he of all people would be aware
of the product of corruption, scandal, dirty deals and
self-serving personal gain. Nobody in the
government knows that better than the Premier, Jeff
Kennett.
In conclusion, I submit that the concerns that my
Leader and I have raised about the Premier and
KNF Advertising are not the result of a buffoon with
his foot in his mouth, a person who does not know
what he is doing, or a person with a selective
memory. The Premier knows full well what he is
doing. Those characteristics are part of a calculated
plan to attain personal gain by exploiting his office
as Premier. Even if the government's numbers in the
Parliament save him on this and future occasions although I notice that government members are not
prepared to stand up and back the standards that he
is setting - the people of Victoria will not put up
with it. Even if the House refuses to establish an
independent board of inquiry, the Premier will be
called to account.
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Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) - I
support the motion moved by the Leader of the
Opposition. The catchcry at the moment is that
Victoria is open for business. Unfortunately, it is
open for business only through KNF Advertising,
and that is what the motion is about.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That is the issue.
Nothing else is of importance - and that is what I
will concentrate on. The debate is not about
innuendoes and slurs.

I make it clear that this is not an attack on Felicity
Kennett.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Mr White has
provided evidence - -

Hon. Rosemary Varty - Well, sit down!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I will not sit down,
Mrs Varty. I would not be involved in anything that
was an attempt to attack the wife, husband or
partner of another member of Parliament.
Hon. Bill Forwood - You are being used!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Nor would I attack
their families.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Regardless of what
members on the other side of the House are saying,
that is the truth.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Nardella cannot
possibly give his speech while there is such
haranguing from Mr Forwood and Mr Craige. I ask
them to desist.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That is certainly my
position. I have not been elected to do that and I will
not do it. It is an absolute disgrace that after
Mr White, Mr Birrell and Mr Davidson contributed
to the debate no government member stood up and
it is now my turn to make a contribution. It is a
tragedy that the government has taken such action.
Government backbenchers cannot even defend their
Premier - and that is all the motion is about. The
motion is concerned with who owns the company.
Hon. Louise Asher - And who operates it!
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - No, not who operates
it. The motion is concerned with who owns the
company. In this instance it is Jeff Kennett, the
Premier of this State.

Honourable members interjecting.

Hon. Bill Forwood - Of what?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - He has provided
evidence through the material that he has brought
before the House. He referred to that evidence in
debate.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA -If members of the
government were listening they would understand
that the evidence revolves around advertisements
that were placed in newspapers and their connection
with the Premier. That is what the motion is about.
That evidence has been provided. It is not about
innuendo.
Mr Birrell said it was about a photograph in the
Herald Sun. It is not just about a photograph; it is
about advertising, the links of the Premier with
certain companies and how photographs and the
office of the Premier are used in advertiSing. That is
as clear as I can make it to the House. It is not just
about a photograph that appeared in the Herald Sun.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - What is it then?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That is my rebuttal to
the statements of Mr Birrell and it is the clear
position that I put to the House today. Government
members have talked about cowardice.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Parliament is the
most appropriate place to make those allegations
and raise the issue. Parliament is the appropriate
forum to deal with the issue. The government is
attempting to place the opposition in a catch-22
position. In a sense the opposition cannot win. If it
raised the matter outside the House the government
would have said, ''Why didn't you raise it in the
House?"

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Is that right?
Government Members - No!
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Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The opposition raised
it in the House and the government says to raise it
outside, so we cannot win. The most appropriate
way for this issue to be raised is through debate in
this Chamber, which is what Mr White has started
today by moving this motion. It is not all about
cowardice but about raising important issues
concerning the propriety of the government and its
members. On that basis, it is imperative that the
matter should be debated in this House.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Why isn't it done in the
Assembly?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - It is the prerogative of
honourable members of that House to raise the
matter there. But the opposition believes it is
appropriate that debate should occur here.
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The PRESIDENT - Order! Ms Asher and
Mr Davidson, and perhaps Mr Power, are engaging
in a conversation that makes it impossible for
Hansard to record Mr Nardella's contribution. I ask
his colleagues to resist replying to Ms Asher's
interjections.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - This motion concerns
Ministerial conduct at the highest level, which is
why it has been moved in this House. It is all about
propriety on the part of Ministers of the Crown. In
this case the matter actually goes further because we
are discussing the Premier. All Ministers must be
above benefiting from their privileged positions; a
Minister should make no personal gain from his or
her public position. That is the crux of the issuethe motion is about nothing else!
Hon. G. R. Craige - It is about Felicity Kennett.

Hon. Bill Forwood - Answer the question why shouldn't he be allowed to defend himself?
Hon. Louise Asher - You can't handle the
argument!

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The debate cannot
proceed with the House until it comes to order.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The Premier can
defend himself. I agree with his right to defend
himself in whatever forum he chooses. I am not
denying him that right.
Hon. Rosemary Varty - You are.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - No, I am not. In a
number of instances in the past couple of days he
has defended himself. The Premier has the ability to
defend himself in his own Chamber and he also has
the support of the obligation of honourable
members opposite to defend him. A number of
opportunities are available to the Premier to defend
himself.
Hon. B. E. Davidson - He hasn't got a friend,
not one of you opposite will stand up for him.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - He has made his
position clear and he should defend himself before
an independent board.

Honourable members interjecting.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - No, it is not about
Felicity Kennett. The propriety of Ministers - in this
case, the public actions of the Premier, and how
propriety is not being maintained to the highest
standards - is a matter for public debate here.
Ministers must not benefit from their privileged
positions - perhaps from companies in which they
may hold shares or through other companies in
which they may have a direct pecuniary interest; or
their gain may be through trust funds in which they
have a direct pecuniary interest.
In short, the debate is about private gain from public
office. So far as any government is concerned - be it
a conservative or a Labor government - the
propriety of Ministers or members of the
government must be of the highest order.

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - It is nothing to do
with fiefdom, it is about propriety and the highest
standards.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Hartigan and
Mr Davidson are conducting a conversation which
makes it impossible for Hansard to record
Mr Nardella's contribution. I ask them to restrain
themselves.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The conduct of
Ministers of the Crown is encompassed in
legislation, as referred to by Mr White. It has been
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developed through many centuries of custom and
practice.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - I am reading about
1315 - would you like to go back that far?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Honourable members
opposite may joke about this matter but it is an
extremely serious issue because it goes to the crux of
good or bad government. It deals with the
responsibilities of Ministers and so far as I am
concerned, that is the prime issue with which the
House is dealing today.
The motion is about protecting the community, and
protecting society from corruption and criminal
activities. I am not making an allegation in a direct
sense.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - An independent
board should investigate the matter; we have
provided the evidence and an independent board
can then determine the issue.
Hon. M. A. Binell - What evidence? You would
be laughed out of a Magistrate's Court with this junk.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA -It is about protecting
Parliament and protecting the values and traditions
of this place.
Hon. M. A. Binell - It wouldn't get beyond the
Children's Court, much less the Magistrate's Court.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I would not talk
about the Children's Court, if I were you, Mr Birrell.
Hon. M. A. Binell - Why not?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The opposition does
not raise these issues lightly in this place. It
considers them to be serious enough to call for an
impartial investigation. Yesterday I spoke about
democracy; this issue is central to democracy. The
matter of patronage and the role of KNF Advertising
is central to the question of democracy. The ability of
Victoria to be corrupted by the role of KNF
Advertising - if it has not already been - is central
to this issue.
The culture of the operations within the State, as
referred to earlier, and that concerning KNF
Advertising is also central to this issue. Business
should not operate on the basis of patronage for
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specific companies that are tied to Ministers of the
Crown. The Premier and the government must be
above reproach.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - We had, in Mr Cain, a
Premier who had a tin beside his desk to pay for the
stamps for his Christmas cards.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Honourable members
opposite are making irrelevant interjections because
they are unable to grasp the concepts I am talking
about.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Who's licking the stamps?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I am not talking about
who is licking the stamps, but about appropriate
behaviour and respect that a Minister of the Crown
must have. It is not a matter of who does the
administrative work. The Premier has made a
financial gain. All Ministers of the Crown, including
the Premier, must be above reproach. They must not
bring the State into disrepute. They should be the
example that other Ministers, members of
Parliament and public servants follow. There has
been endemic corruption in other States, especially
in Queensland during the reign of Sir Joh
Bjelke-Petersen.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I cannot hear
Mr Nardella and I am sure Hansard cannot hear him
either.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Parliament must not
allow these situations to arise. A government
member interjected by saying that the opposition is
going back to the 1960s to find examples of
improper practice. The Bjelke-Petersen government
lost power in 1988! That is not an example of what
occurred in the 196Os, but is a relatively recent
example of a corrupt government and is relevant to
what I am saying. It is important to ensure that the
former Queensland system of government does not
occur in Victoria. Parliament should establish an
independent board of inquiry.
Hon. K. M. Smith - What about Bob Hawke at
the Boulevard Hotel?
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Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - That is irrelevant. I
am sincere in raising the issue and supporting the
motion because I want the institution of Parliament
respected so that the community is not faced with
having its representatives subjected to these types of
allegations. I urge honourable members to support
the motion.
Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training) - I have rarely seen
Mr Nardella more embarrassed than he was by
having to support the motion. Mr Nardella asked
why no-one from the government had responded to
the comments of Mr Davidson. The simple answer is
that there was nothing to respond to. Mr Davidson
had nothing to say. He talked of wine sales, Peter
Bennett and communication. He made a particularly
sexist comment about Mrs Kennett which highlights
the way the opposition has conducted the debate.
Mr Nardella said one thing that revealed the
strength of the opposition case. He said, '1 am not
making allegations in a direct sense." That is what
the debate is about. There are no allegations. The
motion does not make any allegations. Mr White did
not make direct allegations, and Mr Davidson and
Mr Nardella said nothing about the facts of the case.
The motion calls for an inquiry, but to have an
inquiry you need facts that suggest there are things
that ought to be investigated. We have not had that.
We have had a series of disconnected facts with no
links between them and a conclusion drawn that is
not justified in any way because there is no chain
that leads to that conclusion. Indeed, Mr Nardella
cannot escape the fact that this is an attack on
Mrs Kennett. It is quite clear that KNF Advertising is
operated by Mrs Kennett, and that is conceded.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - That is an undeniable fact.
Hon. HADDON STOREY - To the extent there
are facts, they are about the way KNF has operated,
and that is a direct a ttack on Mrs Kennett and the
way she operates the business. It is a direct claim
that she is operating a business in a totally improper
and inappropriate manner. It is a clear case of the
Labor Party departing from the great notion that
was propounded by its Leader in the other place
about raising the profile of women. The motion is
designed to diminish the profile of Mrs Kennett. It
says in effect that spouses of members of Parliament
cannot run businesses, cannot operate independent
lives and anything they do somehow has to be
treated as though it is related to what their spouse
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does in Parliament. That is not so and it is a
despicable attitude on the part of the Labor Party.
Mr Nardella struggled to explain why the motion
was put in this House rather than outside or in the
other place. If the Labor Party were serious about its
claims it should have raised the matter in the House
where the person under attack is because it would
give him the opportunity to respond in the debate.
The Labor Party chose not to do that. It chose
deliberately to conduct the debate in this Chamber
to deprive the people being attacked, the Premier
and Mrs Kennett, of the opportunity of answering
the motion during the debate.
Labor Party members are not prepared to make
these allegations in front of the persons they are
vilifying. Neither Mr Nardella nor Mr Davidson
attempted to address the facts, but I shall say
something about the arguments put forward by the
opposition because this needs to be understood. The
arguments have been a series of facts that are all on
the public record - everybody knows about them;
they are not hidden in any sense - and from those
facts a conclusion is drawn. The conclusion does not
flow from the facts. Mr Nardella and Mr Davidson
spoke about the Premier appearing in an
advertisement. He has never appeared in an
advertisement. It is not like the case of Mrs
Peacock-Hon. D. R. White - This is an advertisement!
Hon. HADDON STOREY - Let me finish my
statement. To appear in an advertisement implies
that somebody has willingly decided to participate
in an advertisement, as Mrs Peacock obviously did. I
want all honourable members to see the
advertisement Mr White is holding up. It has some
photos of the Premier at an official opening.
Hon. D. R. White - It is an advertisement!
Hon. HADDON STOREY - It contains photos
of the Premier at an official opening. During the
Broadmeadows by-election Mr Brumby circulated
all around the electorate copies of a brochure
containing a photo of himself with the director of the
Broadmeadows College of TAFE. Does that mean
that the director of the Broadmeadows College of
TAFE appeared in that advertisement?
Hon. Licia Kokocinski - What a pathetic
argument.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr White will have
an opportunity to respond in a moment, and I
suggest he contain himself. Ms Kokocinski should
either add to the debate in the form of a substantive
conbibution or keep quiet.

unhappy at doing this because he knew what the
Labor Party was doing. Mrs Hogg has not spoken on
this issue - perhaps she will do so next. I should
like the female members of the opposition to stand
up and support the way this has happened.

Hon. HADDON STOREY - The attitude of the
opposition illustrates its lack of logic and of any
evidentiary basis in the presentation of this motion.

The motion fails in logiC. It fails because it does not
present any evidence. There is nothing that could
possibly justify this matter going before a board of
inquiry, and the motion is moved simply to provide
a vehicle for smear. It is a tragedy that the Labor
Party is not leading with the big issues that confront
the community instead of doing this sort of thing attacking the person of the Premier. The Labor Party
cannot win on politics and cannot win in the
community, so it has resorted to this sort of tactic.
The tragedy is that it has been done in such a way
that it has dragged Mrs Kennett into the debate and
is preventing her from operating as an independent
businesswoman and conducting her own life. The
motion should be thrown out.

Hon. D. A. Nardella - What about Mr Brumby's
pecuniary interest?
Hon. HADDON STOREY - Mr Brumby
circulated an advertisement that contained a photo
of him with the director of the Broadmeadows
College of TAFE. The director appeared in that ad
only in the same way as the Premier appeared in the
ad Mr White held up. Somebody chose to use a
photo of the Premier at an official opening, but the
publication does not prove anything. The lack of
logic is incredible. KNF Advertising undoubtedly
has all sorts of clients. Is it suggested that the
Premier has to do something to reward them
because they became clients? To use a photo of the
Premier at an official opening does not prove
anything.
The Premier probably appears at official openings
every day of his life and sometimes several times a
day. He must have done hundreds of openings in
the past 12 months and there must be hundreds of
photos of him that have been used in ads, house
journals, newspapers and everywhere under the
sun. The logic of the Labor Party's case is that none
of these people is thereafter allowed to deal with
KNF Advertising because it is assumed immediately
that the Premier is using his position. That is crass,
hopeless logic.

Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - I have never
heard a weaker defence by the Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training or the Minister for
Conservation and Environment against any
proposition we have put over the past 10 years. The
first proposition is that the Premier is a director and
shareholder of the company that owns KNF
Advertising and is a financial beneficiary. The
Premier is going around saying he is not a financial
beneficiary, and no attempt was made to establish
that other than the fact that he belongs to KNF
Advertising. He is part of KNF and he is a
beneficiary!
The second thing is that the coalition has not
disagreed wi th the fact.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.

The case advanced by the Labor Party is an example
of the classic way in which the Labor Party smears
people. It takes the facts, all of which are on the
public record; it mentions them one after the other
and then claims that therefore there is something
wrong. It is a classic case of alleging something
based on a whole series of facts which do not lead to
that conclusion. What makes this a particularly
nasty episode is that it has dragged the Premier's
wife into it and attacked the way she is operating
her business. How people of the quality of
Mr Nardella can stand up and pretend that the
Premier's wife does not get dragged into this debate
is utterly beyond me. He showed from his body
language and the way in which he addressed the
House on this matter that he was uncomfortable and

Hon. D. R. WHITE - He is a director and
shareholder of the company that owns KNF, so he is
the financial beneficiary.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - You do not know that.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - He is the director and the
shareholder of a company that owns KNF
Advertising.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan -Prove it.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It is clear that the Premier
has promoted Mingot Homes (Vic.) Pty Ltd and
West Homes Australia Pty Ltd, which are clients of
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KNF Advertising. On 27 February he was out
publicising Mingot Homes and within a few days
the ad appeared. The connection between these two
stories is clear. He was out promoting the company
and within a few days an advertisement for KNF
appeared - and that goes directly back to JGK
Nominees. The Premier opened the Mingot Homes
development. He appeared in an advertisement.
KNF received money from the advertisement.
The funds from the advertisement are paid into KNF
Advertising and then go to JGK Nominees Pty Ltd.
KNF is just a business name. The money goes to JGK
Nominees, in which the Premier has a beneficial
interest, which is a contradiction of the code of
conduct.
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) - On a point
of order, Mr President, Mr White is making
allegedly factual statements and not backing them
up with proof. He has made a number of statements
concerning the company structure that he cannot
back up with facts. I would like him to produce
evidence as to whether the Premier is a beneficial
shareholder or a nominee shareholder. He is saying
he has the facts; he should produce them.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The statement made
by Mr White is one he led initially. It is not new
material and there is no point of order.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - Firstly,
there is the business name. On 15 October we
established from the records of the Registrar of
Business Names that JGK Nominees Pty Ltd is the
corporation carrying on the business of KNF. We
also established that KNF is merely a business name,
it is not a proprietary company and it is being
conducted by JGK Nominees.
Through the Australian Securities Commission
database we also established that JGK Nominees is a
trustee and advertiSing agent. It lists the Premier as
a director and shareholder and as a beneficial holder
of ordinary shares in JGK Nominees Pty Ltd, the
owner of KNF, which means that any revenue
flowing to KNF finds its way to JGK Nominees,
which has a beneficial interest.
Any profits must go to only one place - JGK
Nominees. No other organisations are associated
with this company. Felicity has the same standing as
the Premier - she is a shareholder and director of
JGK Nominees. She has no higher or lower standing
than the Premier. They are equals in JGK Nominees,
the owner of KNF Advertising. They both hold a
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beneficial share. They are both directors and they are
equals.
That association should have been divested by the
Premier because it contradicts the code of conduct.
Hon. K. M. Smith - It does not.
Hon. D. R. WHITE - It absolutely contradicts
the code of conduct because it is saying that
Ministers and bureaucrats can run family companies
and promote businesses that are clients of their
companies.
Not only did the Premier promote Mingot and later
produce an advertisement, he then promoted West
Homes and appeared in three separate
advertisements for one of the companies at Taylors
Lakes that bankrolled two receptions for the Liberal
Party.
A four-page supplement was produced and the
Premier knowingly appeared in three photographs
produced specifically for the advertisements in that
supplement. The photographs did not appear in any
of the local papers; he knowingly appeared in an
advertisement from which he is a beneficiary. The
advertisements appear in more than one newspaper
over a considerable period. Every opportunity
existed for the Premier, if he did not know at the
outset, to later divest himself of any association with
the advertisements; but not only did they appear in
March and April, they continued to appear
throughout 1993.
The Premier has allowed himself to be seen in that
advertisement promoting West Homes, a client of a
company of which he is a beneficiary. The Premier
has a responsibility not only to have no conflict of
interest but also to ensure that no conflict appears to
exist. Yet he knowingly appeared in an
advertisement for a client of a company of which he
is a financial beneficiary. He is a shareholder and a
director and he is sending out a message, through
Taylors Lakes, that if you want the Premier, you
become a client of KNF and the Premier will follow.
The Premier is telling the people of Victoria that this
type of conduct is okay, he can appear in any
advertisement at any time for any company linked
toKNF.
The opposition says that the Premier of Victoria,
linked as he is to KNF AdvertiSing, has a
responSibility to divest himself of all association
with the clients of KNF. He concedes that there was
a problem in August 1992. He is quoted as saying:
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might have to sell it to her. We are getting advice as to
how to handle these things.

I

Throughout the debate the government has
attempted to suggest that KNF is somebody else's
business, but I quote the Premier in the Age of
1 October 1993:
Felicity runs my business.
Whose business? His business. She runs his
business, presumably at his direction, and why is
she doing it? To educate the children; so there is
money coming into the home to educate the
children. Who said that? The Premier said it.
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There has been a serious dereliction of duty by the
Premier of Victoria in not abiding by the code of
conduct. It is not a question of what he did in 1992
but what he did in 1993, and not just in February
and March.
An advertisement for the MBA V that appeared in
the property news section of last Saturday'S Herald
Sun involved the Urban Land Authority and KNF
Advertising. A whole series of advertisements link
the Urban Land Authority with payments to KNF
Advertising. Taxpayers' money is going into the
Premier's pocket. The profits from the Boroondara
site could have been made by the Urban Land
AuthOrity and used for capital works programs, but
they have gone to Fletcher and Parker.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr White is
exercising his right of reply and it will assist the
House if all members are quiet to hear out the
honourable member, so that the matter can be put to
a vote.

The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind Mr White
that the right of reply is not an opportunity to
introduce new material. I have listened carefully to
his contribution; he is now proceeding to an area
that he did not raise earlier. I ask him to reply to the
issues raised in the debate.

Hon. D. R. WHITE - He says it is his business.
He knows it is his business. He has also said, when
contemplating going into government, that he
should dissociate himself from it, but he has not
done that. He knows he derives a financial gain
because he knows that the money is coming into the
house to educate the children. He has gone on
record as saying that, and he knows that every time
he goes out to Taylors Lakes and does a promotion a
KNF advertisement will follow that will bring
money into his house for the kids' education. He
knows it; he has said it; and that is a breach of the
code of conduct.

Hon. D. R. WHITE - I thank you for your
ruling. I raised the matter of the Boroondara site
earlier because a profit of more than $800 000 was
made as a result of the purchase of the site for
$2.7 million. The site was subdivided into blocks
and sold for $4.5 million. A clear profit of $800 000
was made within six months. The Urban Land
Authority could have turned over those properties
and the money could have been used for the capital
works program. Boroondara Estates Pty Ltd,
Fletcher and Parker and KNF Advertising have
benefited, and the same thing is happening today in
Brunswick.

It is a breach of section 3(1)(e) and (f) because he is
expected to devote his time and talents to carrying
out his public duties and not to having a conflict
with his private interests.

The same company is putting in a bid for a
subdivision the Urban Land Authority should be
handling. It could purchase the property or it could
act as an agent and use the much needed profits for
capital works for schools. Those profits will be lost
to KNF Advertising to be used for the education of
the Premier's children.

The Premier is not adhering to the code of conduct
under which as a senior officer of the State he should
set an example for other members of Parliament and
the bureaucracy. It is also clear that KNF has many
other clients such as Noel Gould Holden, Highpoint
City, Sheets 'R' Us, Holmesglen College of TAFE, the
Master Builders Association of Victoria (MBAV) and
so on. It is also obvious that in 1989 he was
operating as a debt collector for KNF Advertising.
He was collecting money from clients knowing that
it would come into his pocket.

KNF Advertising was established to produce funds
for the education of the Premier's children. That is
on record. All the actions of Mingot Homes, West
Homes Australia Pty Ltd, Nankervis Homes Pty Ltd
and the association of Boroondara Estates Pty Ltd
with Fletcher and Parker should be disclosed. The
benefits obtained for the education of the Premier's
children should be disclosed. His association with
KNF Advertising and JGK Nominees Pty Ltd should
be relinquished. While he continues that association
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he is in breach of the code of conduct, and for those
reasons an inquiry should be established.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 13
Davidson, Mr
Gould, Miss (Teller)
Henshaw,Mr
Hogg,Mrs
Kokocinski, Ms
McLean, Mrs (Teller)
Mier, Mr

Nardella, Mr
Power, Mr
Pullen,Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Walpole, Mr
White, Mr

Noes, 28
Asher, Ms
Ashman,Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Bishop,Mr
Bowden,Mr
Brideson, Mr
Connard, Mr
Cox,Mr
Craige, Mr
Davis,Mr
de Fegely, Mr

Evans, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Guest,Mr
Hall,Mr
Hallam,Mr
Hartigan, Mr
Knowles,Mr
Skeggs,Mr
Smith, Mr
Stoney, Mr (Teller)
Storey, Mr
Varty, Mrs
Wells,Dr
Wilding, Mrs (Teller)

Mr Ives

MrStrong

Pair
Motion negatived.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The PRESIDENT - Order! During the debate
the issue of the use of radio opera tion to enhance the
sound for television was raised. That is clearly in
breach of the guidelines issued by this House, and I
remind members of the Sessional Order dealing with
the broadcasting of proceedings:
Audio excerpts shall be recorded from the signal
transmitted by the House monitoring system only by
representatives of accredited media organisations. No
alteration to the sound relay equipment is to be
undertaken unless approved by the President.

If a member wants to use that sort of facility in

future he or she should ask me and I will approve it
only if all party Leaders agree to it. The guidelines
were agreed to by all parties, and it is unfortunate
that proceedings were disrupted by that incident. I
remind members to look carefully at the provisions,
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and I remind the press not only of the need to
observe those provisions but also to observe
provisions about fairness in reports with a
reasonable balance on both sides of the debate.
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) In light of the explanation and ruling you have just
given, Mr President, what is the status of the
recording that was made at the commencement of
the Leader of the Opposition's contribution to that
debate. Given your ruling, I assume it would be
improper for any use to be made of the recording. If
that is the case, what action will be taken to advise
media organisations that they are not to use that
material?
The PRESIDENT - Order! The Sessional Orders
governing the broadcasting of proceedings continue:
Any breach of these conditions may result in the
immediate suspension of the privileges by the
President.

I did not suspend the privileges; I ordered the
Leader of the Opposition to remove the recording
device or the microphone system, and he complied
with my direction. Even if the matter were of such
severity that that action was warranted, trying to
suppress the recording at this stage would not be in
anyone's interest. I remind honourable members
again that the broadcasting of proceedings is a
privilege that must operate fairly and on the basis of
agreed guidelines. Unfortunately, that did not
happen on this occasion.
Sitting suspended 12.54 p.m. until 2.3 p.m.

TA'ITERSALL CONSULTATIONS
(FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debated resumed from 19 October; motion of Hon.
R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Regional
Development).
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - Tattersalls
has been a very successful organisation. In recent
years Tattersalls has benefited from the leading role
it has played as an operator of electronic gaming
machines. Victorians have been well served by the
placement of those machines in hotels and clubs. In
recent times the State was losing between
$300 million and $400 million in gambling revenue
each year as Victorians travelled interstate to play
the machines.

APPROPRIATION (1993-94, No. 1) BILL and BUDGET PAPERS, 1993-94
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There are two main elements in the Bill, the first of
which is a proposal to exempt profits derived from
Tattersalls operations in jurisdictions that do not
form part of the Victorian lottery pool from the
profit-sharing provisions of the Act. Although
Tattersalls currently undertakes activities outside
the State, in the near future it is likely to gain a
licence to undertake major gaming activities in Great
Britain. We wish the organisation well and hope it
succeeds in becoming a major partner in the
conducting of lotteries in Great Britain. Exempting
the operations of Tattersalls in Great Britain from
Victorian taxation provisions is necessary to ensure
that the initiative is financially viable.
The second element of the Bill is a technical
amendment to avoid any repetition of Bergan's case
in New South Wales involving a dispute over which
symbols represented a matching threesome. The
case arose because of the ambiguous wording on the
ticket. If a similar case occurred in Victoria, the
potential liability for Tattersall would be Significant.
The amendment will ensure that only instant lottery
tickets with three identical numbers, symbols or
amounts will win prizes. Those steps are necessary
to enhance the operations of Tattersalls, and for that
reason the opposition will not oppose the Bill.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I am of the opinion
that the second and third readings of the Bill require
to be passed by an absolute majority. As there is not
an absolute majority of members present, I ask the
Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Required number of members having assembled
in Chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

Third reading
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That this House authorises and requires Mr President
to permit the second-reading debate on the
Appropriation (1993-94, No. 1) Bill to be taken
concurrently with further debate on the motion to take
note of the Budget Papers, 1993-94.

Motion agreed to.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 September and 19 October;
motion of Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for
Regional Development) and Hon. R. M.
HALLAM's motion:
That the Council take note of the Budget Papers,
1993-94.

Hon. LOUISE ASHER (Monash) - In
commenting on the strategic direction of the Budget
I shall provide a brief overview of the documents
themselves. The aim of the Budget is to restore
Victoria's financial direction, which is the basis on
which the coalition was elected to government. The
Budget is the natural follow on from and its policy is
consistent with, firstly, the October statement made
just after the election, secondly, the April statement
and, thirdly, key recommendations of the report of
the Victorian Commission of Audit which the
government commissioned shortly after the election.
It is fundamentally important to note the consistency
of the government's economic objectives.
Consistency in economic terms is very much a new
feature in Australian politics at the moment. I
contrast this consistency with the policies of the
Federal government, which seem to change as each
day goes by, with much backtracking and changing
of minds for short-term gains. The sorts of
inconsistencies pursued by the Federal government
send the worst possible messages to the Australian
community. It is with a great deal of pride that I am
able to stand in this Chamber and say that I am a
member of a government that has had a strong
record of economic consistency since its election to
office.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

APPROPRIATION (1993-94, No. 1) BILL
and BUDGET PAPERS, 1993-94
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) By leave, I move:

The government has made several major economic
statements and key recommendations have come
from the Victorian Commission of Audit. Now we
have the State Budget. Its twin aims have been
forgotten in debates so far. The first aim is to restore
Victoria's finances. The opposition's reaction to the
Budget, articulated in this House and in the other
place, has been inconsistent and naive. The second
aim of the Budget, which has been frequently
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overlooked in debates so far, is to bring about a
major improvement in the economy as a foundation
for sustainable, long-term growth. That is the aim on
which I wish to comment later at some length.
I turn to the restoration of the State's finances. The
need for restoration, which to my horror has been
refuted by members of the opposition - Hon. W. R. Baxter - They attempted to refute
it - unsuccessfully!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - That is true, Mr Baxter.
The need for restorative action on the government's
part is highlighted in the report of the Victorian
Commission of Audit. The commission's finding,
with which everybody is familiar, is that in 1991-92
Victoria's total debt was $69.8 billion or $47 000 per
household. That identifiable figure, which was easily
understood by the public, indicated the massive
debt that had accumulated on a per household basis.
In some instances the sum exceeded a family's
mortgage, although that comparison does not
always hold. However, $47 000 of debt per
household was the staggering amount revealed by
the Victorian Commission of Audit.
The commission sets out clearly how the previous
government reached that position. In its report the
commission observes that since the second world
war the Victorian government and other State
governments borrowed money to finance valuable
assets such as roads, schools, power stations and so
on. However, as interest rates rose in the 1980s,
Victoria's borrowing was used to fund recurrent
expenditure, an activity from which the Labor Party
now says it is backing away. The opposition's policy
observations on the Budget are not consistent with
that position, but I shall return to that argument
later.
The commission noted Victoria's borrowings and
the changes that took place in the 19805 as interest
rates rose. Page (ii) of the executive summary states:
Most other governments in Australia recognised these
changes. By the end of the 1980s, the budgets of the
Commonwealth government and the governments of
New South Wales and Queensland were in surplus.
However, the Victorian government continued to
borrow heavily throughout the 198Os. Unlike other
States, Victoria chose not to raise State taxes to offset
the effects of reductions in Commonwealth grants
during the second half of the 198Os. Nor did Victoria
reduce its spending during this period, despite a large
increase in spending before 1985. Moreover, the
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Victorian government willingly exposed itself to an
increasing amount of financial risk during this period.
Further, the document states:
Since the 1989-90 financial year, Victoria has been
borrowing not just to finance capital expenditures, but
also to meet interest payments and other day-to-day
operating expenses. This is the opposite of good
financial management, and has brought the State to the
brink of a debt spiral.
Hon. D. A. Nardella interjected.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I cannot hear you. If
you want to interject when I am speaking, I am more
than happy to respond - The PRESIDENT - Order! Through the Chair.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I am finding it difficult
to hear, Mr President. I have set out the findings of
the Commission of Audit in respect of the crisis the
government inherited when it came to office. The
commission pointed out that Victoria's financial
problems were due to above average levels of
government spending. On average Victoria spent
12 per cent more than other States to provide
services of a similar quality, but that did not mean
the services were better. That is one of the very
important points that escapes many members of the
opposition.
The ALP seems to think that if money is spent that
therefore produces a better product. That is not the
case. Again I invite members of the ALP to contrast
the sorts of health services, community services and
most importantly the transport system in Victoria
with those found interstate. On average the previous
government was spending 12 per cent more than
other States in providing a similar quality service.
The Kennett government is trying to address that.
The problem is that it has had to close many services
down simply because the previous government put
us so far down the track of debt and deficits that this
government has had to take incisive restorative
action.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Uke increasing the debt.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I shall come to that
point. Uke most members of the ALP, Mr Nardella
sees only the impact on year 1. OppOSition members
do not worry about the impact on years 2, 3 or 4 forget that, they say. It is only year 1 that matters to
our opponents. It was year 1 that mattered when
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they were in government, and it is only year 1 that
matters to them now. That is the essence of the
problem the government has with members
opposite. They do not understand the difference
between capital and recurrent expenditure; they do
not understand the difference between one-off and
recurrent expenditure; they do not understand
beyond the here and now.
The independent Victorian Commission of Audit
made a number of recommendations which we are
following in general terms, but the two most
important recommendations the audit commission
made were, firstly, that the government should
restore the Budget to a surplus as soon as possible
and, secondly, that the government should begin
financing at least part of the State's capital
expenditure from sources other than borrowings. It
is those two recommendations that the government
has gone some considerable way towards
addressing in its Budget strategy in its first year in
office.
I wish to turn to a number of arguments the ALP has
come up with over the past few months against the
broad strategy of the government. Principally, after
much disentanglement, I can discern five arguments.
I would like to take the House through them and
indicate where each of them falls down because it is
particularly important to put the spurious,
amateurish, naive arguments the ALP has advanced
on the record and indicate why they are so
dreadfully naive.
The first argument articulated by the ALP was put
forward by the shadow Treasurer, the job Mr White
is seeking so desperately at the moment.
Hon. Bill Forwood - He would not get it based
on today's performance.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - No, he would not. That
job is still in the domain of the much maligned
honourable member for Sunshine. His argument
demonstrates why he is much maligned.
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"comfortable surplus". The rejigging went along the
following spurious lines.
First he argued that $174 million of proceeds from
the casino licence was missing from the equation.
Yes, it was missing because the announcement of the
casino was made on 6 September 1993 and the
Budget, as I recall, was brought down on
7 September 1993. Budgets are prepared and printed
well in advance. I am happy to say that Treasurer
Stockdale has great forecasting skills, but to my
knowledge he does not have a crystal ball. When the
Budget Papers were put to print he was not able to
forecast the sum of money involved in the casino
announcement.
Even if the Treasurer had known about this casino
payment, the ALP's argument is still spurious
because it was arguing, through its current shadow
Treasurer, that that money should be used for
preschools, schools, public transport, hospitals and
so on, whereas in reality all members know that it
has been allocated under the Agenda 21 program for
the capital projects the ALP is crying out for as well.
There is one pool of money that has already been
allocated.
In the second tactic by the honourable member for
Sunshine to try to rejig the numbers in a desperate
attempt to illustrate that the Budget is in
"comfortable surplus" he indicated that there are a
number of transferred items in the Budget Papers.
He argued that the superannuation transfer of
$1.3 billion should have been conceived as one-off
and somehow removed from the Budget equation.

I am quite prepared to acknowledge that the
problems associated with this superannuation line
item stem back some considerable time. The
problem is that the State should have topped up its
superannuation funds in the past as people
withdrew funds, but the previous government did
not opt to do so. Interest was accumulating at the
rate of 6 per cent real, which is very expensive. It is
particularly poor practice. This kind of practice
loaded costs into the future.

Hon. B. E. Davidson interjected.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - Mr Davidson says that
the member for Sunshine is overrated! I am happy
for that to go on record. The honourable member for
Sunshine argued in his Budget response that the
Budget was balanced. To use his term, we have in
Victoria a "comfortable surplus". He rejigged the
figures to try to demonstrate why in his little
distorted world the State of Victoria had a

The other transfer item that the honourable member
for Sunshine queried and made much of in his
attempt to rewrite the line items of the Budget to get
a different end result was the transfer of $450 million
of capital expenditure this year that has been
reclassified as recurrent expenditure. That spending
refers to maintenance spending.
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The honourable member for Sunshine clearly may
well, given his logic, query what the independent
Commission of Audit said and query the
recommendations of the Auditor-General, but
basically every reputable public finance economist
has consistently argued that maintenance
expenditure should be reclassified as recurrent
expenditure because, if it is not, it is understating the
level of recurrent costs. That happened under the
previous government for many years. So the first
argument advanced by the ALP, the argument that
we are supposedly in "comfortable surplus", does
not stand up to any analysis. I am amazed that the
ALP is seeking to run this line of argument,
presumably with a view to impressing Kenneth
Davidson but no-one else.
The second ALP argument is that the Budget does
nothing for unemployment. I propose to make a
number of comments about employment later in my
contribution in considerably more detail.
The third ALP argument is the sort of naive
argument put forward by Mr Henshaw in his
contribution to debate the other night. The naive
argument put was, 'We know that Victoria is in
trouble and some cuts have to be made, but why did
the Kennett government have to cut health, welfare
and education?". It is an interesting argument that
ignores the components of expenditure in the
Budget.
Basically the government has had to cut health and
education expenditure because those two large
portfolios, which include community services,
constitute 47 per cent of the State's recurrent Budget.
If we are to have any expenditure reductions in the
State's recurrent Budget, it is clear that they will
have to occur in the major as well as the minor
portfolios. In actual fact those two portfolios
constitute in recurrent terms $6.7 billion out of
$14.3 billion.
The fourth argument that the ALP advanced in an
attempt to come to grips with the government's
budgetary strategy is that the Kennett government
should slow down the rate of cuts. Government
members understand why this problem exists. Some
opposition members understand that they created
the problem. One of the cries has been that the
government should slow down its rate of cuts. If one
seeks further analysis of what the ALP defines as
slowing down the rate of cuts, one finds in debate on
the April statement that the honourable member for
Sunshine argued that the cuts should be spread over
four years, whereas clearly the government is

arguing that the cuts should be spread over three
years. On the face of it, that argument may seem to
have some plausibility, but in fact it is not plaUSible.
Debate interrupted.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
BULLBARS
Hon. B. E. DAVIDSON (Chelsea) - As the
Minister for Roads and Ports may have guessed, my
question to him is about the vexed question of
bullbars on the front of vehicles. Given the coroner's
recent call for a ban on bullbars on motor vehicles
and the Minister's statement to the press that he will
consider all the evidence before making a decision,
will the Minister give an assurance that the Premier
has not pre-empted the Minister by saying bullbars
will not be banned by his government? Did the
Premier consult with the Minister and Cabinet prior
to making that statement, and will the Minister table
the VIC ROADS report on this issue?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - I was expecting Mr Davidson to raise the
issue of bullbars, which is indeed important. The
coroner's report was handed down yesterday. When
asked by the media for my response to it, I said I
would read the report and give consideration to the
comments made therein.
I have read the report of the coroner - his
handwritten version, and I am glad it was made
available to me as quickly as it was - and have
noted the coroner's view that bullbars should be
banned. It is an interesting comment for him to
make, and I suppose in view of the evidence he
heard it is not unexpected. He might also have made
an observation on the danger of carrying dogs in
motor vehicles, because clearly that is part of his
finding. The coroner found that the principal cause
of the tragedy was the driver's attention being
distracted by having a dog sitting on the front seat.
It ought to be noted that there is a lot of carelessness
among Victorian drivers in a range of accidents, and
the community has a responsibility to convey to the
public that carelessness is unacceptable. Clearly, I
will do as I have undertaken - that is, study all the
evidence. I will make available to Mr Davidson the
information VlC ROADS has. It is not particularly
extensive or of recent vintage, but further work is
being done. I will make it available to him.
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LIBRARY SERVICES
Hon. G. H. COX (Nunawading) - Will the
Minister for the Arts inform the House of the
government's funding for municipal public library
services for the 1993-94 municipal year?
Hon. HAD DON STOREY (Minister for the
Arts) - The House will be aware that, following the
previous government's deferral of 50 per cent of the
library grants one year about three years ago, it has
become necessary to actually state each year the
amount of funding that will be available for libraries
in the municipal year, because the amount is not
actually paid until July the following year. It appears
in the following year's Budget. The government is
committed to remedying that deplorable state of
affairs, so in the current Budget in due course we
will have a funding for libraries in the current
municipal year.
I am pleased to be able to inform the House that for
the current municipal year 1993-94 the grants to
Victoria's 204 municipalities providing municipal
public library services will be $21685000. That
represents a 3 per cent increase on the funding that
was provided last year, and I am pleased that is so
because it is the first increase in public library
funding for a number of years.

The funding will be provided under new funding
arrangements for public library grants, which follow
upon a review of library funding undertaken by the
Libraries Board at my request earlier this year. The
board had recommended the adoption of a new
formula, or a revised formula, and some of the
features in that are: an increase in the population
component to 83.5 per cent of the total grant; the
introduction of a base component to assist smaller
rural councils; streamlining of the accountability
requirements; a library development grants
component totalling 6.5 per cent of the total funding
allocation; and a network support component.
A special provision of $423 000 has been made to
compensate councils that may be adversely affected
by the funding formula and the net effect of the
increase in funds, and the new formula means that
more than 90 per cent of municipalities in Victoria
will receive increased library funding this year.
I should also say that there will be an additional
amount of $682 000, which is provided to reimburse
councils for interest costs that may arise from the
deferral of the library grant payment component
that has had to be added to libraries in recent years,
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which is an amount calculated taking into account
current interest payments.
I shall be writing to honourable members some time
in the next few days informing them of the
allocation to libraries in their electorates. I am very
pleased to show that the government's commitment
to libraries has been reinforced by this increase in
their funding for the first time in quite a number of
years.

WORKCOVER
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE (Melbourne) - I
understand a number of people have recently been
contacted anonymously and asked to provide
personal information about their WorkCover cases.
Will the Minister for Local Government, who is
responsible for WorkCover, advise whether the
authority has commissioned a private research
company and provided that company with the
private particulars of WorkCover recipients? If so,
will the Minister indicate the purposes of the
research, the nature of the company involved, and
whether he condones this gross invasion of privacy?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I have no knowledge of the
circumstances the honourable member outlines. I
certainly have no knowledge of the Victorian
WorkCover Authority commissioning the sort of
work he is suggesting. I am unable to answer the
question directly, but will check and report back to
him.

ROYAL BOTANIC GARDENS
Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash) - Will the
Minister for Conservation and Environment advise
the House of government support for the capital
works needs of the Royal Botanic Gardens?
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (Minister for Conservation
and Environment) - I am pleased to outline the
government's plans for capital works at the Royal
Botanic Gardens, which as honourable members will
agree are among the best in the world.
A special effort is needed to ensure that the capital
works for the area are upgraded and especially that
a new automatic water sprinkling system is
provided. One would have thought it self-evident
that an automatic water sprinkling system is needed
in a garden of world-class standard, but that has not
been the case in the past.
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There is a need to shift from a manual to an
automatic watering system - it is long overdue. The
installation of an automatic water sprinkling system
is now under way, and that will free the staff who
have spent much of their time dragging sprinklers
and hoses through the gardens.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL - Members of the Labor
Party may well interject. There has been one
problem. This system was promised by the
government's predecessors. As predicted, they lied
through their teeth. They promised to provide the
full funding for the project, but they did not. On 5
March 1992 the former Labor government
announced - and I shall quote the then Minister for
Conservation and Environment, Mr Pull en - that it
would support a new $1.3 million automatic
watering system for the Royal Botanic Gardens.
Mr Pullen made that promise on a number of
occasions. The Liberal Party exposed the fact that he
did not deliver and that through his actions he
deceived the Royal Botanic Gardens board.
As a result of his actions the board of the Royal
Botanic Gardens was left in the invidious pOSition of
having a project for which all funds had not been
provided. In this case the shortfall in the funding
was $300 000, or 23 per cent of the total value of the
project. The former Labor government kept that fact
hidden until after last year's October State election.
When the board of the gardens discovered the
failure of the former government to provide the
funds, it brought the matter to my attention and
sought urgent assistance to make up the financial
shortfall.
The 1992-93 Stockdale Budget provided $700000 for
the commencement of the project. In the 1993-94
financial year the coalition government will identify
a further $600 000 - all the money that is needed to guarantee the completion of this much promised
project. Up to $300 000 will be provided by capital
funds from the Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources budget and from Melbourne
waterways grants. In addition to the government's
contribution, major industry sponsorship has been
secured by the Royal Botanic Gardens from Pacific
Dunlop Ltd and the LR Nelson Corporation.
This project is long overdue; it was promised but
was never delivered. The new government has
covered the shortfall created by its predecessors and
the project will now be delivered.
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LIBRARY SERVICES
Hon. PAT POWER Uika Jika) - Will the Minister
for Local Government confirm that the Office of
Local Government wrote to local government bodies
on 9 September this year advising that it proposes to
repeal section 196 of the 1989 Act and parts XXXV
and XLI of the 1958 Act, which will have the effect of
incorporating libraries? Will the Minister give a clear
assurance that regional libraries will not be
disadvantaged - The PRESIDENT - Order! This matter was
raised with the Minister yesterday by Mr Henshaw
and the Minister provided an answer then.
Mr Power's question seems to deal with the same
matter on which the Minister invited Mr Henshaw
to make a submission.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - On a point
of order, Mr President, the preface to the question
was that the Office of Local Government has written
to various libraries. Yesterday the Minister indicated
that he did not propose to legislate. At the time of
the discussion yesterday there was no evidence from
any official source that amendments to the
legislation were being contemplated, whereas
Mr Power's question is based on the fact that clear
evidence now exists that the Office of Local
Government has written to service delivery agencies
indicating that it will contemplate change.
The opposition wants to know whether the Minister
is aware of what the Office of Local Government is
doing in this regard and whether he can reaffirm the
statement he made yesterday that he does not intend
to legisla te.
The PRESIDENT -Order! If that is the thrust of
question, I am happy to allow the Minister to answer
it.
Hon. PAT POWER Uika Jika) - I will conclude
the question. Will the Minister give a clear assurance
that regional libraries will not be disadvantaged,
particularly by the loss of their current sales tax
exemption status?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I am happy to assure the House
that regional libraries will not be disadvantaged.

INVESTMENT IN RURAL VICTORIA
Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat) - Will the
Minister for Regional Development advise the
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House of the progress of the government's program
to attract investment to rural Victoria?

underground car park for the casino and that the
settlement date of 24 November will be adhered to?

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Regional
Development) - The government is determined to
encourage investment in rural Victoria and to give
rural and provincial communities not only a chance
to share in the rewards of economic recovery but
also to be part of the drive towards that aim. Only
last week I released the government's nine-point
plan for regional development, which constitutes
part of the Agenda 21 program and which outlines
the strategy to be employed to attract investment to
country Victoria.

The PRESIDENT - Order! That question calls
for an opinion from the Minister and therefore it is
not a proper question.

I chose Ballarat as the location to release that plan
primarily because of an earlier arrangement to
conduct a training seminar. That location became
even more appropriate when I was subsequently
invited to a ceremony to celebrate the establishment
of a new factory for Containers Packaging, a
subsidiary of Amcor Ltd.
That was a welcome announcement because it is
great news for Ballarat and represents an investment
of almost $17 million and 50 full-time jobs. On that
basis alone it is a welcome announcement for the
City of Ballaarat. What made it even more pleasing
for me and my colleagues who attended was the
announcement by the senior management of that
company that Ballarat had been chosen for the site of
the new factory against all comers - not just other
locations in Victoria or Australia but against all
comers. Containers Packaging is an international
company with interests all over the world.
Senior officers of the company were extremely
complimentary of the support and coordination of
the Office of Regional Development and the Ballarat
Regional Development Board. They also
complimented the thrust of the Kennett
government's announcement on industrial reform. I
am pleased to be part of that announcement because
that strategy is beginning to work. I commend all
who played a part in that happy announcement for
the City of Ballaarat.

MELBOURNE CASINO
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) - The
construction of the Victorian Arts Centre,
particularly the basement area, experienced a
number of problems because of the chemical
properties of the underwater tributaries of the Yarra
River. Is the Minister for Gaming of the view that
there will be no delays in the construction of the

Hon. D. R. WHITE - What steps is the Minister
for Gaming taking to ensure that there will be no
delay in the construction of the underground car
park and that the settlement date of 24 November
will be achieved?
Hon. HADDON STOREY (Minister for
Gaming) - The question raises matters referred to
by Mr White yesterday when he asked about issues
involving quantity surveyors, banks and the casino
licensees. All of those issues are for the preferred
licensee to argue and arrange. The settlement date is
proceeding according to the legislation, and I
anticipate that the government will be in a position
to issue a licence at the anticipated time. As far as
the government is concerned, there is no reason for
not achieving that.

VIC ROADS STRIKE ACTION
Hon. G. B. ASHMAN (Boronia) - I refer the
Minister for Roads and Ports to reports in the last
couple of days that some employees of VIC ROADS
will take strike action tomorrow. What impact will
the strike have on the services of VIC ROADS and
what is the justification for the stoppage?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (Minister for Roads and
Ports) - There is no justification for any strike at
VIC ROADS tomorrow and I am not sure there is
ever a justification for a strike anywhere.
Unfortunately some people in the union movement
are still in the culture of the 1960s and believe that
nothing ought ever be negotiated between
management and employees without some sort of
strike action being associated with such negotiations.
For some months negotiations have been proceeding
amicably with a view to putting in place an
enterprise agreement that will provide for the
outsourcing of certain information technology from
VIC ROADS. Those negotiations had virtually
reached a conclusion and an agreement was to be
signed when a representative of one of the unions
decided to intervene and yesterday issued a press
release calling for a strike and suggesting that one
take place at the VIC ROADS registration and
licensing offices tomorrow.
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I do not believe the strike will proceed. I certainly
hope it does not proceed. VIC ROADS and its
employees have signed an agreement. There was a
great deal of resentment among employees of VIC
ROADS at the suggestion that services to customers
may be disrupted tomorrow and that people seeking
to register vehicles, transfer registration or
undertake licence tests might have their
appointments cancelled because of the strike.
It is unfortunate that some union officials have not
realised tha t there is a new culture in the
workplace - it exists at VIC ROADS - and that
workers are interested in entering into cooperative
arrangements with management. I hope and trust
that situation will continue.

MUNICIPAL RESTRUCTURING
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Doutta Galla) - I refer the
Minister for Local Government to references he has
given to the Local Government Board for municipal
restructuring in Bendigo and Ballarat, and ask: will
the Minister assure the House that the people in
both areas will have an opportunity of expressing
their wishes on this matter, as was promised by the
coalition prior to the election?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Local
Government) - I assure the honourable member, as
I have done in the House on many occasions, that
people will be involved in the process. When the
House debated the establishment of the Local
Government Board it was made clear that the
primary purpose was to devise a system that was
transparent and as genuinely public as possible.
I have visited each of the municipalities directly
included in the brief provided to the Local
Government Board with respect to Ballarat and
Bendigo to give them precisely the same assurance. I
can inform the honourable member and the House
that as a result of the process thus far an
encouraging number of submissions have been
received. I also remind the honourable member that
the board's charter includes the production of an
interim report.
Members of the public have a chance of being
involved prior to the formulation of the interim
report and when the report becomes available it will
be available publicly, providing the public with a
second chance to be involved before the board's
ultimate task is completed. That task is simply the
framing of a recommendation to the Minister, so
even at that stage there is still an opportunity for
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public comment. A fair assessment of the process is
that it is as transparent and public as can pOSSibly be
devised.

HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT
Hon. LOUISE ASHER (Monash) - Has the
Minister for Housing advised the House of any
plans his department has for the redevelopment of
old hOUSing stock in Prahran?
Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Minister for Housing) - I
thank Ms Asher for her question. I was pleased last
week to announce that we were commencing
redevelopment of two old four-storey concrete
walk-up blocks in Prahran known as the Raleigh
and De Murska streets complex. Local membersthe Minister for Education in another place and
Ms Asher - Prahran City Council and tenant
groups have been lobbying for some time to have
the poor-quality stock replaced.
The first stage of the redevelopment, which is
estimated to cost approximately $6.3 million,
involves a construction of a Six-storey older person
complex fitted with lifts which would provide
single-bedroom accommodation for about 63
residents, as well as family accommodation. It is a
significant development, given the ageing
population in the area. The range of support services
available to the new development will enable the
needs of those people, particularly those who have
developed a disability or a level of frailty requiring
significant additional support, to be met.
As part of the first stage of the three-stage
development demolition will proceed over the next
few months prior to the commencement of
construction work. The project has been warmly
welcomed by the City of Prahran, and by the
Minister for Education and Ms Asher, who have
both worked hard to have it commenced.

TELEVISING OF PROCEEDINGS
The PRESIDENT - Order! I have again
considered the events this morning in relation to the
television recording of the proceedings of the House.
As I indicated earlier, the unauthorised method of
recording was conducted without prior reference to
me and was in breach of the conditions set out in the
Sessional Order.
The Sessional Order was developed on a tripartite
basis and on a basis of mutual trust. I believe the
House needs to address the issue and the general
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operation of the conditions in the Sessional Order. I
invite the three party Leaders to meet and give fresh
consideration to the conditions for approval for
televising and radio broadcasting and whether they
need to be amended.
Until I receive that report of a fresh agreement, I do
not propose to agree to applications from either side
of the House for the recording of the proceedings of
the House.

APPROPRIATION (1993-94, No. 1) BILL
and BUDGET PAPERS, 1993-94
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER (Monash) - Prior to
question time I was itemising the arguments that the
Labor Party has advanced against the Budget and
the budgetary strategy adopted by the government.
I had run through my first three points and was
moving on to the fourth variation on a theme that
had been advanced by the Labor Party: that the
government should slow down the rate of cutsthe naive view that exists among opposition
members.
The argument I was outlining was that the
honourable member for Sunshine hason many
occasions argued that the Budget should be
balanced over the course of four years, whereas we
on the government side of the House had argued
that the correct strategy was to balance the Budget
over three years.
To use Mr Nardella's expression, that argument is
flawed. I again turn to the Report of the Victorian
Commission of Audit because page (iii) of the
executive summary succinctly explains why that
elongation strategy proposed by the Labor Party is
not the correct policy for Victoria's particular
financial circumstances.
The report states:
Spreading the required budgetary adjustments out over
a four-year period would delay the restoration of an
operating surplus by two years, and would leave the
State with $5 billion more debt and $500 million more
in annual interest payments by the year 2001-02 than if
the adjustments were implemented in one or two years.
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Clearly the longer term risks to the financial viability
of the State are much greater if one elongates the
process.
The fifth argument advanced by the ALP is the
oddest one of all; it was made by Mr Theophanous
in his Budget response the other day. There is one
fruit loop in every packet, and this was the
equivalent of the 1930s Lang plan. It was so loopy
that it was completely off the planet. The argument
of Mr Theophanous went as follows: instead of
spending the whole amount the government is
spending on redundancies, half should be spent on
capital works. His argument completely ignores the
fact that if only half the redundancies take place the
government will save only half the recurrent
expenditure in years 2, 3 and 4. The ongoing
problem with the ALP is that it thinks only about
year 1. It never looks at the impact of increasing
expenditure or the impact of its decisions on
recurrent expenditure farther down the track.
If that type of burgeoning expenditure in the

recurrent sphere were to occur under Theonomics,
as Mr Brideson coined it, our debt and deficit
problems would remain much longer. That is the
basis of the ALP's attack on the Budget. It is sad that
it has chosen to attack competent and responsible
fiscal management in that way. Although I do not
want to launch into a speech that again attributes
massive blame to the ALP -everyone in the
Chamber has heard it before and the community is
aware of the damage the ALP caused - I shall point
out an individual decision the previous government
made for which Victoria is still paying.
I do not wish to take up the argument that the ALP
has blown this State's economy and Budget sky
high - which of course it has - but I want to point
to one Labor error that everyone in the community
of Victoria should never forget: the Alcoa deal. The
Budget line item on the A1coa deal is mentioned at
page 6 of the Treasurer's speech:
the joint venture partners will cost taxpayers another
$200 million this year. The audit commission estimated
that, in present value terms, the subsidy would cost
taxpayers $1.7 billion over the balance of the contract.
In other words, every Victorian household would have
to provide approximately $1150 immediately to meet
the emerging cost.

Hon. B. W. Mier interjected.
Hon. D. A. Nardella interjected.
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Hon. LOUISE ASHER - It is interesting to hear
the interjections from Mr Mier and Mr Nardella;
clearly they do not support their shadow Treasurer,
the honourable member for Sunshine in another
place. He agrees with the Uberal Party and the
Treasurer that it is appalling that Victorians have to
suffer because of the incompetence of those who
negotiated the Alcoa deal.
The honourable member for Sunshine wrote an
article that appeared in the Herald Sun of 16 June
1993. No wonder Mr White wants his job. He sees
the honesty of this man, who is prepared to stand up
and barrel the shocking financial deals of the
previous government. The article states:
In simple definition, a partnership means you share the

good, the bad and the ugly, except it seems when
you're the people of Victoria and your partner is Alcoa.

The honourable member for Sunshine goes on to say:
It is a rotten deal that goes against the spirit of any

honourable partnership arrangement.

Interjections from the other side of the Chamber
seem to have stopped. Opposition members have
two choices: they can either back the deal the former
government put in place or back the current shadow
Treasurer. Everyone knows the political scenario.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - They are both necessary
and both correct.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - They are both correct!

house burglaries and assaults are such that the news
of 300 additional police being employed in 1993-94
with a further 300 in 1994-95 will be warmly
received. They are certainly needed in my province.
The Labor government was unable to sustain a
capital works program. However, this Budget's
capital works boost is long overdue. The roads
allocation is a move in the right direction. Some
$4.45 million was allocated to tourism in advance of
the decision that Sydney would host the 2000
Olympic Games. I hope Melbourne will achieve
many spin-off benefits. The government is
establishing the tourism infrastructure to enable
Victoria to create travel packages to reap spin-off
benefits from the games. The Budget has enjoyed
broad support. I shall quote from the Age, a
newspaper the opposition refers to in almost biblical
terms-Hon. Jean Mc Lean interjected.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I subscribe to the Age.
On 8 September 1993 the headline was "The right
budget". The article states:
Victoria's finances were poisoned by years of
mismanagement and they will not be returned to
anything approaching real health for some time. This
government has made a lot of hard decisions, most of
which we believe were necessary.

That is fairly broad endorsement from a newspaper
that over time has been critical of the Uberal Party
and the Kennett government.

This is the very ambidextrous Mr Nardella. He

illustrates the ALP's grasp of economics and fiscal
policy. I place the Alcoa deal on the record as an
example of how Victorian taxpayers will continue to
suffer into the future as a result of Labor's
mismanagement.
The government is moving down the right track of
restoring Victoria's finances. Opposition members
made trite observations about the here and now and
a whole range of other matters. The direction in
which the government is heading is of fundamental
importance. In 1992-93 a substantial turnaround in
Victoria's finances occurred. The deficit is now
down to $1.1 billion, which is better than expected; it
is of the order of $193.6 million better than expected.
In addition, many positive aspects of the Budget
have been ignored by those criticiSing it.
The employment of additional police has resulted in
huge benefits in my province. The crime, suffering,

The editorial in the Herald Sun of 8 September, with
its unusual headline, Alan Stockdale twirls knobs",
states:
11

The Stockdale Budget will not set Victoria on fire. But it
will encourage modest growth on the scorched earth
left in the Garden State by the Labor decade.

That is a measure of the recognition of the difficulty
of the government's task and of the fact that it is
slowly trying to turn the juggernaut around.
The Australian of 8 September contrasted the New
South Wales and Victorian Budgets and basically
called for more austerity. Its editorial concluded:
In many ways it was, as Mr Stockdale said, a Budget

for '1iving within our means". However, the debt
situation is such that Victorians may yet have to live
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with more austerity than Mr Stockdale's Budget
indicated.

There is a clear indicator from the Australian and
other organisations that they would have liked the
Budget to go further in expenditure restraint,
something which the Kennett government was not
prepared to do.
I note that John Stone, who is not always a man I
would quote, said in the Australian Financial Review
that the critics of the Budget were either not serious
or not informed. I believe the people who have
criticised the Budget are both not serious and not
informed. On the whole, most economists, media
commentators, journalists and reputable people
commenting on the state of play in Victoria have
endorsed the direction in which the
Kennett-Stockdale Budget has gone; they have
praised the work of the Premier and the Treasurer in
trying to get this State back onto an even keel.
At the outset of my contribution I said that one aim
of the Budget is to restore the competitiveness of the
Victorian economy. I believe there has already been
some good news on that front, especially within the
broad objectives set by the government. The latest
figures reveal that Victorian exports were up by
16 per cent while the increase for the rest of
Australia was only 9 per cent. Retail turnover is
increaSing more strongly in Victoria than elsewhere.
Recently we have had encouraging statistics of an
increase in the number of new motor vehicle
registra tions.
The boost to capital projects via the Agenda 21
program - the casino, the exhibition centre,
museum, library and so on -and the boost to road
projects from the Better Roads levy are
commendable and will assist in restoring the
competitiveness of the Victorian economy. Some
$225 million has been allocated for new capital
projects, with $75 million to be expended this
financial year. I also refer particularly to the amount
of $45 million which has been allocated for the South
Eastern Arterial, as it was then called, to fix up the
intersections at Toorak, Tooronga and Burke roads;
that project will start in 1994 and hopefully finish in
1996. This is another worthwhile road infrastructure
project which will help people living in my
electorate and beyond and is a worthy Budget line
item.
The refonns are part of the overall financial strategy
that the Kennett government has brought into play
to assist in restoring the competitiveness of the
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Victorian economy. WorkCover has reduced its
deficit from $2 billion to less than $600 million,
which is an outstanding achievement on the part of
the Minister responsible for WorkCover. The
average cost to employers has fallen from 3 per cent
of payroll to 2 per cent of payroll plus provision for
0.5 per cent for the WorkCover levy to retire debt.
The government has also introduced fairly
substantial planning reforms. The government has
released an industry policy and the Treasurer has
announced specific State-owned enterprise reforms.
That should add to the overall moving forward and
restoring of competitiveness in the Victorian
economy.
One feature of the Budget that will completely
stagger the opposition is the introduction of honesty
into the State Budget for the first time in 10 years. I
have already dealt with the cessation of maintenance
being classified as recurrent expenditure. I
commend the Treasurer for reintroducing honesty
into the State's finances. Even those commentators
who have not done somersaults in excitement over
the Budget have acknowledged that the Treasurer
has injected an element of honesty into the Budget
process that did not exist under the former Labor
government.
In addition to honesty the Treasurer has insisted on
reform of Budget management. For example,
unspent departmental funds can now be carried
forward into next year's accounts. In 1992-93,
$33 million was carried over from one financial year
to the next. In the public sector there were always
attempts to spend remaining funds before the end of
the financial year. As a former secondary teacher I
know there was always a huge rush by schools to
spend the department's funds before the end of
June. The Bill provides for taxpayers' money to be
carried over into the next financial year so that
bureaucrats do not waste it to justify their inflated
bids for the following year. It is an important reform.
I turn now to employment and remind the House
that the Labor opposition made much of that issue
in debating the Budget.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Only about 13 per cent!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - Employment is a
legitimate issue to be concerned about. I wish
Mr Nardella would convey that concern to his
Federal colleagues, particularly the Prime Minister,
Mr Keating. If the Federal government had the
strategies the Kennett government has introduced,
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perhaps the overall unemployment rate in Australia
would not be so high.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - It would be higher!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - It would not be higher.
That is another example of the nonsense that the
opposition talks about.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - You have reduced the
number of public servants!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I will refer to the
reduction in the size of the Public Service later and
run Mr Nardella through it slowly because he has
not grasped the argument, even though it has been
explained on a number of occasions by several
government members.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - It is just that your
argument is flawed!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I am just about to floor
your argument, which will give me a great deal of
pleasure. When dealing with employment the public
sector has always been the focus of the ALP's
strategy. The Kennett government has tended to
look more to the private sector and has attempted to
remove impediments so that the private sector can
offer greater employment opportunities.
I remind the House that in 1992-93 some 15300
public sector employees accepted voluntary
departure packages, with a further 4700 separations
under targeted departure and separation packages.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Call them sackings. They
were sacked. The cleaners were sacked!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - When the Labor
government was in power it did not call them
sackings. If Mr Nardella wants to discuss
terminology, he should at least be consistent for both
governments. If the Kennett government reduces the
number of public sector employees, Mr Nardella
describes it as sacking public servants. If the former
government reduced public sector employment, it
was described as offering voluntary departure
packages. I will not countenance using different
terminology for similar actions.
It is anticipated that a further 14 000 departure
packages will be effected in 1993-94. The outlays for
voluntary departure packages in 1992-93, to which
Mr Nardella referred, amounted to $772.7 million.
However, it is arguing in one dimension to suggest
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tha t debt will be increased if funds are borrowed to
pay for those packages; the benefit to Victorian
taxpayers is that the State will achieve recurrent
savings of $460 million. That amount will become
available each year through the payment of
departure packages to reduce the recurrent costs of
public sector employment.
The opposition criticises the government, saying,
''You have borrowed $772 million to fund departure
packages". However, the opposition forgets that
Victorian taxpayers will save $460 million a year.
Complete confusion reigns on the other side of
politics between one-off payments and recurrent
savings down the track for x number of years. Our
political opponents have an obsession with year 1
rather than forecasting benefits in years 2, 3, 4 and 5.
I find it amusing that the new - and third - Leader
of the Opposition in the other place, the honourable
member for Broadmeadows, is now arguing in
favour of a balanced Budget. That is not what many
of his backbenchers are saying. When he appeared
on television recently he said the government should
not close schools or reform kindergarten and health
systems. But, given that wages constitute the largest
component of the State's recurrent expenditure, it is
extremely odd that the Leader of the Opposition
says on the one hand, '1 favour a balanced Budget"
and on the other hand says, '1 do not want to touch
the largest expenditure component in the Budget".

In his speech at the Australian Labor Party State
conference last weekend, the Leader of the
Opposition drew an outrageous analogy between
the Essendon Football Club and the Australian
Labor Party. As an Essendon supporter, I am
outraged that he sought to compare the ALP with
such a grand football club. However, we must
remember that he is a Collingwood supporter and,
with no tradition on which to draw, he relied on the
Essendon team!
His argument for a balanced Budget and fewer
voluntary departure packages is like saying, '1
would like Essendon to win the grand final, but I
would also like Carlton to win". The two cannot
happen Simultaneously. Public Service expenditure
represents the greatest part of the State's recurrent
expenditure. The Leader of the Opposition said that
never again will his party borrow to fund recurrent
expenditure. However, if one follows that argument
it is obvious that departure packages must be
acceptable because the size of the public sector must
be reduced. I invite honourable members opposite to
explain how they can maintain an argument that
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advocates one action at the expense of anotherthat is, the mounting of two mutually exclusive
arguments. As I said earlier, it is similar to wanting
both Essendon and Carlton to win the grand final! It
cannot happen.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I suppose that is the
luxury of being in opposition. But even though the
ALP is now trying to regain some credibility by
nominating a balanced Budget as a priority, I still
expect feasible - if not logical - reasons for its
arguments. The ALP also argues that if public sector
jobs are lost, unemployment will automatically
follow. At least three things can happen in those
circumstances.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Firstly, go and live in
Queensland!
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I will come to that.
Firstly, there is the option of unemployment. The
second option is private sector employment - and I
remind the House that 21000 new full-time jobs
have been created since the Kennett government
came to power. The Victorian work force
participation rates are higher than other States.
Thirdly, voluntary departure packages can be put to
good use; people can start new businesses. I know of
many teachers who have taken voluntary departure
packages and gone into business. A package does
not automatically mean unemployment. It is
important that the ALP develop some sophistication
in its analyses of what happens after voluntary
departure packages are taken. The option of future
employment still exists.
Hon. D. A. Nardella interjected.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER -It is a little like a
batsman receiving a full toss in a cricket match! I
would like to respond, Mr Nardella, so please bowl
them down - but interject loudly so I can hear!
My next point concerns the opposition's belief that
the coalition has some ideological opposition to
public sector employment - which it does not.
Obviously the government is aiming to maintain a
certain number of public sector employees.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - The Des Moore line.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - You are correct,
Mr Nardella. But Des Moore is asking the
government to do more than it is prepared to do.

575

The Treasurer has made it clear that he will not
adopt Des Moore's recommendations. The Treasurer
has chosen a balanced approach to public sector
reform.
Provided they can be paid for and provided they
provide meaningful and necessary public
infrastructure, I am quite relaxed about job creation
through capital works programs. The government
hopes that farther down the track when finances are
improved somewhat it can examine whether capital
works programs will create short-term employment.
The casino construction is an example of
employment creation through capital works
programs. I favour this type of employment creation
despite the mistaken view held by our political
opponents that this side of politics has some
ideological opposition to it.
I believe that ultimately job growth will come from
the private sector. Government members do not
wish to make extravagant claims, but it is important
to take into account a number of encouraging signs
in the economy at present. I refer to that great
intangible, business confidence. All the leading
micro-economic text books fail to define confidence.
It is a very hard component to define. I shall
examine the improving trend in Victorian business
since the Kennett government came to office.
I refer to an article in the Age of 12 August entitled
''Victoria gets four votes of confidence". The article
refers to a number of announcements that occurred
within a short time frame. The Boral company
announced a $250 million-plus float of its Melbourne
manufacturing operations. The retailing giant Coles
Myer Ltd announced a massive capital expenditure
program involving the spending of more than
$700 million, which was hot on the heels of the
expansion of the Red Rooster chain. A Dandenong
factory, ABB Transportation, announced that it had
clinched a $100 million export contract to build 30
locomotives for Indian Railways. The Ford Motor
Co. of Australia announced significant
improvements in the group's productivity. Another
article in the same edition referred to a $15.3 million
contract for a Melbourne engineering company to
build the first stage of the standard-gauge rail link
between Melbourne and Adelaide.
Such announcements are made regularly, but only
some are publicised in the media. The fact that
Victorian companies are winning export contracts
and that Australian and international companies are
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investing in Victoria is indicative of the psychology
of change that the government is encouraging.
I also refer to an article in the Sunday Herald Sun of
17 October with the title "Victoria on the move",
which is the government's slogan. I shall read the
first paragraph because it is indicative of the type of
good news article that was not appearing prior to
the election of the Kennett government. It states:
It's been a long time coming but it appears Victoria's
economic recovery is now really gaining steam, with
consumer and business confidence on the rise.
Various statistics such as home starts, car registrations
and retail sales have been on an upward trend for more
than a year.

The journalist writing the article interviewed a
number of economists to ascertain their views on the
Victorian economy and the government's
performance. There is a consistent theme throughout
the article.
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The Kennett government ... is ahead of other States in
addressing the issues.

The consistent theme among a range of economists
is the consistency of the government - a theme on
which I spoke earlier. Business now knows that it
can invest in Victoria and confidence is gradually
increasing. Part of the confidence is directly
attributable to the election of the Kennett
government.
As I said earlier, confidence is an intangible in the
economic equation and is hard to measure. An
article in the Melbourne Weekly for 21-27 September
refers to the comments of a number of leading
business and community figures in Victoria. The
Melbourne Weekly is a glossy magazine that circulates
throughout most of my electorate. I note that the
previous edition of the magazine had a centre-page
article featuring Mr Theophanous. Although it was
not a centrefold it contained a picture of
Mr Theophanous. The article to which I shall refer is
a significant improvement on the standard of the
earlier article.

Hon. D. A. Nardella - Who are the economists?
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I am about to tell you.
It is encouraging that many economists, for the first
time in a long while, are making positive comments
about the future outlook of the Victorian economy
and about the way the Victorian government has
performed. Bill Shields, Chief Economist at
Macquarie Economics, states:
The State government has dramatically improved
Victoria's finances and this will boost confidence.

David Spry, Research Manager at F.W. HoIst & Co.,
states:
Kennett has stuck to his initial proposals. He's taken
the hard line, which he had to do.
Down the track he's probably setting the basis for a
much more sustained recovery.

I quote Des Moore because I know Mr Nardella is
such a fan of Mr Moore. He states:
I would have given a 10 to the Kennett government,
except they haven't gone far enough in their reforms ...

Jennifer Mead, Manager, Strategic Services at IBIS
Business Information, states:

I want to come to grips with the difficult issue of
measuring business confidence, and one way of
doing tha t is to refer to the comments of leading
business figures in Victoria. Their comments
demonstrate the impact that the Kennett
government is having on business investment.
Michael Saville, Managing Director, Sebel
Townhouse hotel, is quoted in the article as stating:
Things are definitely getting better. The government is
going in the right direction, making a lot of hard
decisions, cutting back and also bringing the deficit
under control.

That is the theme throughout the article: the
growing confidence in the Victorian economy.
George Richards, the chief executive of the hardware
chain Mitre 10, states:
There has been a significant increase in confidence in
the last 12 months mainly because there is a bit of clear
direction from some positive government initiatives.

Ron Walker, the Managing Director of Hudson
Conway-Hon. D. A. Nardella -Should we believe him?
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I am delighted to hear
Mr Nardella's interjection. I deliberately referred to
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Mr Walker and I got the reaction that I wanted: a lot

of chortling because he is seen as a supporter of the
government. Mr Walker states:
Within the business community the confidence level
has never been higher. If you wish to invest in Victoria
the State government is making things much easier for
you and that's why confidence in the business
community has risen dramatically. Within the property
industry things are still very quiet but there are signs it
is picking up, especially in the resid~ntial area.

Because Mr Nardella thinks Mr Walker is a biased
commentator I shall quote the views of a person
who does not particularly like the Kennett
government. Mr Warren Costello, the Managing
Director of Mushroom Records, states:
While I'm not a big fan of the Kennett government, at
least it is encouraging a greater degree of business
activity in Victoria.

This is an opponent of the Kennett government
going on the public record saying that the
government, as part of its Budget strategy, is
boosting confidence in Victoria. Even the
government's opponents are saying that the great
intangible, business confidence, is rising throughout
the State - an important part of the Budget strategy
of the Premier and the Treasurer.
There is room for cautious optimism. Budget Paper
No. 2, Budget Strategy and Review 1993-94, states at
page 1-11:
The task now is to ensure that the growing confidence
in Victoria's economic prospects is translated into real
increases in business investment and consumer
demand and, in turn, to a rise in employment growth
sufficient to bring about a significant and sustained
reduction in unemployment levels.

Again as an aside I notice that Labor claims the
word "unemployment" was not mentioned in the
Budget Papers. It is used on this page at least once,
so that comment is a piece of rhetorical nonsense
from the ALP. Indeed, an entire section of the
Budget Papers is devoted to restoring economic
stability, looking at employment in the private
sector, gaining business confidence and the like as I
have discussed in this presentation. There is
Significant cause for optimism as a result not only of
this Budget but also of the April and October
statements whereby the Kennett government
introduced some consistency and certainty and at
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least is providing opportunities and encouragement
for business.
Firstly, the Budget focuses on outcomes that will
provide stable, high-quality services delivered more
efficiently so that Victoria does not continue its
previous overspending compared to the rest of
Australia. Secondly, the Budget restores in part the
government's capacity to invest in infrastructure,
something the ALP neglected for a Significant time.
Thirdly, it restores integrity to State government
finances. After 10 years of Labor it is a new feature
to have an honest and open Budget brought down.
Fourthly, it restores openness and accountability to
the Victorian people.
I conclude with a quotation from page 2 of the
Treasurer's Budget speech:
This is not a Budget just for today. Much remains to be
done but this Budget continues to assemble the
building blocks for a more confident, secure and
prosperous future for all Victorians.

Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley) - I begin my
comments by going back to last year and looking at
the government's attitude to finance and its
philosophical approach to the welfare of the citizens
of Victoria. Prior to the last State election the then
Leader of the OppOSition, the Honourable Jeffrey
Kennett, was reported in the Herald Sun of 17 June as
saying:
We will not pass new legislation that imposes more
taxes and charges on Victorians.

Since October 1992 the following information shows
how the coalition government has imposed massive
taxes and charges on the citizens of this State. It has
brought about a position where the Budget is not
really in deficit but it could well have been in the
black and proper approaches could have been made
to the funding of welfare organisations and other
services to provide Victorians with the lifestyle they
were familiar with.
In November 1992 public transport charges
increased by $120 a year based on a monthly cost of
$95 to travel to the city, an increase of 10 per cent. In
October 1992 electricity charges increased by $60 a
year based on the average electricity bill of $600, an
increase of 10 per cent; gas charges increased by $45
a year based on an average bill of $450, an increase
of 10 per cent; water charges increased by $81 a year
based on the average consumption bill of $270 plus a
rate component giving a total of $530, an increase of
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10 per cent in October 1992 and a further increase of
66 per cent in March 1993 with a one-off
compensation against the rate this year of $25.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - What's the point?
Hon. B. W. MIER - The point is I am outlining
the hardship that the philosophy and the financial
strategy of the government have imposed on
Victorians. Also in October 1992 car registration
increased by $70 per year per car, a 100 per cent
increase; insurance increased by $24 a year based on
insurance cover on the car and house totalling $800.
Stamp duty on general insurance business increased
from 7 per cent to 10 per cent. The cost of cigarettes
increased by $219 a year based on one cigarette
smoker using one packet a day at a cost of $3.80 a
packet. The increased franchise fee on tobacco in
October 1990 resulted in an extra cost of 60 cents a
pack.
Property tax increased by $100 a year with the
introduction of the State deficit levy, a flat rate of
$100 for each property. Bank debit tax increased by
$35 a year based on six transactions a month, two of
more than $500 and four of less than $400. That rate
of tax will double from May 1993. Even the poor old
Tattslotto ticket has copped it with an increase of $5
a year based on one Quick Pick a week, a 10 per cent
increase.
The abolition of the 17.5 per cent holiday leave
loading represented a loss of $266 a year based on an
after-tax annual salary of $32 000. The petrol levy of
3 cents a litre costs $100 a year based on the
purchase of 80 litres a week. All these increases
bring an additional cost to the average family of
approximately $14 000 a year -and they are
conservative figures - despite the statement leading
up to the last election by the now Premier that his
government would not pass new legislation that
would impose increased taxes and charges on
Victorians. That is an outright lie that demonstrates
what these people are prepared to do to produce
deceitful and misleading information and to impose
hardships on the citizens of this State.
The government said that Victoria's finances are in a
state of crisis. That was immediately refuted by a
number of people. For example, the Independent
Review of Victoria's Public Sector Finances shows
that Victoria's finances are far from being in crisis.
But that did not deter the government from its
philosophy. It imposed numerous taxes and charges
on people although the picture is nowhere near as
bad as that painted by previous government
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speakers and government members in another place,
particularly the Treasurer.
The Budget makes a payment off the debt of the
State Superannuation Fund, a debt that has existed
for more than 30 years. Had the payment of
$1.386 billion not been made the current account
would show a reasonably good surplus rather than a
$1.5 billion deficit. Why did the government do that?
Why did it create a current account deficit by
making that one-off payment of $1.386 billion? It did
so to maintain the momentum of the hardships and
misery it is imposing on Victorians. In addition it is
perpetuating the growth of unemployment, with
290 000 Victorians now out of work. It has provided
for borrowings of another $1.3 billion to finance
further dismissals that will further increase
unemployment. That is the philosophy the
government is following - hardship, sadness and
misery.
It will continue into the next Budget and probably

the Budget after that until we get closer to the next
election, when it will probably hand out a few
cookies to the citizens to try to hoodwink them into
believing that it is a good government, not a
government that imposes all those dreadful
hardships.
In addition to making the unemployment problem
worse, in 1992 the government closed 55 schools
around the State under the guise of cutting back on
education expenses. It said those closures would
cover all the problems associated with education
expenses, yet last week we saw the closure of an
additional 150 schools, which means a further
reduction in the standard of education in this State.
Victoria's education standard was one of the highest
in the country but it has now been reduced to the
lowest. The government has also made
kindergartens non-viable. It has imposed
tremendous additional costs on parents of small
children attending kindergartens. Of course, in
many cases they cannot meet the costs.
In the transport area rail lines across the State have
been closed with no warning. The Vinelander service
to Mildura was suddenly closed down, as were the
Gippsland and Warmambool services. The
timetables for commuters travelling in metropolitan
Melbourne were reduced so that people have been
forced off public transport and onto the roads. At
the same time the roads are inadequate to take the
additional loads, but of course the Budget includes
no funding for improvements to roads around
metropolitan Melbourne.
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Hon. W. R. Baxter - It certainly does.
Hon. B. W. MIER - Only in one small area,
Mr Baxter.
Hon. W. R. Baxter - You said it included
nothing. Now you concede you were wrong.
Hon. B. W. MIER - In one small area, Mr Baxter,
but what about the Western bypass and the Domain
tunnel? No reference is made in the Budget to those
major projects, which are essential for commuters
travelling in and out of the city, and for transport
travelling to the Docklands area, providing adequate
services for Victoria's export and import industries.
The government has done nothing. No provision is
made in the Budget for those vital projects.
Community services have also been dramatically cut
right across the board, including citizens advice
bureaus, some of which have been forced to close.
Health care right across the State has been reduced,
and as recently as yesterday we learnt that hospitals
were doing away with specialist eye care. A prime
example is the Goulburn Valley Base Hospital.
WorkCover benefits have been reduced
dramatically, and we have heard much debate on
that issue, during which members have outlined the
hardships imposed on injured and permanently
disabled workers around the State, who are being
shown little sympathy or concern by this heartless
government. Overall, the government's strategy is to
impose unbelievable hardships through the
numerous misconceptions and lies that were
presented prior to the last election.
The government says the Budget will provide for a
casino-led recovery. That is about all it will do,
because it will be a number of years before this
pie-in-the-sky casino is finally completed and the
funding expectations encompassed in the Budget are
achieved.
The reality is that casinos in this country are going
bad. The Wrest Point Casino in Hobart is barely
surviving. The Adelaide casino is barely
surviving - if it is surviving at all! The casino in
Western Australia is in a bad way. The casino in
Darwin is just surviving; it often runs at a loss. The
casino in Alice Springs may have closed. Jupiters
casino on the Gold Coast is just keeping its head
above water. Casinos are not the big
money-spinners they are said to be.
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It has also been said that Victoria's casino will be the
best in the world and will provide Victoria with one
of the largest incomes in the world to fund our
capital works projects, but that is pie in the sky! It is
a pipedream and it will not work. It has been
suggested that 2000 poker machines will be in one
location. It is ludicrous for the government to base
the State's economy on a casino knowing that
casinos right across the country are in dire straits.

The government's economic strategy will not work,
either. People will not accept the hardship imposed
on them and they will show their views at the next
election. The measures by which the government
has imposed hardships on the people of Victoria
under the guise of the State suffering financial crisis
are unnecessary. They will not add to the State's
economic recovery. Victoria is not attracting new
industry, apart from maybe the world's largest
casino!
Ms Asher ridiculed the aluminium industry and
suggested that something should be done about it. If
her implication is taken to its logical conclusion, she
meant that the government should shut it down.
That would be a great contribution to the economy
of the State! Ms Asher also said that for the first time
Victoria has seen an honest Budget. If this is an
honest Budget following the pre-election comments
made by the present Premier and in the light of the
decisions made by the government when it came to
power, we are in for a hard time. It will be a long
while before there are signs of an economic recovery
in Victoria and it will be a long time before the State
attracts any major industries.
The Budget will impose hardship on the citizens of
Victoria, but it will not improve their welfare and
their employment opportunities, and on that basis I
condemn the Budget.
Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham) - I
support the Budget. I recollect when I entered
Parliament in 1982 the arrogance of the new Labor
government. During 1983 and 1984 the Liberal Party
warned the government about undue expenditure
but it was savagely told by Mr White and
Mr Landeryou that it was a slow learner. Who are
the slow learners now? The contributions made by
the opposition reflect the profligacy of the Labor
mentality in spending money without a sense of
responsibility.
My attention was directed to an ANZ McCaughan
publication Victoria - the burden of debt, which
encapsulates many of my thoughts. It says that
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Victoria has a debt of $32 billion, or $7313 for each
person. That should be recognised as the greatest
single threat to the recovery of Victoria and the
growth of business, employment and community
welfare. That colossal debt was created by the
irresponsibility of 10 years of Labor government.
Already 23 per cent of State revenue must be used to
pay interest charges, and that was caused by the lot
on the other side of the Chamber.
That call on the funds of the State has made a large
hole in the amount available for health, education,
transport and other services. I do not like to stand in
this House and impose restrictions on our
community, but that is necessary because of the
idiocy and lunacy of 10 years of Labor government.
Worse could follow. If we do not address the
fundamental issue of debt and interest, the debt
levels will compound, causing debt to spiral to
$53 billion by the year 2000. The Labor Party is
asking the government to do nothing about the
colossal load on our citizens of a debt of $19000
each, which is what it would be in 2000 or 2010.
The Labor Party would allow that burden to be
placed on my children and grandchildren, but I am
not prepared to stand here and permit that to
happen. Thank God the coalition parties won the
last election because we are doing something to
leave a better State for our children and
grandchildren. We are providing industrial and
social leadership. There is no question that the
general work force will accept, and has accepted,
what the government is doing.
It has been said that all States need to have a certain

level of debt to finance essential a~d new public
services. The real question is how much debt can a
State afford and when does the debt becomes more
of a burden than a benefit. In Victoria the debt is
more of a burden than a benefit, and that is why the
restrictions are necessary. As a result of large
borrowings State debt has increased by an enormous
amount during the 10 years of Labor government.
The Labor government borrowed money to maintain
the State but not to develop productivity within it.
The debt burden left by the former Labor
government is higher per capita than any other
State, excluding Tasmania. I shall read the figures
from the ANZ McCaughan document for net debt
per person as at 30 June 1992: Tasmania $7521;
Victoria $7313; South Australia $5921; Western
Australia $5609; New South Wales $3863; and
Queensland $2923. The colossal debt left to every
Victorian citizen amounts to $7313, and that is
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almost impossible to face. Victoria has a higher le\'el
of net debt both in per capita terms and as a
proportion of gross State product than any other
State except Western Australia.
Members of the Labor Party claim that they are good
economic managers. What nonsense! I am talking
only about the debt; I am not talking about the
unfunded liabilities of public sector superannuation.
Hon. D. A. Nardella - Is that debt?
Hon. G. P. CONNARD - As you well know,
Mr Nardella, the Victorian Commission of Audit
reports the liabilities exceed $17.7 billion, and I
believe it is more than that. That excludes the
unfunded liabilities of the insurance claims, and we
know those figures well.
The real debt to the State caused by the Labor
government is close to $62 billion including
superannuation liabilities. Despite that, Mr Mier
expects the government to accept the opposition's
argument that we should spend more money. What
rubbish!
Over the four years to 30 June 1992 Victoria's net
debt increased by $10170 million -$600 million
more than for all other States combined - a 46 per
cent higher proportionate increase than for any other
State except South Australia, whose net debt
increased by 61.2 per cent. Queensland's net debt
over the same period increased by only $290 million,
or 3.4 per cent. The National Party of my which my
colleague the Minister for Roads and Ports is a
member can claim due credit for that good result in
Queensland. I compliment the leadership of the
National Party during that time.
I shall now refer to the cost of debt servicing.
Compared with all Australian States, Victoria uses
the highest proportion of its revenue for debt
servicing, reflecting the strong growth in its debt
during the 1980s when the State suffered under a
Labor administration. There is no doubt that debt
servicing in the 1980s was expensive for all States
and nations. The debt level in Victoria caused by the
Labor government increased by such a remarkable
rate that it was almost impossible to sustain, but this
government is doing something about it.
It should be noted that although Victoria's
government sector is, on most measures, smaller
than most other States - that is probably because of
the physical size of our State - under the Labor
government Victoria appeared to spend more than
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was required to provide services of a standard
similar to those of other States - in many instances
less than other States - yet the cost to our
community was higher.
Victoria's general government sector has a more
onerous debt-servicing burden than any other State.
That is partly as a result of traditional differences in
borrowing levels, but because the Labor government
was not able to pay the debt, the interest rates paid
by Victoria were remarkably higher than those any
of the other State. Apart from Tasmania, Victoria is
the only State that has been consistently unable to
generate surpluses on general government recurrent
operations.
Mr Mier wants to spend more money on
government recurrent operations. I would love to
spend more money in many areas, but the Labor
government wasted the money and caused the
problems burdening citizens today.
A variety of options can be taken to reduce debt, and
it is interesting to note the alternatives put forward
in'the ANZ McCaughan report. The first option is to
sell State forests to the Federal government. That
option will not be picked up by this government.
Mr Davis will contribute to the debate later. He
represents an area that encompasses State forests,
and he may care to comment on tha t proposal.
The second option is to introduce State taxes. The
coalition has introduced new State taxes. It was
reluctant to do so but it was been forced to do it. The
third option is defaulting on loans. Honourable
members know what happened in New South Wales
after the depression when the Lang government
defaulted on loans. The Federal Scullin government
tried to do that and was defeated at the next election.
That option is irresponsible, but I am certain that the
Labor Party would consider it because it is
irresponsible.
The fourth option is to introduce a deficit levy tax.
The government has done that in a fairly moderate
way with the $100 levy on properties. That was done
reluctantly and it is subject to a time frame. The fifth
option is to privatise major Victorian business
enterprises, and the government intends to do that.
That has already been done in part, I will make
further comment on that later.
The sixth option -this would be the Labor Party's
option - is to do nothing, and that would result in
the colossal debt I referred to a moment ago.
Members of the opposition should read the ANZ
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McCaughan report because it might give them a
rough idea of what the burden of debt is about.
The major challenge currently facing the Victorian
government is the restoration of confidence in the
State's economy to lay the foundations for long-term
economic and employment growth. That is what the
government is doing and the excellent Treasurer in
the other place, Mr Stockdale is determined to
achieve just that. I understand from my friends
within Cabinet that the Treasurer is a tough and
resolute person who knows where he wants to take
this State econOmically. Together with the Premier.
he is working for the reduction of debt so that in the
long haul the community will thrive.
The Victorian economy grew more strongly than the
national average during 1992-93, and there are
emerging signs of significant improvement in
business confidence. The government is building on
those signs. If members of the opposition can read,
they will note that confidence is growing because of
the strength of the stock strong market which has
risen 25 points this year. That surprising result is a
consequence of the Kennett government's strong
and virile policies.
The first Budget presented by the Treasurer
achieved a significant turnaround in the State's
finances. The 1993-94 Budget contains further
measures that are required to eliminate the current
account deficit and to generate a modest but
sustainable operating surplus in the government's
first term. That aim has been clearly spelt out to the
people of Victoria, and they have shown that they
understand it. Taxing measures will ensure a
surplus by 1995; but the essential aim of the
government is to restore confidence in the State's
economy and finances and, therefore, to restore
confidence in investment. Unless we do that we will
fail just as surely as the Labor government failed
during its disastrous 10 years in government.
I have listened to virtually all of the debate on the
Budget Papers, but I have yet to hear one member of
the opposition address the issues of debt and the
provision of community services. All I have heard is
a litany of opposition whinges. I wonder about the
opposition's policy-making processes. When I was
elected to this place in 1982, the then opposition was
already working on policy initiatives. Where are the
opposition's policies?
Hon. B. E. Davidson interjected.
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Hon. G. P. CONNARD -If you have any,
Mr Davidson, put them on the table. I've not heard
you say anything about what should be done about
debt. All I have heard you say is that you could have
done better. The Labor Party had 10 years in
government, but it failed -and the community
knows it failed.
In talking on the economy I rely on a document I
received from the Minister for Industry and
Employment dated August 1993. The decrease in
new private capital expenditure is as considerable as
it is undesirable because investment is essential to
the underpinning of a sustainable economic
recovery. In its July economic newsletter, the
Commonwealth Bank says that the fall in business
investment has reached its trough. We have
explored a number of major initiatives in our
discussions with Australian business. I direct to the
attention of honourable members the recent
announcement by Coles Myer Ltd of its investment
decision to inject $1.21 billion into the Victorian
economy by 1998.
Victoria's employment rate decreased by 0.01 per
cent over the period referred to, compared with
decreases of 0.13 per cent in New South Wales and
0.1 per cent for Australia as a whole. That is not a
bad record in these tough times. Although the
overall result is disappOinting, the figures show that
recovery in Victoria is being driven by productivity
growth, and that is a good thing. The economic
indicators show evidence of a turnaround in the
Victorian economy and I am delighted to report that
to the House.
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The PRESIDENT - Order! So far as I am aware
this cognate debate does not include the
Parliamentary Appropriation Bill.
Hon. G. P. CONNARD - I understand that this
is a cognate debate on the Budget Papers, 1993-94,
and the Appropriation (1993-94, No. 1) Bill. But I
have consulted the Clerk, who has advised me, after
looking up the appropriate references, that in
debating the Budget Papers I can comment on the
Parliamentary Appropriation Bill.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I presume
Mr Connard will not therefore propose to speak on
the Appropriation (Parliament 1993-94, No. 1) Bill
when it is debated.
Hon. G. P. CONNARD - No, Mr President and I thank you for your advice. I refer to the
PreSiding Officers' report for October 1992 to
September 1993, which is the first such report to be
presented to Parliament. The report touches on the
general principles underlying the Parliamentary
Appropriation Bill. I urge all honourable members
to read it, together with the reports of the five
departments.
The report outlines some of the difficulties involved
in the administration of Parliament. I endorse the
comments on the funding of Parliament:
The level of funding for the Parliament's operations has
never been of a size which has enabled it to properly
fill its role as an independent legislature under the
doctrine of the separation of powers.

I endorse the broad structure of ~e Budget, which I
am confident will achieve its objectives. That can be
contrasted with the garbage served up by members
of the opposition. We have done what is needed to
turn around the State's economy. I regret the closing
of schools and the reduction in community services;
but Victorians seem to understand what we are
doing. I direct to the attention of honourable
members the opinion poll results published in this
morning's Bulletin, which put the coalition some
10 percentage points in front of that lot on the other
side!

I have said the same thing to the House several
times in recent years; it is a perpetual dilemma. As
an example, the report contains comparative figures
for the money allocated to Parliamentary libraries in
Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria$1.56 million, $2.02 million and $954 000
respectively. The Victorian Parliament has never
been given sufficient money to fund the services it
needs and should provide. I hope all honourable
members will read the report, which directs
attention to many of the concerns I have been
highlighting for many years.

I take this opportunity of commenting on the
Appropriation (parliament 1993-94, No. 1) Billand I have probably said similiar things every year
for the 10 years I have been a member of this place.

The Joint Select Committee on the Parliament of
Victoria was established by the former Labor
government with the cooperation of the then
opposition. The committee sat for more than
12 months and produced three reports. The second
report was about the need for a Parliamentary
Appropriation Bill. For the information of new
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members, I point out that up until 12 months ago
Parliamentary appropriations were hidden in the
Budget documents. Last year we passed for the first
time a discrete Parliamentary Appropriation Bill.
That represented progress, but many things remain
to be done.
Although the reports of the Joint Select Committee
are not binding on the coalition government, when
they were presented they received the universal
endorsement of both sides of the House. In its third
report on the appointment of a Parliamentary
service committee, the Joint Select Committee
recommended that:
there be a standing committee of the Parliament,
appointed by statute and consisting of twelve (12)
members, including the Presiding Officers;
membership to provide equal representation of both
the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly
and the government and opposition parties in each
House;
the Presiding Officers be joint chairmen of the
committee with a deliberative, but not a casting vote;
and
the role of the joint Parliamentary service committee be
to develop policy for, and oversight management of the
Parliament, including the preparation of the annual
Appropriation Bill.

It is an important issue. Western Parliaments are
beginning to address the matter of independent
Parliamentary appropriations vis-a-vis the
executive. It does not matter to what party the
executive belongs. The fundamental democratic
issue is that we are all elected by constituents, and in
small Parliaments such as this members are
governed by party relationships and associations
that restrict them from freely representing their own
interests and electorates.

The House of Commons has a committee through
which the Parliament creates its own budget within
certain guidelines. The Presiding Officers have the
power to allocate funds as they see fit. I compliment
former President MacKenzie on starting the process
in Victoria and I compliment former President Hunt
and former Speaker Coghill on their zealous efforts
in the matter. I am an advocate of the reinstatement
of such an important independent committee. Page
11 of the annual report of the Department of the
Legislative Council states:
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The Joint Select Committee on the Parliament of
Victoria, which was appointed in 1991, did not meet
during the period under review. It ceased to exist upon
the dissolution of the Legislative Assembly on 14
August 1992.

There is a note of regret in that statement and I am
very much aware of the enormous progress the
current Presiding Officers are making. We now have
corporate management of Parliament which is
administered by five separate departments: the
Legislative Council, the Legislative Assembly,
Hansard, the Parliamentary library and the House
Committee. Excellent relationships have developed
and the departmental managers talk among
themselves. Parliament must be able to create its
own appropriations within disciplines set by the
government and the Treasurer, but it should not be
able to go overboard. I am attracted to the situation
created by the government of the Canadian Province
of Quebec. The government placed a restriction on
Parliament's appropriation. It is a percentage of the
total budget and it is up to Parliament to create its
own budget within that Treasury restriction. In the
decades since then that Parliament has never
reached the limit.
Honourable members who have served on joint
committees know of the restrictions and difficulties
associated with obtaining funds. Parliament should
create its own budget within Treasury restrictions.
However, it should be a global budget rather than
an on-line budget. To this day Treasury interferes
with Parliament in that respect.
I do not want to encourage its expansion, but
Parliament, along with other departments, has
absorbed its fair share of funding cuts. I do not see
any difficulty with that but more funds and more
independence should be provided to the Presiding
Officers - in conjunction with the departmental
managers - to ensure that the joint committees are
independent and able to conduct investigations and
put their views regardless of party affiliations. I
encourage Mr President, Mr Speaker and
Parliamentary officers to continue to press the
government and the Treasurer for more
independence in the Parliamentary budget.
I return to my original argument. This is a tough
Budget, but I thoroughly support the government's
aspiration to turn the Victorian economy around. By
the 1996 election Victoria's Budget will be in surplus
and the government will have achieved its
objectives. Under a liberal government Victoria will
be on safe ground for the next decade.
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Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Melbourne West) - In
commenting on the Budget I must say that I believe
the Budget will do nothing to turn around Victoria's
economy. The debt has increased by 35 per cent,
45 000 jobs have been lost from the public sector
alone and Victoria's unemployment level is the
worst in Australia. In my electorate alone
unemployment stands at 23 per cent - and more
than 45 per cent are unemployed youth.
Ms Asher said opposition speakers had suggested
that the Treasurer's Budget speech failed to mention
unemployment. She said the Treasurer hoped
employment would be created in the private sector.
Ms Asher also said there were encouraging signs in
private industry that business confidence, however
it is measured, is going up. Business confidence in
this wealthy State is not reflected by industries
investing in new equipment, manufacturing or real
employment with proper pay. As Mr Connard said,
it is going to the Stock Exchange.
So far as I am concerned, the Budget did not

mention the unemployed or the human element of
employment. After one year of the Kennett
government, Victoria has the highest taxes, the
highest unemployment and the greatest debt of all
the mainland States.
It was clear from the analYSis of economic trends at
the start of 1992 that the Victorian economy was
beginning to show signs of growth, with our
unemployment rate showing improvement in
contrast with the rest of Australia, but the
government decided that the way forward was to
increase unemployment. It had the choice of
borrowing to invest in infrastructure or borrowing
to sack people, and chose to borrow $2 billion to
sack people and reduce the size of government. It
could have used that money to create jobs, but it
chose not to do so.
When we consider Public Service jobs we should
remember that we are not talking about the
stereotypical pen-pusher. We are talking about
teachers: kindergarten teachers, junior school
teachers, high school teachers. We are talking about
nurses: mothercraft nurses, intensive care nurses
and psychiatric nurses. We are talking about
transport workers and social workers. We are
talking about the infrastructure that makes the
difference between a banana republic and a
democra tic society.
I remember well that in the 1970s a statement was
made in the United Nations General Assembly
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about Brazil. It was said that the Brazilian economy
was booming but the only problem was that the
people were starving to death. Honourable members
can talk about economies booming or improving,
but if it does not translate down to the ordinary
person it is not of any value to the people.
The only area the government did not cut was the
Police Force. It is not hard to realise why the
government foresees the need for a large Police
Force with greater powers because when
unemployment goes up and when the services that
people need and expect in a wealthy democratic
society - and that is what we are - are removed,
more police are needed to protect the haves from the
have-nots. There is a clear correlation between crime
and unemployment.
A paper by Paul Wilson and Robyn Lincoln called
Young People, Economic Crisis, Social Control and
Crime looks at the relationship between
unemployment and crime. It was noted in that paper
that the two significant factors that contribute to
incarceration are the disproportionately large
number of Aborigines in our gaols and the fact that
80 per cent of inmates in Australian prisons are
unemployed at the time they are arrested and
charged.
The authors of the paper also point out that during
the Depression when all economic groups suffered a
substantial loss of income the crime rate remained
low, but during recession when there is a widening
gap between the haves and the have-nots the crime
rate increases. In addition, while stating that
simplistic explanations of crime are inadequate, they
have no doubt that unemployment plays a
significant role in generating crime.
Of all the social indicators studied, the most
significant were those relating to the activities and
prospects of young people. For example, a high
correlation exists between juvenile offending, youth
unemployment and non-participation in education.
As long as the youth unemployment rate is at least
40 per cent and we are dismantling our State
education system, we must decide whether reducing
debt should be the overriding priority while we are
witnessing the destruction of a generation. I am
afraid most government speakers in this House
seem to ignore completely that generation; it has
been discarded by the government.
The government claims that debt reduction is its
prime objective and that it must wipe out the
inherited debt of between $1 billion and $1.5 billion.
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The 19 per cent increase in taxes and charges
introduced in the April statement was meant to
reduce the current account. Therefore there should
be a balanced current account deficit. However the
government chose to reduce the size of the public
sector and, as a result, $2 million has been borrowed
for redundancies. Victoria will be shackled with a
debt servicing commitment that is likely to be
affected by increased interest rates. The choice to
borrow an additional $2 billion to reduce the size of
the public sector is ideologically driven and contrary
to most analyses of public sector size and economic
growth.
This all harks back to what Mr Eslake, the head of
the Victorian Commission of Audit and a Liberal
Party adviser, said before the April statement. He
hoped that when the audit was released there would
be less focus on figures such as total debt and more
focus on the policy reform strategies recommended
in his document. He also stated:
We are not consciously looking for skeletons in the
cupboard or drawing up lists of taxes and privatisation
targets the government can include in its next Budget.
Instead we are mapping out an extensive reform
program with recommendations aimed at improving
Victoria's financial position.

Further, he suggested that although the
commission's calculations of government debt
would exceed both the $56 billion estimated in last
September'S Nicholls report and the $60 billion
quoted by the Treasurer, he hoped the financial
markets and the public would not be unnecessarily
perturbed, as a difference of a few billion dollars
here and there was more likely to be caused by the
use of different accounting standards, asset
valuations and balance sheet techniques than to be
an indication that Victoria was going further
downhill financially.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Who said that?
Hon. JEAN Mc LEAN - Mr Eslake.
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the effect the government has had on working
Victorians.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - They were worse off
because of the debt that was carried over from you.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - That is your opinion.
Since the government came to power it has
introduced anti-worker legislation: the Employee
Relations Act, the Accident Compensation
(WorkCover Insurance) Act, the Vital State
Industries (Works and Services) Act, the Annual
Leave Payments Act and the Public Sector
Management Act, to name a few. It has abolished
the award system, dramatically reduced workers
compensation benefits and outlawed industrial
action.
The Premier is so mean minded that he has even
cancelled the Melbourne Show Day holiday - Show
Day being the people's day. I notice that he has not
cancelled the Melbourne Cup Day holiday. Where
else would all the titled ladies wear their Dior outfits
and hats? I have heard that you can get hats costing
from $500 to $700 for the Cup. That day is
sacrosanct, but not Show Day, because Show Day is
when ordinary people take their children out for the
day.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - Many things to do with
class happen.
In addition the government has slapped on the $100
poll tax, increased charges for water, gas, and
electricity and public transport fares by 10 per cent,
and increased motor registration fees by 100 per
cent. Now the Minister for Industry and
Employment wants to challenge the Federal
government's plans to have national minimum
standards for workers. His actions make it crystal
clear that he wants enterprise bargaining to mean
the lowest possible wages. No wonder there is a
push for non-union negotiations. This leaves the
most vulnerable people with no protection.

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Who is that?
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. JEAN Mc LEAN - He is the head of the
audit commission and adviser to the Liberal Party, I
believe. He was the President of the Young Liberal
Movement at one stage. Mr Eslake was hired by the
Liberal Party, and that was his statement.
Mr Kennett promised that not one Victorian would
be worse off under his government. Let us look at

Hon. JEAN McLEAN - Will you let me say what
I am going to say?

If enterprise bargaining were about higher wages
and better conditions as a trade-off for higher
productivity, a minimum standard would be
welcomed. In the United States and the United
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Kingdom they now have a strata in their societies
classified as the working poor.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - Read the economic
journals and you will find out about it. The weekly
incomes of those people leave them no buying
power and in increasing debt. It is seen by
economists as a growing problem in those countries.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Which countries?
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - The United Kingdom
and the United States, where there is now a group
that is classified as the working poor. As they work
they get further into debt because they do not earn
enough to pay for the necessities of life.
An Honourable Member - Just like in Victoria.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - You want it to be that
way. Our strong union history has been
instrumental in ensuring that this did not happen
here. The Minister for Industry and Employment is
hell-bent on ensuring that, added to our growing list
of unemployed we will have the working poor. It
was not long ago that we had indentured labour in
this country. In Vanuatu 40000 men were
blackbirded to work in the cane fields. Maybe the
Minister would like to try this system here for the
unemployed.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - No, it was the
Australians.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
Hon. JEAN Mc LEAN - That does not alter the
fact that the Minister would like to bring this system
in as the ultimate enterprise bargain system.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan interjected.
The PRESIDENT - Order! Ignore the
interjections, Mrs McLean.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN -It is very hard because
he is loud and he is speaking right in my ear.
However, unlike the Minister for Industry and
Employment, the Business Council of Australia
points out in an article in the Australian of 13
October 1993:
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Innovation in Australia in the 19905 is about people
and enterprises, not about science and technology ... we
found that the outcome of productive employee
relations is higher performance standards by the
enterprise, not lower wages.

Quite clearly the council is stating that if workers are
treated decently and given decent wages they will
do the job a jolly sight better.
There is a clear pattern emerging in advanced
capitalist countries. Health and education services
are declining in quality for the poor while
homelessness, poverty, drug abuse and crime are on
the rise. That is true throughout the capitalist
countries but less so here at the moment.
Governments are rolling back their ambitions to
provide for the poor, the unemployed, the sick and
the handicapped. The Victorian government is now
blindly following the same policies.
A headline in the Herald Sun of Monday, 11 October
1993 - "Crisis of the new poor" - underlines the
road we are taking. The income gap is widening.
The share of the poorest 40 per cent of Australians in
the national wealth has dropped from 22.3 per cent
to 9.6 per cent in 12 years. On the other hand, the
richest 40 per cent of Australians have 73.8 per cent
of the national wealth - up from 59.6 per cent.
No wonder they can play the stock exchange!
Fourteen thousand Melburnians are assisted by the
Melbourne Foodbank every week and demands for
help from charities have doubled in four years. In
addition, in inner Melbourne at anyone time 13 000
people are homeless, and the suicide rate is
soaring -2360 Australians in 1991. I do not hold the
State government solely responsible for that turn of
events, obviously, because it is part of the whole
pattern. On the other hand, I do suggest that the
policies that have been put in place over the past
year have and will continue to exacerbate the
situation.
If you look at the areas where the cuts have been
made, it is clear which ideological path we have
been following. In education, cuts have meant that

more than 200 schools will be closed. Thousands of
teachers have been sacked, as well as 3760 cleaners.
These cuts and sackings in turn have meant an
increase in class sizes and reductions in curriculum,
such as reading recovery, library and art classes.
I also worry when I look at the wonderful orchestras
from the government schools that play for us in
Queen's Hall when Parliament is sitting. How long
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will those orchestras continue with the sorts of cuts
that are occurring in schools now? All these things
are happening at the same time as this government
has increased funding to private schools by 17 per
cent, which tends to make one feel that an
ideologically driven policy operates in the funding
of State and private schools.
In the public transport sector, $245 million has been
cut, although negotiations between the Minister and
the unions reduced the impact. The priorities are still
wrong. The staff levels are being cut and, again,
transport staff is to be reduced by 5000 in the next
three years. Although I do not completely disagree
with the idea of an automated ticketing system, to
remove all staff from train stations will put
travellers, especially women, at risk at night.
In community services, cuts in the poverty action
program have meant the closure of systems such as
welfare rights units, the Koori property action group
and the low-income people's network. In addition,
34 State day nurseries have been defunded, as have
the Grey Sisters, about whom we have heard so
much - they have for many years provided support
to mothers with disabled children.
The proposed funding cuts in the health portfolio
will decrease the quality of service proVided.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan -Improving the
efficiency will not decrease the quality one little bit.
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - That term "efficiency" is
being bandied about and used as though a lack of
staff and care is somehow or other more efficient.
That is efficient only if you are looking at nothing
more than a balance sheet; it is not if you are looking
at a further $371 million cut over the next two years,
which will mean the closure of up to 60 hospitals.
Some small country hospitals face funding cuts of
up to 40 per cent. Senator Richardson, the Federal
Minister for Health, condemned these savage cuts.
He says:
They were restricting Victorian's access to hospitals,
and contradicted the State's commitment to Medicare.

The Minister for Health, in defending these cuts,
claimed that past sweetheart deals with unions had
hampered the government's ability to achieve
industry productivity standards. The push for
higher productivity must be the explanation for the
grotesque policy of throwing new mothers out of
hospital beds after two days and then restricting
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their access to maternal and child health centres to
10 contact visits over three years.
Few honourable members in this Chamber have
experienced childbirth, but I assure the little grey
men who make these decisions - or perhaps it is
Marie Tehan - that 2 days in hospital and
10 contact visits over 3 years is of no assistance to
the future generations of Victoria. Whoever worked
out this program did not remember the cry as
people were put into lifeboats, 'Women and
children first". The government may remember that
call, but it does not realise that it was supposed to
mean that women and children should be first in
line for consideration, not first in line for funding
cuts. The common thread in the government's cuts
shows its short-sightedness. Proper funding of those
services is the only way to prevent higher costs later
on.
The Victorian economy will not recover unless the
government takes steps to make it happen. Some
public infrastructure programs are unavoidable and
must be carried out in the near future if Victoria is to
provide a competitive environment for industry and
commerce in which to invest and grow. The
government should have made the decision to use
the new round of borrowings for that necessary
infrastructure, but it chose to use the borrOWings for
public sector redundancies.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Money that grows on
trees; here we go again!
Hon. JEAN McLEAN - Well, Mr Hartigan, your
government borrowed $2 billion to sack people, so
that money must have grown on some sort of tree.
The closure of railway lines throughout the State is a
blow to the tourist industry and the rural
communities which they used to service. It is exactly
the opposite of what is being done overseas where
rail services are being renewed to encourage people
to use are trains for travel and for the transport of
goods. Money must be spent on those things so that
they can be improved.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - You are good at
spending it; what about raising it? Where would you
raise it?
Hon. JEAN Mc LEAN - Maybe from your stock
exchange, mate!
Hon. Bill Forwood - Why not nationalise the
stock exchange?

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL

588

Wednesday, 20 October 1993

COUNCIL

Hon. JEAN McLEAN - Why not? The Budget
does nothing to address environmental issues. The
hole in the ozone layer, which is larger now than
ever before, threatens the health of all of us, but
especially the eyes and skin of our children. The
only other mention of environmental issues since the
introduction of this Budget is the pie-in-the-sky
proposition that the chemical industry will test its
own pollution levels and inform the Environment
Protection AuthOrity through an honour system.
Honourable members should consider the Hoechst
and Coode Island examples. I must admit to being
gravely sceptical about that.

countries in the world. One would hope that it
would be possible for the brains of this government
to find a way of helping people rather than hoping
that private enterprise will pick them up.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. P. R. DAVIS
(Gippsland).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

MINERAL RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading

Hon. Bill Forwood - You have moved down
there from Toorak, haven't you?

Received from Assembly.

Hon. JEAN McLEAN - All the fumes from
Coode Island went over Toorak, so there is no
difference where I live. I despair for the constant
stream of people who tell me they have lost their
jobs and cannot find new ones. I despair for those
who have jobs and are afraid that they will lose
them. Some are on short-term contracts and cannot
plan for the future. They are told that they no longer
have the right to security of employment. Their
children cannot be guaranteed a good education and
they are being forced to pay large amounts of money
for their children's kindergarten, TAFE or university
education.

Read first time for Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister
for Regional Development) on motion of
Hon. W. R. Baxter.

In its efforts to restore the wealth of this State the
government is building a gambling den. It hopes
people who still earn enough money will be able to
trot off to the gambling den to buy whatever cards
they buy in those places and put a bet on.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE (Melbourne) - I oppose
the amendments outlined in the Bill. The principal
Act has been recognised as the best occupational
health and safety legislation anywhere in the world.

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - I certainly won't be
doing that.
Hon. JEAN Mc LEAN - Mr Hartigan, if you
don't, you will probably go to gaol because the State
has to get its taxes from somewhere. If you earn
money you will have to go.
The Budget does not take into account the human
element. It does not take into account the
unemployed and it offers no solution to the
problems of those people who have been discarded,
who have never had jobs and who believe they will
never get jobs. It is necessary to borrow more money
to create jobs, to protect the young and the people
with children who must earn a living to pay their
bills and to keep a roof over their heads. The Budget
does not address that, and that is unforgivable for
one of the wealthiest States in one of the wealthiest

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND
SAFETY (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 6 October; motion of Hon.
R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Regional

Development).

Hon. W. R. Baxter - I certainly do not recognise
it as such.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - People who know
about it do; those who have been isolated from
occupational health and safety issues or who have
not worked on a factory floor, like the Minister for
Roads and Ports, would not recognise it.
I congratulate the Honourable Jim Simmonds, a
former Minister for Employment and Training in
another place, on the introduction of the original
legislation, which provides a safety net for workers
and an opportunity for them to work with
reasonable surety that all action possible will be
taken to prevent them from being injured.
Prior to the introduction of the legislation, workers
in Victoria had suffered during 27 years of neglect of
occupational health and safety by conservative
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governments. In the late 1970s, as an official of the
Electrical Trades Union of Australia, I had cause to
visit a foundry in Ballarat as part of an inspection
party conducted by a senior member of the former
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission. I do not exaggerate when I say that
conditions in the establishment were absolutely
Dickensian!
Hon. Bill Forwood - When?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - In the late 1970s. The
foundry had a dirt floor and was so dark you could
not see your hand in front of your face. The lights in
the roof had not been cleaned in so many years that
grime had built up and light could hardly penetrate.
The place was a hazard. The judge conducting the
inspection immediately said, '1 do not intend to
continue an inspection in this place. It is a disgrace,"
and we left. Those were the sorts of conditions that
applied in the past in this State under conservative
governments. Mr Forwood and Ms Asher may
laugh; I am sure they are ignorant of those sorts of
conditions. They have not had the opportunities I
have had over many years of visiting those types of
places. I have seen workshops in Third World
countries that were far better than that establishment.
Hon. Louise Asher - Did you congratulate the
employers?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I expect such comments
from Ms Asher because she is so far removed from
reality! No real effort was made by governments
during those periods to address the appalling
number of workplace accidents. During those years
the number of people injured and killed steadily
increased.
Hon. Louise Asher - That is shocking!
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE -Of course it is shocking.
For example, in 1969 there were 1110 serious
industrial accidents, including 26 deaths. By 1980 the
figure had increased to 2713, with 37 deaths.
Hon. Bill Forwood - How many deaths
occurred last year in Victoria?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I do not dispute that
last year the deaths continued; they occur at a rate of
approximately 1 per week - it is appalling!
Hon. Bill Forwood - I agree; what is your
answer?
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Hon. D. T. W ALPOLE - Wait for it,
Mr Forwood.! Those are figures for reported
identifiable accidents; there are many hidden cases.
We all know that many cancers caused by exposure
to asbestos and chemicals do not show up for
between 20 and 40 years. I have worked in
industries where exposure to such substances was
prevalent.
The neglect of former Liberal governments resulted
in an enormous cost to the community through
increased medical, compensation and rehabilitation
costs - to the small extent to which rehabilitation
existed; through people being thrown onto social
security; and through lost time, including lost
productivity. The human cost involved was
absolutely appalling! In those years only trade
unions did anything to protect workers.
During that period trade unions grew progreSSively
and employed professional occupational health and
safety officers who were dedicated to ensuring that
occupational health and safety protection was
delivered by persuading employers to provide
support and education.
Although trade union officials were sometimes not
skilled in what was a relatively new field, as part of
their day-to-day work they were regularly involved
in delivering assistance to members on occupational
health and safety issues.
Hon. Bill Forwood - As was the Chamber of
Manufactures!
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Wait for it! It is true
that some progressive employers employed safety
officers during that period. However, I regularly
encountered the problem that in the final analysis,
when it came down to a question of profits versus
health and safety, because safety officers were
employed by the companies themselves in most
instances profits won the day. Safety officers were
told to pull back because it would cost the company
money. Workers had to rely on the trade union
officials and shop stewards.
I recall during that period being employed as an
electrician at a hardboard mill in Bacchus Marsh.
Hon. Louise Asher - Did you go on strike?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - When it was necessary,
Ms Asher; although you would not understand that.
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Hon. Louise Asher - For how long did you go
on strike?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - What relevance does
that have?
Hon. Louise Asher - Then stop answering me.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - During that period,
while I was employed as an electrician, a crane in
the yard of the mill at which I was working ceased
to function. There was a gale blowing, with
extraordinarily high winds and rain, and the
electrical leads that carried the power to drive the
crane had gone underneath the wheels and had been
cut. I was asked to climb 30 feet up a ladder and
repair the crane. I refused to do so because I was not
prepared to endanger my life. The manager of that
factory threatened that if I did not go up the ladder I
would be sacked. The only reason I was not sacked
after I continued to refuse was that the manager
knew I would have the support of my union in
adopting that position. I had no other protection.
Statistics show that under previous Liberal
governments departmental inspectors visited each
workplace roughly once every 80 years.
Hon. Bill Forwood - What is it now?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I do not have that
information, but I am sure it is more often than that.
Inspectors would inspect only obvious things such
as guards on machines and so on. No detailed
examinations were carried out; it would be a cursory
look around, a pat on the back and away they would
go. There was never any attempt to investigate the
potential hazards of chemicals in the workplace.
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framework for addressing such massive neglect
because companies were losing time as a result of
injury at the appalling rate of 4 per cent of gross
domestic product, or the equivalent of 360 000
working hours.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind Mr Walpole
that the Bill is limited in its nature; it is not a review
of the Occupational Health and Safety Act. Clause 1
states:
The purpose of this Act is -

(a) to change the way designated work groups are
formed and health and safety representatives are
elected;
It also makes other amendments that are referred to
in the next 11 clauses of the Bill. Mr Walpole has
made some general comments which are in order to
set the scene, but he should address himself to the
issues raised in the Bill. It is not an omnibus debate
on occupational health and safety.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I am trying to give the
background to the debate and the possible
consequences of return to the problems that existed
in earlier days as a result of changes to the Act.
Victoria still has an appalling level of injury in the
workplace. About 90 000 people in the State are
seriously injured each year and an average of
56 people are killed. As Mr Forwood pointed out,
those figures are far too high. The current
Occupational Health and Safety Act is second to
none in the country, and yet the accident rate in the
workplace is still high. Despite that, the government
is seeking to water down the Act.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Rubbish!

As an apprentice I was required to wash down
electrical motors using toluol, a common solvent
useful in washing grease out of motor parts,
bearings and so on. It has since been banned because
it was proved to be a carcinogen.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - It is an absolute shame.

Hon. Rosemary Varty - Nobody knew about it
at that stage.

Hon. Bill Forwood - Have a look at the Act.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Nobody investigated it.
Hon. Louise Asher - You told us the unions
were investigating all those things.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Trade unions and
progressive employers were conjointly and
justifiably concerned about the lack of a proper

Hon. Bill Forwood - Absolute rubbish!
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - It is an absolute shame.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I have looked at the Act
and am well aware of its provisions. I have been a
trade union official most of my working life and
only today an occupational health and safety officer
from a major company spoke with me and
expressed his concerns about what the government
is doing. He is not a trade union person; he is a
health and safety officer from a major company.
Don't tell me, Mr Forwood, that I do not know the
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Act; I know it, as does the health and safety officer
with whom I spoke.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Detail the concerns.
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Hon. Bill Forwood - How do you know we
have not?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - You have not seen the
injuries I have seen.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I will come to that.
Hon. Louise Asher - I broke a foot at work once.
Hon. Louise Asher - Explain why it is watered
down.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - The Minister for Local
Government has made great play of linking the
government's WorkCover premiums to workplace
performance. I applaud that; the Minister wants to
come to grips with workplace injuries by linking
premiums to the incidence of injuries. Lowering the
incidence of injuries is laudable, but the government
is going in the opposite direction by watering down
the Act. Rhetoric is one thing and action is another.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Demonstrate it.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - One of the thrusts of
the government's proposed amendments is to
remove any reference in the Act to the trade union
movement in the health and safety area.
Government members are ignorant of the role that
unions have played over many years in seeing that
occupational health and safety was properly policed
in the workplace. Trade unions were the first group
in an industrial society to train people professionally
in occupational health and safety areas.
In an Age Insight article on 30 September headed
"Trades Hall calls for job deaths court", Jacqui
Macdonald reports:

Hon. Louise Asher - Give us some content.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - ApprOXimately
1600 WorkCover claims are made every week in this
State and they will not decline as a result of the
proposed changes to the Act.

Meanwhile, a former legal policy officer for the
Occupational Health and Safety Authority's central
investigation unit, Mr Peter Rozen, has criticised the
State government because he believes it has taken the
soft approach to companies whose workers have been
killed or injured.

Hon. Bill Forwood - Yes, they will.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I doubt that,
Mr Forwood. The only reduction in WorkCover
claims will be as a result of a strict criteria that
applies to such claims.
For 19 years it has been my sad duty to follow up a
lot of accidents in the workplace. I have seen some
relatively nasty outcomes, and that is why I oppose
the Bill. I have had to deal with injured workers and
have visited them in hospital. I have had to speak to
the wives and children of injured workers and have
seen the grief and the trauma. It is appalling! I have
seen the bewilderment on the faces of wives when
husbands leave for work in the morning fit, hearty
and healthy and do not return home at night
because they are either in hospital or in the morgue.
It is appalling!
Hon. Louise Asher - I want to hear some
content.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Unlike members of the
government, I have experienced these things.

Mr Rozen said he resigned in January after staff were
instructed to reduce the emphasis on prosecuting
employers who had breached the Occupational Health
and Safety Act.
Mr Rozen said staff were told in December that more
emphasis should be placed on advising and educating
employers than prosecuting them.
The directive followed the government's abolition of
the Occupational Health and Safety Commission which
was responsible for drafting industry codes of practice
and regulations.
Mr Rozen said the commission had the power to make
recommendations and the government was required by
law to respond. The occupational health and safety
advisory committee that replaced it had no statutory
authority, he said.
Mr Rozen said the attitude that pervaded the
government and the judiciary was that employers who
risked the lives of workers to save a dollar were not
common criminals and did not deserve severe
punishment.
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That is an indictment of the government's approach
to occupational health and safety. I agree that
emphasis should be placed on advising and
educating employers; it is an essential, proper and
progressive move.

Hon. Bill Forwood - The clause does not affect
that.

The problem is that some will never learn. They are
far more concerned with productivity than with the
safety of their employees.

Hon. Louise Asher - Is this watering down the
Act?

The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind Mr Walpole
that the House is debating the Occupational Health
and Safety (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill and
not the historical context of occupational health and
safety. I understand his interest in this area, but the
Bill is limited in its scope. The honourable member
should confine his remarks to the issues arising in
the Bill; otherwise I will call on the next speaker.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I will refer to the main
clauses that will amend the principal Act. Clause 4
seeks to substitute section 25(1) of the Occupational
Health and Safety Act with the following provision:
While at work, an employee must (a) take reasonable care for his or her own health
and safety and for the health and safety of
anyone else who may be affected by his or her
acts or omissions at the workplace; and
(b) cooperate with his or her employer with respect

to any action taken by the employer to comply
with any requirement imposed by or under
this Act.

The Act places an obligation on an employee to have
regard to his or her health and safety and the health
and safety of others in the workplace. Employees
understand their obligations under the Act as a
result of the educational processes that have been
introduced since the passage of the principal Act.
Unfortunately employers sometimes forget that
health and safety should come before profit and they
place unreasonable pressure on workers to deliver
productivity by cutting corners.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I suggest that it is
unnecessary.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - It is. If Ms Asher wants
to get up and say why there is a need for the
provision to be changed, she should do so.
Hon. Louise Asher - I probably will.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Good. The new section
will provide the possibility of additional conflict by
adding the word "reasonable". When government
members contribute to the debate I hope they will
give me a proper definition of "reasonable".
When I was a union official I often came up against
the use of the word "reasonable" when referring to
the amount of overtime required in certain awards
A provision would require an employee to work a
reasonable amount of overtime. I spent many hours
arguing what "reasonable" meant. An elderly
colleague in the union movement told me that the
only certain thing about the word "reasonable" was
that it was unreasonable to try to define it. I agree
with him.
If an older worker has paid off his house, has his
children off his hands and a bit of money in the
bank, it is not reasonable for him to work overtime
because he does not need or want the money.
However, if a 25-year-old worker whose house is
heavily mortgaged and who has three or four
children wants to work overtime, the amount of
overtime offered may not seem reasonable to him.
''Reasonable'' means different things to many
people. As soon as the word "reasonable" is
introduced it creates a basis for conflict.

Hon. Bill Forwood - You look for conflict, that's
your problem!

Hon. Bill Forwood - How can you say that?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - The position is quite
clear. I confronted it time and again when I was a
union official. It does not matter how conscious an
employee may be about his or her safety or
responsibility for the health and safety of other
employees in the workplace. Employers often
impose enormous pressures on workers to cut
corners.

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - That is right. I have
been through the system. I am well aware of the
sorts of conflicts that can arise when the word
"reasonable" is associated with award provisions.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. T. W ALPOLE - I will not refer in detail
to the changes proposed by clause 5. They are
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predictable and arise from the government's
paranoia about trade unions.
Hon. Bill Forwood - That's just rubbish.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Mr Forwood cannot
deny that the Bill is an attempt to remove any
mention of trade unions from the occupational
health and safety area. The provisions of the Bill are
sad but predictable. They are further evidence of the
government's vindictiveness.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. D. T. W ALPOLE - Although the
government may seek to move trade unions from
the occupational health and safety area, the
amendments proposed by the Bill will have little
effect.
Clause 6 introduces an unwieldy mechanism that is
likely to lead to a failure to appoint occupational
health and safety representatives.
Clause 7 is regreSSive because it introduces
circumstances that could expose workers to hazards
over which they have no control. It states that a
health and safety delegate may:

Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Over many years trade
unions were the only groups that had the foresight
and the wherewithal to do something about
occupational health and safety. Trade unions were
responsible for the former Labor government
introducing the Occupational Health and Safety Act
into Parliament. I commend a former Labor
Minister, Mr ]im Simmonds, a member of the former
Amalgamated Metal Workers Union, for his work in
that area.

If Mr Forwood wants me to instance a case, I point
out that clause 7 represents a real watering down of
the Act. The original Act permitted an occupational
health and safety delegate to inspect any part of the
premises regardless of whether it was where his
group worked.

The government's problem is that it wears a large set
of blinkers and cannot see the wood for the trees.
The government does not know how the system has
worked over many years. It has failed to understand
the problems facing workers. Its members have not
been out in the workplace looking at how the system
works.

There is a good reason why that provision should
remain. Although an incident may occur outside the
occupational health and safety delegate's work
group location, it may still have a disastrous impact
on that work group. In such cases delegates have
been able to visit other areas to ensure that any such
incidents are properly dealt with.

Hon. Bill Forwood - You are living in Jurassic

I shall give the House an example of how such a
situation could arise. Many years ago I visited the
CSR Ltd sugar mill in Yarraville. I accompanied an
inspection party which included a retired judge
from the New South Wales industrial court. As we
walked around the site we came across a fellow who
was knocking asbestos from a pipe. He was on a
ladder happily chipping away without wearing a
mask. The wind was blowing the asbestos through
theplant--

Park.
Hon. D. T. W ALPOLE - I was a trade union
official up until a little over 12 months ago. I know
how the system works.
Hon. Bill Forwood - You were a dinosaur then
and you are still a dinosaur!
The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Forwood is listed
to speak later in the debate. I suggest he contain
himself until then. He is making it difficult for
Mr Walpole to make his speech.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I suggest that
Mr Forwood will have ample opportunity to put his
credentials on the record, if he has any, which I
seriously doubt.

Honourable members interjecting.

inspect any part of the workplace at which a member of
the representative's designated work group works.

Hon. B. W. Mier - And probably into the sugar.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I said, 'What the hell
are you doing?" The management representative
said, ''This fellow is a trade union official". The
worker shoved his hand into his pocket, pulled out a
card and said, ''I am a member of the plumbers
union". I said, ''I am not concerned about what
union you belong to, what are you doing with the
asbestos?"
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At present the Act provides that an occupational
health and safety delegate, who does not necessarily
work in the area in question, has the right to ensure
that unsafe practices are stopped. In the case cited
the delegate could have ensured that the asbestos
did not blow down into his or her work area and
affect members of his or her work group. Clause 7
provides that in future the delegate may not act in
that way. If that is not watering down the Act,
Mr Forwood, I do not know what is! Clause 7 will
amend section 31(2)(c) by substituting the statement
that an occupational health and safety delegate:
if practicable, consult the health and safety
representative of a designated work group on all
proposed changes to the workplace, the plant or
substances used at the workplace or the conduct of
work at the workplace that may affect the health or
safety of any member of the designated work group.

The clause refers to "all proposed changes to the
workplace, the plant or substances" and "the
conduct of work at the workplace". Apparently any
changes at the workplace would have to be
planned - but they do not always happen on the
spot. Why would it not be practicable to consult
prior to any changes occurring? Why is there a need
to insert the words "if practicable"?
Hon. Bill Forwood - What does "practicable"
mean?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - It means where it is
possible, but why do the words "if practicable" need
to be introduced? It must be where work is planned
or where it is proposed that changes will occur
down the track. The employer should normally
consult, but why is it necessary to include the words
"if practicable" in the legislation when, clearly, it
should always be practicable?

Wednesday, 20 October 1993

health and safety of those in the workplace must
consult but, by inference, the decision whether
consultation will occur is in the hands of the owner
or employer. Why add the words "if practicable"? I
shall be interested to hear an explanation from the
government.
I have no objection to clause 8. Proposed section
33(1A), which the clause inserts, will read:
Before issuing a provisional improvement notice, the
health and safety representative must consult with the
person to whom the notice is to be issued.

Hon. Bill Forwood - If you don't oppose that,
why oppose the Bill?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Listen, Mr Forwood,
and you may find out. I object to the Bill because an
employer need consult only "if practicable".
However, clause 8 provides that the health and
safety representative "must" consult. What a double
standard!
Hon. D. A. Nardella -Only a little double
standard, though.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE-Changescanbe
planned but apparently an employer is not required
to consult about any changes unless he determines
that it is "practicable". If an employee wishes to
issue a notice, however, he "must" consult.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - A completely
unrelated issue. No wonder you are perplexed!
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - When you are ready to
make a contribution, Mr Hartigan, I shall be
interested to hear from you.
Hon. Haddon Storey - Don't. He might!

Hon. Louise Asher - Perhaps if there is a crisis?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - What? Other people
can take over, Ms Asher.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Look at section 4 of the
principal Act.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - I am perplexed about
why it is necessary to have the words "if
practicable" inserted. I am concerned about other
objectionable proposed changes because they limit
the duty to consult with designated members of
work groups. It appears that any workers in the
workplace who have legitimate interests in the

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - I read it and
understood it.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - Clause 9 combines
paragraphs (a) and (b) of existing section 54(1) to
form proposed new section 54(1)(a), which provides
that an employee may not be discriminated against
because the employee:
performs or has performed any function or duty as i
health and safety representative or as a member of a
health and safety committee;
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No-one is clear about the effect that provision will
have. It appears to remove the right of an employee
not to be discriminated against as a result of
becoming a health and safety delegate. The
opposition is unsure about the intent of the
provision. During the Committee stage 1 will be
interested to hear the Minister's explanation of that
change.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - The legislation will
not do anything to reduce the number of deaths in
the workplace.

On my reading, clause 9 allows an occupational
health and safety delegate to be discriminated
against simply because he or she holds that pOSition.
1 will be extraordinarily happy if the government
states that that is not the intention. 1 await the
government's response.

Hon. Louise Asher - Are you saying there will
be more accidents as a result of the Bill?

The amending provisions are watering down the
intent of the Occupational Health and Safety Act.

Hon. Bill Forwood - How can you say that?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - 1 can say that and 1
will demonstrate why it is the case.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - No, 1 am not saying
that; 1 am saying that the legislation will not assist in
reducing the number of deaths in the workplace. It
will not relieve the hurt and the pain that many
workers suffer, and will not assist the injured
workers and their families referred to by
MrWalpole.

Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - In your view 1 may not
have answered some of the issues, but in my view 1
have. You may allay some of my fears when you
speak on the Bill.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Will you then support it?
Hon. D. T. WALPOLE - 1 will think about that
after 1 have heard what you have to say. The
Occupational Health and Safety Act is the best
legislation in the country. It is showpiece legislation
that is acknowledged throughout the world. During
1986 and 1987 death rates in workplaces fell by
27 per cent - a direct result of the implementation
of the Act. The Act ought not be tampered with,
except where it is necessary to improve some
provisions. The amending provisions will not
improve the lot of the worker, and for those reasons
1 oppose the Bill.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA (Melbourne North) - I,
too, oppose the Bill, which is about the ideology of
the government. 1 have said it before, but the
government is determined to attack trade unions,
which it is doing admirably through the provisions
of this Bill.
The Bill will not improve the conditions in
workplaces, because the government has no
commitment to improve workplaces. Mr Forwood
interjected earlier that there were 51 deaths in the
workplace during the past year. That is a disgrace.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Yes, it is a disgrace.

The legislation will reduce the rights of workers and
the influence of occupational health and safety
delegates. It will remove the concept of a collective
or support system for injured workers, which is
embraced by the trade union movement.
The government did not consult with any officials
from the trade union movement prior to the drafting
of the Bill.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Did you want some veto
right?
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Trade unions do not
want a veto right, but it should be recognised that
they have considerable knowledge of health and
public safety issues. They understand how their
members are affected, but more importantly, the
members of trade unions are not amorphous: they
are people. The Bill is flawed from the beginning
because the government did not want to consult
with the experts, whether they were employer or
employee representatives.
The Bill removes the reference to trade unions in the
principal Act. Mr Forwood interjected, "What about
proposed new section 29(11)?" The interjection
emphasised the ideological bent of the government.
The Bill will ensure that occupational health and
safety officers do not have the encouragement of
trade unions - an important issue. It will institute a
change in culture, and Miss Gould will demonstrate
the support she has given to occupational health and
safety officers during her contribution.
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Hoechst Australia Ltd in Altona forced its workers
to take strike action, which is continuing today. The
new right ideology gained authority within the
management of the company, and managers
attempted to poison the relationship workers had
with their trade union, which obviously concerned
many employees and would concern me. The only
way workers could gain satisfaction was to go on
strike. It is unfortunate that the change in the culture
that is evident in the provisions of the Bill will cause
more strike action, which would normally be
wmecessary.
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The other courses are accredited, and that is fine: the
non-unionists can go to them. All I am saying is that
the backup and the change of culture should be
undertaken through the trade union movement.
Clause 6 makes further changes in the way elections
are run. Again it shows the bent of the government
in withdrawing the current rights of trade unions.
An interjection was made about the non-trade
unionists. They have rights under the existing
legislation to become occupational health and safety
officers, and they also have rights to vote for
occupational health and safety representatives.

Hon. Bill Forwood - That is not logical.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Subject to the veto.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA -It is logical.
Unfortunately many disputes will not be resolved
because the government has a different emphasis, as
is demonstrated by clause 5.
The second-reading speech mentioned workplaces
that were non-unionised. The government has
amended the existing legislation so that it is no
longer necessary for trade unions to run elections.
The existing legislation already contains provisions
that assist and permit non-union shops to run
elections - I cannot remember which specific
section it is, but it is there. To use that provision as a
basis for amending the existing legislation is not
correct. The problem I have with the Bill is the
ideology behind it.

Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - Subject to being
nominated by a member who is a trade unionist.
They would then have the backing of organisations
that assist health and safety officers to carry out their
jobs. That is important because in many instances
occupational health and safety officers do not have
any support or backing and are left out like a shag
on a rock. They do not have the support necessary to
enable them to deal with critical situations and often
cannot call on assistance from others. That is why it
is important to have what the government has called
a veto, but I would call it the support of
organisations if they are there at the workplaces to
carry out their duties properly.
If the government were concerned about a

The other problem with having non-unionists taking
up these positions is that the backup will no longer
be there. I refer to the training and support that are
imperative in these types of pOSitions and are
usually provided through the trade union
organisation.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Or the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry or any
employer organisation.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - I shall deal with that
inteIjection. If a non-union shop goes through an
employer organisation or takes whatever other
course people want to go through, that is fine with
me, but for me the real perspective on occupational
health and safety is found in the courses run by the
trade union movement. That is my bent, and the
union courses I have done have given me a much
better perspective of real occupational health and
safety issues, how to deal with intransigent
employers, how to issue provisional improvement
notices and how to deal with the issues that in some
instances one cannot consult with employers about.

workplace not having trade unionists involved the
Bill could provide that in that instance a nomination
from a trade union is not required. That proposition
would have been acceptable to the opposition. The
Bill allows an wmecessary interference with the way
elections have been successfully run without the
outside interference of officers or public servants
appointed by the Minister.
The existing legislation has scope for the Minister to
appoint people from outside. For the government to
take away that role from trade unionists who in
most instances carry out their duties responsibly is
just an ideological bent.
Hon. Bill Forwood - There is nothing in the Bill
to stop that.
Hon. D. A. NARDELLA - My reading of the
clause is that it does take it away.
The other issue I want to touch on briefly is the
further removal of powers of health and safety
officers. Clause 7 amends section 31 of the principII
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Act to provide that the officers can inspect only their
own work areas. In most instances the designated
work group has a particular area that an officer
looks at, and I have no quarrel with that.
However, on production lines in a number of
workplaces, particularly for transitory workers,
occupational health and safety problems are not
specific to a worker's own area, and to take away the
right of occupational health and safety officers to
inspect those other areas and make them safer is
wrong. They should be able to examine the
problems affecting the people for whom they are
responsible further up or down the line.
Clause 7 removes that power, and that it is not right.
The occupational health and safety officers should
be able to move around all relevant areas. They have
a responsibility to protect the people they represent.
I await the contributions from both Mr Forwood and
Ms Asher. For the reasons 1 have outlined, 1 oppose
the Bill.
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Amendments) Bill. For obvious reasons the Bill is
about workplace safety. 1 shall be interested to hear
whether the contribution of Miss Gould will offer
more sensible reasons why the Bill should be
opposed, or whether she intends to support safety in
the workplace.
Every death in the workplace is one death too many
and every accident is one accident too many. This
measure is not about trade union power but about
workplace safety. The contribution made by
Mr Walpole did not address workplace safety.
Mr Walpole spoke about the way the trade union
movement was being affected. I also found it
disconcerting that in his contribution Mr Walpole
took a holier than thou position and said that
members on this side of the Chamber did not
understand work safety. He spoke about his
experiences dealing with people who faced up to
this issue. 1 shall share some of my experiences with
him.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - I will be happy to listen.

Debate interrupted.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Hon. D. M. Evans) - Order! The time has arrived
for this House to meet the Legislative Assembly in
the Assembly Chamber to elect two members to the
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation. This seems
an appropriate time to adjourn for that purpose.
Sitting suspended 6.13 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.
The PRESIDENT - Order! 1 have to report that
this House met with the Legislative Assembly this
day to recommend members for appointment to the
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation, and that
the Honourable George Graeme Weideman, MP,
and the Honourable Ronald Alexander Best, MLC,
were duly elected.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND
SAFETY (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) - Before
the sitting was suspended for dinner the House
heard that the opposition had decided to oppose the
Occupational Health and Safety (Miscellaneous

Hon. BILL FORWOOD - My brother was
working on the Blue Spec mine in north-western
Australia when he was hit by a crane that tipped
over. The Royal Flying Doctor Service flew him out
just before the wet. If the wet had arrived he would
have died. He nearly died in Derby hospital. He was
too sick to be put on a plane to fly to Perth.
Eventually, three weeks later, he was flown to Perth
and my mother flew from Adelaide to sit by his
bedside. After eight months he was able to walk
again. That is my personal experience. 1 care about
workplace safety and I will not have it said that
members on this side of the House do not.
The legislation creates a culture and an environment
to enhance workplace safety, not just for the benefit
of each individual but for the good of the business as
well. It sticks in my craw for Mr Walpole to say that
the unions should have the right of veto - which is
contained in section 29 of the old Act - over who
should be the workplace safety representative. This
issue is too important for it to be the prerogative of
the union. This issue concerns every person in the
workplace. It concerns the boss, the employees and
the union representative equally. 1 do not denigrate
the role that Mr Walpole has played. 1 believe he is
honest and straightforward and that he cares about
workplace safety as much as I do, but he should not
come in here and put government members down
when we are trying to do the best thing for all the
workers and for management at the same time.
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We must move to a system of total risk management
where the parties get together to design a workplace
that is safe in a cooperative culture with increased
productivity, and then we will have a work system
that is safe and productive. That is what it is about.
It is not about the union having the right to say, 'We
can't do this and we can't do that".
Hon. D. T. Walpole - That was never the issue,
MrForwood.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - If Mr Walpole had a
skerrick of guts he would support the legislation
because he knows I am right.
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Hon. D. T. Walpole - If I had I would exercise
the Smith prerogative, but I didn't do it.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order! The
honourable member will address the Chair and nOlt
engage in interjection across the Chamber.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - I have in front of me
an article from the Automobile Chamber of
Commerce journal which states:
Under the Victorian Occupational Health and Safety
Act 1985 employers must provide and maintain so fall"
as is practicable for employees a working environmeJnt
that is safe and without risks to health.

Hon. D. T. Walpole -It waters down the Act.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - Clause 4 inserts a new
section 25(1), which provides:
While at work, an employee must (a) take reasonable care for his or her own health and
safety and for the health and safety of anyone else
who may be affected by his or her acts or
omissions at the workplace; and
(b) co-operate with his or her employer with respect to
any action taken by the employer - -

The proposed new section creates a cooperative
culture where people can get together, and it places
on each person in the workplace the responsibility of
contributing to the safety of the workplace.
I turn now to the government's intention in this
matter. Last week was Occupational Health and
Safety Week, and a number of brochures on the
subject were distributed widely. Last week some
members of the government launched the
Occupational Health and Safety Week in Ballarat.
Graeme Shearer from the Ballarat trades hall was
there. It was a launch across party lines and boss
and union lines because it was about safety.
The government put out a brochure about creating
workplace safety, but Mr Walpole's exact words in
his contribution were that a trade union policing role
was important.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - I never said that.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - We will wait to see the

Hansard report. We will see that you used the word
"police". You can take it out, but you used the word
"police"; that is where you come from.

Therefore employers might wish to designate 10 - 1.5
October 1993 as Health and Safety Week at their
workplaces. One suggestion would be for employers to
assess the management of health and safety at their
workplaces.

That is an employer organisation; it has the same
concerns about occupational health and safety as
members opposite. I do not know why opposition
members should oppose the 11 clauses in the Bill
because they know that they are about workplace
safety. They are opposing the Bill because they think
it is an ideological attack on the trade union
movement. OppOSition members should have
treated the Bill on its merits and gone through it
clause by clause pointing out where it adversely
affects safety in the workplace.1t does not.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - Bluster will not work.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order!
Mr Walpole has had an opportunity to make his
contribution and I ask him to give Mr Forwood a
reasonable opportunity to put his case.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - Mr Walpole also
criticised the fact that prosecutions were being
watered down by the Occupational Health and
Safety Authority. If anybody breaks the law they
should be prosecuted. I do not have a problem with
that, but we should concentrate on using the
authority for the other purposes for which it was
created, such as education. The problem is that
29.4 per cent of people in the work force in the
non-public sector are members of the trade union
movement, which means that there is a raft of
people working in factories who are not members of
unions; they have as much right to workplace safety
as any other person wherever they work. We should
ensure that people who break the law are
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prosecuted and should concentrate up front on
education, risk management and developing a
workplace culture that will lead to increased safety.
It is incomprehensible that a Bill that is seven pages

long and deals with a principal Act that has 57
sections, in which all the clauses are designed to
enable people in the workplace to work with
management in the best interests of all is being
opposed by the opposition.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - Why do the changes need
to take place, then? Address the fundamental
question.
Hon. Louise Asher - He just has; you're too
busy yelling to listen.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - He has not.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - Order!
Mr Forwood has the floor. I will not put up with
interjections across the floor. It is a narrow Bill in its
context and I ask honourable members to stick to the
content of the Bill without so much interjection.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD - Section 3O(3)(a) of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act provides that:
any employee in the designated work group may be a
candidate but only upon the nomination of a trade
union ...

The essence of that section is that the trade union
has the right of veto. The fundamental purpose of
the Bill, as spelt out in the second-reading speech, is
to put the responsibility for workplace safety onto
every person involved: it does not give the trade
union the right of veto. An employer will have the
right to tell all workers that they will contribute to
the safety of the workplace. This is sensible
legislation in a changing environment; we are not in
the dim, dark ages of the 1960s and 1970s. This issue
is too important for the government not to take
positive steps, and this Bill is a positive move
forward.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Doutta Galla) - I oppose
the Bill and in doing so I agree with my colleagues
about the purpose of the amendments, which is
twofold: firstly, they are ideologically based in
repealing the involvement of the trade union
movement; and secondly, they reduce the powers,
rights and responsibilities of the occupational health
and safety representatives and of employers. I
believe the government would repeal the principal
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Act, but it cannot. Why? Because employers do not
want the government to do so. Why do employers
not want the government to repeal the Act? Because
it is working; it is an effective Act that has assisted in
the reduction of the number of accidents within the
workplace.
A month ago I gave up a position as a trade union
official. Prior to the introduction of the Act in my
work as a trade union official I went to an
establishment and was talking to a delegate who
had to make some adjustments to a control panel.
He walked up to the control panel, picked up a stick
that was a little over a foot long and used it to make
some adjustments on the panel. I asked him why he
did that. He said, ''Because of the leaking roof there
is a puddle on the floor and if I stand close to the
panel to push the buttons I get an electric shock". I
asked him if he had raised the matter with his
employer. He said, "Yes, but they have done
absolutely nothing". I proudly pulled the workers
off the job. It took the trade union movement's
involvement to have that leaky roof fixed despite the
fact that it was causing shocks to workers.
Recently a member of my union was working on a
hopper in a stockfeed establishment. The employer
instructed the employee to go up on the roof, get
into the hopper and clean it out. The member fell in
and he had the presence of mind to in effect swim to
the bottom of the hopper, open the vent, which is a
porthole of about 8 inches in diameter, and scream
out. The reason I raise that matter is because the
occupational health and safety representative
worked in another area. When the accident occurred
the occupational health and safety representative
from the designated work group area in another part
of the establishment investigated the accident.
The amendments proposed by the Bill will not
provide for any investigation by occupational health
and safety representatives because they will not be
able to go outside the deSignated work area.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Why wasn't there one in
the first place?
Hon. M. M. GOULD - The normal practice is
that no-one works there. There is no need for
employees to go into the area except for those who
have to clean the hoppers at certain times. The
provisions, if passed, will prevent an occupational
health and safety representative from moving
outside his or her designated work area.
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I was involved with an establishment where a
spillage in the warehouse caused fumes to spread
throughout the workplace. The occupational health
and safety representative for a designated work area
not associated with the area where the spillage
occurred was able to inspect the area and do
something about the fumes that were spreading
throughout the workplace. The proposed
amendments will not allow that to occur.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Why not?
Hon. M. M. GOULD - The Bill will not allow
occupational health and safety representatives to go
outside their designated work areas. It will prevent
them from examining car parks, toilets,
thoroughfares and other areas of a factory or
workplace.
At another factory I visited there was a sign ''Beware
of overflowing boiling water", but most of the
people who worked there were Maltese.
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The removal of the reference to trade unions is
contrary to that objective. The opposition opposes
the amendment. It believes the proposed changes
will limit the employer's duty to consult with health
and safety representatives on changes in the
workplace that will affect the health and safety of
workers.
If an employer wants to introduce a new piece of
equipment into the workplace, how will the
employer, the employees and the occupational
health and safety representatives be able to discuss
the ramifications of the new equipment if the
employer does not have to consult?

Hon. Louise Asher -If practicable!
Hon. M. M. GOULD - What do you know
about the practicalities of a piece of equipment that
has not yet been installed? You do not know what
the ramifications will be.

Honourable members interjecting.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD - Although the sign was
erected most of the workers could not read English.
Without warning the hoppers would overflow and
the boiling water would cascade down and create a
problem. It was a disgrace.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Why didn't you do
something about it?
Hon. M. M. GOULD - We did. We arranged for
the occupational health and safety representative to
put a provisional improvement notice (PIN) on the
equipment so that employees could cease work until
the problem was remedied. The employer had not
done anything about it.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan -And your Act didn't
do anything about it either!
Hon. M. M. GOULD - Prior to the former Labor
government introducing the Act in 1985 it consulted
with the community and the trade union movement.
The amendments proposed by the Bill will omit any
reference to the trade union movement and will
create inconsistencies in the Act. One object of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act is to provide for
the involvement of employees and employers and
associations representing employees and employers
in the formulation and implementation of health and
safety standards.

Hon. M. M. GOULD - The Bill will allow an
employer to introduce technology and equipment
that may be detrimental to employees and the
employer will not have to consult with anyone. The
amendments are totally one-sided. The Bill will
reduce the obligations of the employer to advise
employees on changes that may affect their health
and wellbeing.
During the suspension of the sitting for dinner some
of my union colleagues told me that they have
appreciated the work and assistance of the
occupational health and safety representatives in
providing employers with information to improve
workplaces. They asked me to assist them in
obtaining more health and safety representatives
because under the proposed legislation every inch of
a workplace will have to be covered by a person
representing a designated work group. Workers will
not be able to allocate representatives across
factories or warehouses because they will not be able
to go outside their deSignated work groups.
Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Why not? The
designated work area is whatever you decide to
designate.
Hon. M. M. GOULD - Employers have
encouraged - -

Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT - Order! There are too many
conversations going at once. I invite honourable
members on both sides of the House to desist and
allow the honourable member to make her
contribution without assistance.

representatives will, for example, be unable to place
PIN notices to equipment if protective guards have
not been fitted.

Hon. M. M. GOULD - Someone mentioned
training. The trade union movement has invested
heavily in training occupational health and safety
representatives so that they are aware of their rights
and responsibilities under the Act. The backup
support that the trade union movement has given to
its members is much greater than that provided by
employers. Employers have been given safety data
sheets on the composition of chemicals or other
substances used within workplaces. The unions had
been able to access that information whereas many
employers had not. Employers have now become
aware of the concern of workers for their own
wellbeing within the workplace. They have taken
the trouble to find out the composition of the
products they use. A number of safety data sheets
have been supplied to workers; many employers
were not aware of the composition of those
products. Employers have been advised that they
were using known carcinogens or skin irritant
chemicals such as formaldehyde that can drastically
affect workers. Employers have benefited from that
information.

Hon. M. M. GOULD - Because they cannot
work outside their designated workplaces.

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Why not?

Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Can't they speak to a
person inside the area and say, '1ssue a PIN notice"?
Hon. D. T. Walpole - Why make it so difficult?
Hon. M. M. GOULD - The proposed changes
are unnecessary. It is not necessary to remove the
provision regarding trade union movement
involvement in electing occupational health and
safety delegates because workers in a designated
work area can elect who they want to represent
them.
Hon. Bill Forwood - Over your veto -look at
the Act!
Hon. D. T. Walpole - You look at the Act!
Hon. Bill Forwood - Look at section 30.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - There is no veto.

In a recent debate an honourable member said that
prevention is the best cure. It is important not to
reduce the rights and responsibilities of employers
and employees, which the Bill seeks to do.

The PRESIDENT - Order! Mr Walpole and
Mr Forwood have already contributed to the debate
and I ask them to desist from interjecting and allow
Miss Gould to continue.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD - It is a clear sign that the
proposed changes will not be of benefit in the
reduction of hazards in the workplace. Recently I
visited a workplace where an occupational health
and safety hazard existed. An employee had four
fingers cut off by a machine that sealed a product.
Under this Bill if an occupational health and safety
representative was walking past a piece of
equipment that did not have a guard on it and was
outside the deSignated work area, he or she would
not have the right to issue a PIN after consultation
with the employer. I remind the House that the
union with which I was associated would never
issue PINs without first consulting with or advising
the employer.
The Act requires that employees must be consulted
initially, but when this Bill is enacted the
duly-elected occupational health and safety

Hon. M. M. GOULD - The Bill alters the duty of
employees to take all necessary care. It requires that
employees should take all reasonable care for their
own safety and that they should cooperate with an
employer about any action taken by the employer to
comply with any requirement according to the Act.
That first change may not pose a Significant problem
because it will need to be tested in court. The second
change will allow an employer to insist that personal
detection equipment must be worn even though it
may not be necessary. The requirement for the
employee to wear such equipment places an
additional burden on him or her.
The amendments outlined in the Bill are
unnecessary. It will become the responsibility of the
employer to consult with employees about changes
in the workplace that could affect them, but that
diminishes the strength of the legislation. The rights
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and responsibilities of occupational health and
safety representatives are important. During the
eight years of its life the Act has been tested in court
on only one occasion when an employer alleged that
a health and safety representative had acted beyond
his power. That case was thrown out of court
because it was established that the health and safety
representative simply issued a cease-work notice
because of a risk to the health of workers.
The Act protects an occupational health and safety
representative from discriminatory dismissal; the
representative cannot be discriminated against if he
or she exercises his or her responsibilities under the
Act, and any deletion of that provision concerning
discrimination would be unnecessary. For those
reasons, I oppose the Bill.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER (Monash) - I support the
Bill. For several moments I thought I was about to
contribute to debate on another Bill because
Mr Walpole referred to "class warfare" and the
House heard a diatribe from Mr Nardella as though
all hell may break loose. Honourable members then
heard a contribution from Miss Gould in which she
said that through the introduction of this very
simple Bill the government has suddenly reneged on
its commitment to workplace safety. It is
reprehensible and incorrect for Miss Gould to imply
that the government would like to repeal the
Occupational Health and Safety Act. Let me tell you,
Miss Gould, that if the government wanted to do
that, it would - and make no mistake about that!
Hon. B. W. Mier - You have almost done that.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - The government
acknowledges that the Act has many good features,
although it has been abused in the past.
What is the best way of dealing with safety in the
workplace? The simple purpose behind this small
Bill is not to alter any of the objectives of the Act but
to change the way designated work groups are
formed and the way the delegates are elected. It also
makes other minor changes.
The government is removing the trade union
monopoly in the workplace health and safety area.
Irrespective of whether employees belong to a
union, if they wish to be involved in workplace they
need not be nominated by a trade union nor do they
need to jOin a trade union. They can become
involved in the important issue of workplace safety
as a non-union member even when they are in a
workplace which has a member of a trade union.
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I emphasise that the Bill has a very marginal impact
on the Act. The contributions of Mr Walpole,
Mr Nardella and Miss Gould were not incisive. After
listening to them, one could be under the impression
that the government has abandoned its commitment
to workplace safety. That is a scandalous allegation
and any such implication is wrong.
It is important to rebut the arguments of the pledge

faction which Miss Gould has obviously been very
keen to join - no doubt she will receive an
application form!
What aspects of the Act will not be changed by the
Bill? The objects of the Act will not be changed.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - Then why are the changes
required?
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - The objects of the Act
are laudable and they were commended in the
contributions of members of the Labor Party during
the second-reading debate on the original
legislation. The object of ensuring the welfare of
people in the workplace remains unchanged; the
culture and ethos of the government is the same as
that contained in the 1985 Act.
It is important that the opposition come to grips

with the fact that the amendments do not change the
objectives of the principal Act. Section 21 of the Act
outlines the duties of employers. Honourable
members opposite spoke of class warfare and
indulged in diatribes against employers. I am as
critical of an employer who ignores workplace
safety as any member of the Labor Party, but it is
unfortunate that honourable members opposite tar
all employers with the same brush, which is
fundamentally wrong. I reiterate that section 21 of
the principal Act, which outlines the duties of
employers, is unchanged by the provisions in the
Bill. It states:
An employer shall provide and maintain so far as is
practicable for employees a working environment that
is safe and without risks to health.

The duties of employers are not altered by the Bill. If
the objectives and the duties of employers are not
altered by the amending legislation, the claims of the
Labor Party are spurious.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - They are a sham. It has
nothing to do with health and safety, but everything
to do with union coverage.
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Hon. LOUISE ASHER - The Minister for
Regional Development is correct. The basic thrust of
the Bill is to get non-union members in the
workplace involved in workplace safety if they
wish. Workers should be involved in workplace
safety because that is the responsible thing to do, but
they should not have to be members of a union.
The duties of employees have changed and are set
out in clause 4, and the changes are reasonable.
There will now be a balance of responsibilities and
rights between the employer and the employee. An
employee must now take reasonable care for his or
her own health and safety and the health and safety
of anyone else who may be affected by his or her
acts or omissions in the workplace.
The duties of reasonable care are an advance on the
provisions in the principal Act. Section 25(1) states:
An employee while at work shall take the care of which
the employee is capable for the employee's own health
and safety ...

The government has broadened the duty of care for
employees and has struck a sensible balance
between the duty of care of the employer and the
employee.
The Labor Party is objecting vigorously to the
removal of the preferential role of the trade union
movement. Honourable members opposite are
saying that trade unions will be excluded from
involvement in occupational health and safety
issues. That is a nonsense, a furphy and is not
accurate. The government is removing the
preferential role of trade unions, but it wants trade
unions still to be involved in the workplace. It
welcomes their involvement, as it welcomes the
involvement of every other person.
Proposed new section 29 removes the requirement
for trade unions to establish deSignated work
groups. Any employee may ask his or her employer
to establish a deSignated work group. That is a
positive change and broadens the involvement of
employees in workplace health and safety.
Proposed new section 29(4) allows the employer to
initiate negotiations for the establishment of
designated work groups in the workplace. That is a
positive initiative because it allows the employer to
initiate a process which was not possible under the
previous legislation.
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The Bill stops unions from arranging elections for
health and safety representatives. Why should the
union movement run elections for health and safety
representatives?
Hon. B. W. Mier - They represent the workers.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - They are not the
representatives of the people in the workplace.
Mr Mier should examine the figures on trade union
membership. He is not living in the real world. The
amendments will allow full democracy in the
workplace because trade unions will no longer have
the exclusive right to run elections for health and
safety officers, and the government should be
commended for inserting that provision.
Mr Forwood spoke about that and said that the
provision will remove the exclusive power of the
trade union movement to nominate who may be a
health and safety representative.
Section 30(3)(a) of the principal Act is particularly
onerous. It sta tes:
any employee in the designated work group may be a
candidate but only upon the nomination of a trade
union a member or members of which work as
employees in the group;

That is an appalling provision. Mr Walpole may be
able to tell me how many non-unionists would be
allowed to be candidates or be involved in the vital
process of workplace safety.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - Read the rest of the section.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I suspect the trade
union movement is not too keen on nominating a
non-unionist because the officials of trade unions
love power and grab onto it, whether it is justifiable
or not. Any amending legislation that reduces trade
union power sends members of the Labor Party off
the deep end.
The crux of the Bill is to remove the trade union
monopoly. The government wants members of trade
unions to be involved in workplace safety, but it
wants to remove the monopoly of the unions. Miss
Gould claimed that the government is repealing the
role of the trade union movement, which is a
deliberate misrepresentation. The government is
happy to have trade unions involved in workplace
safety, and Mr Forwood referred to that in his
contribution, but they will no longer have a
monopoly.
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Hon. D. T. Walpole - There never was. You
should read the other sections of the Act.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - There are a number of
other changes to the principal Act.
Hon. D. T. Walpole - You should not be so
selective.
Hon. LOUISE ASHER - I believe Mr Walpole is
trying to intimidate me. Members of the opposition
referred to clause 8 and the insertion of proposed
section 33(1)(1A) relating to consultation before the
issuing of a provisional improvement notice. That is
a sensible and reasonable amendment. Miss Gould
said it happens generally throughout workplaces,
and 1 am pleased to hear that, but it is not my
advice. It is important that employers have the
opportunity of having some input into provisional
improvement notices before they are actually issued.
1 note - 1 will not go into detail because 1 am
conscious of the time and that other honourable
members wish to speak on the Bill- the publication
A Statistical Profile of Occupational Health and Safety Victoria produced in October 1993 by the
Occupational Health and Safety Authority. The issue
of compliance and enforcement is referred to at page
24. From July 1990 to June 1993 there were appeals
against 341 provisional improvement notices as
recorded by the Ministry's inspection recording
system, which is apprOXimately 9 per month, and
161 notices, 47 per cent, were cancelled by the
inspector - that is, the appeal were upheld.
Clearly, there needs to be an improvement in the
way provisional improvement notices are issued.
The Bill will allow consultation between employee
and employer before the issue of provisional
improvement notices. Again, that is very sensible.
The Labor Party gets terribly excited about these
things. I regard this as one step forward in a sensible
partnership between employer and employee.
The final change 1 wish to mention is that under
clause 9 there will now be greater precision in
specifying the sort of discrimination by an employer
against occupational health and safety
representatives that will not be tolerated. The
provisions will be tightened to ensure that the
people who take on these important roles are not
discriminated against.
As I said earlier, the Bill and its amendments to the
principal Act are indicative of a sensible approach
by the government to facilitating the relationship
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between employers and employees. Several
comments were made earlier by members of the
opposition suggesting that employers were out for
profit and therefore did not care two hoots about the
safety of employees. That is a complete
misrepresentation of the workplace. 1 note that the
publication Evaluating Health and Safety Performance
is being sent out to a number of workplaces in
Victoria. 1 regard the approach advocated in that
booklet as the right direction for workplace
management that involves both employers and
employees. The booklet gives an example in the
chapter on "step 4", where one business discovered
that $1.2 million had been lost in direct costs
associated with lost time due to injuries and
work-related illnesses in the past calendar year. It
was estimated that indirect costs, such as loss of
productive labour, could be almost twice as high.
It is important to counter the class warfare argument
put by Mr Walpole about employers. It is in the

employers' interests to look at workplace safety.
No-one endorses the workplace situations that
Mr Walpole described at the beginning of his
contribution. Nobody wants an unsafe workplace. It
is very important to place on public record that it is
in the interests of the employer to provide a safe
workplace, and that is, of course, what employers in
recent times have been doing.
In conclusion, I wish to say that the only changes
basically advocated in the Bill are changes to the
trade union monopoly and, although members of
the opposition have chosen to fire a few ballistic
missiles on this issue, basically they are pretty
unguided. The Bill will allow a greater level of
participation between employees and employers in
workplace safety and that, surely, is what a
responsible government ought to be about.
Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley) - I oppose the Bill.
It is designed to reduce the cost of implementation

of safety equipment and safe working conditions in
the workplace. It is a clear example, once again, of
an attack on the trade union movement and an
attack on the well-earned conditions and safeguards
that workers have fought for over a long time. It is
an attack on safeguards that were implemented and
enshrined in legislation during the course of the
previous Labor government.
The reality is that prior to 1982 in this State safety
conditions in all industries were the subject of
continuous struggles by workers and their
representatives on what should happen in the
workplace. For many years endless disputes arose
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out of those issues. In the building industry, the
industry with which I am familiar, conditions were
very bad. They are not that hot today, but they were
extremely bad. Those conditions caused far more
fatalities than occurred in other industries
throughout Australia, and I instance the fact that
they exceeded fatalities in the mining industry,
which is one of the most hazardous industries.
It was extremely difficult to secure safe working

conditions in the building industry and the fatalities
and injuries were horrendous. The Labor
government, the Labor Party and the trade union
movement recognised the need to bring about a
civilised approach to the whole question; there was
a need for a true, civilised approach, not one that
created industrial stoppages day after day and week
after week or stoppages that were associated with
the death of a workmate - in a mine, in a factory,
whether a textile factory or a chemical factory, or
because of the inhalation of toxic fumes over several
years. The previous approach was primitive, as were
the conditions. They brought about industrial action.
That was the situation that needed to be rectified.
It was the trade union movement and the Labor

government who took those things into account.
They took them into account on the basis that the
issue needed to be approached on a civil and proper
basis. In actual fact, most employer organisations
agreed, because they were subjected to all sorts of
disruptions and concerns and problems associated
with the deaths and injuries that were occurring in
different industries throughout the State.
The former government introduced the
Occupational Health and Safety Act. There is
nothing suspicious or bad about that Act, and in
most cases it is supported by industry and
employers. Unfortunately, some unscrupulous
industries and employers do not recognise their
responsibilities and do not consider the welfare of
their employees. Some of them have never accepted
that responsibility and live in an era that has
evolved from the 185Os.
Hon. R. M. Hallam - They would be pretty old
by now.
Hon. B. W. MIER - You are right, Mr Hallam.
There are still plenty of mining companies who
believe in 1850s work practices and who are often
subject to the pressures of their shareholders. I know
of companies who close ranks they when feel the
pinch because their shares begin to drop. They
increase production and turn a blind eye to safety.
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Hon. W. A. N. Hartigan - Do you think that
increases production?
Hon. B. W. MIER - I would not say anything
about Ford, Mr Hartigan, because it probably has a
good record, but some companies are not as
reputable as Ford. Some Victorian companies turn a
blind eye to safety in return for favourable returns
for their shareholders. No-one is concerned about
the Occupational Health and Safety Act except those
greedy, hungry people who do not consider the
welfare of their employees.
The PRESIDENT - Order! I remind Mr Mier
that the Bill has a limited application. I reminded
Mr Walpole of that fact also and he took notice of
my advice. I suggest Mr Mier address the provisions
of the Bill instead of providing a general overview of
occupational health and safety.
Hon. B. W. MIER - I appreciate your advice,
Mr President, and would like to make my comments
in a degree of calm.
Clause 6 of the Bill suggests that trade unions should
be eliminated. Why would industry want that? One
would have thought that the general thrust of
industry would have been to get the trade unions on
side, to bring the organised labour forces into the
ranks and to coordinate and cooperate as much as
possible to arrive at mutual agreements on safe
working practices. That will not happen because
those bigots who influence government members
want to do away with the influence of the trade
union movement.
I assure government members that this Bill will not
do that. Workers will always protect their rights,
irrespective of whether the government does away
with their unions, their awards, their health and
safety regulations or any of their entitlements in
legislation. Workers will whistle dixie to the mugs
on the government benches because they will not
win this fight!
I was around before the introduction of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act when workers
had to fight on every issue. I was involved in the
construction industry when people said, 'Well, that
is safe. What do you know about scaffolding?" as
they fumbled around a building site. I was around
when the TAB building on Queens Road crashed
down. I went to trade school and got my scaffolding
certificate, and I knew what was going on.
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Clause 7 is ridiculous because it provides that
no-one can move from their respective workplaces
to check out safety conditions even if, as Mr Walpole
said, asbestos is floating around the workplace.
Clause 7 will mean that if unsafe, illegal scaffolding
has been erected, some dill at the top of a high-rise
building could drop something which could injure
people below and the people below will not have the
right to go up on the scaffolding to complain.
Government members do not know what they are
talking about. They are fools! The Bill is designed so
that industry can breach safety regulations and put
workers in danger. Members of the government
have not been out in the workplace. They have not
seen asbestos flying around the joint; they have not
seen bricks falling from building sites; they have not
been to chemical plants and seen obnoxious fumes
floating about, and yet they want to reduce the
safety standards of workers. They will not win
because the people will not cop it!
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Third reading
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Minister for Regional
Development) - By leave, I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In moving the third reading of the Bill I thank
honourable members for their contributions to an
extremely important debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
The PRESIDENT - Order! The question is:
That a message be sent to the Assembly acquainting
them that the Council have agreed to the Bill without
amendment.

I think the Ayes have it

Hon. Rosemary Varty interjected.
Opposition Members - The Noes have it!
Hon. B. W. MIER - Mrs Varty may giggle and
think that it is a big joke. I would like to see her in a
textile factory doing a bit of work for a change. I
would like her to find out what it is like to breath in
fibres from a textile plant.
The amendments are designed to degrade and break
down the regulations and provisions for safe
workplaces. Good on the government if it thinks it
can get away with this legislation. I wish it all the
best, but it will not get away with it!
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Bells rung.
Hon. D. R. WHITE (Doutta Galla) (By leave) There was a misunderstanding in relation to the
transmission of a message to the Assembly. The
opposition does not wish to proceed with a division.
Question agreed to.
House adjourned 9.13 p.m.
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That these rules be the rules of procedure for this joint
sitting.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

Victorian Health Promotion Foundation
Honourable members of both Houses assembled at
6.15p.m.
The CLERK - Before proceeding with the
business of this joint sitting it will be necessary to
appoint a President of the jOint sitting.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I move:
That the Honourable John Edward Delzoppo, MP,
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, be appointed as
President of the joint sitting.

Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT - I thank the joint sitting for
the distinguished accolade of allowing me to preside
over this joint sitting.
I direct the attention of honourable members to
extracts from the Tobacco Act 1987, which have been
circulated to honourable members. It will be noted
that the Act requires that the joint sitting be
conducted in accordance with the rules adopted for
the purpose by members present at the sitting.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - Mr President, I desire
to submit the rules of procedure, which are in the
hands of honourable members, and I accordingly
move:

The PRESIDENT - The rules having been
adopted, I am prepared to receive nominations with
regard to the election of two honourable members to
the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation.
Mr KENNETI (Premier) - I propose:
That Ronald Alexander Best, MLC, and George Graeme
Weideman, MP, be members of the Victorian Health
Promotion Foundation.

They are willing to accept the appointments if
chosen.
Mr ROPER (Coburg) - I second the nomination,
knowing that both members would do anything
required to carry out this particular task.
The PRESIDENT - Are there any further
nominations?
As there are only two members nominated I declare
that Ronald Alexander Best, MLC, and George
Graeme Weideman, MP, have been elected to the
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation.
There being no further business, I now declare the
joint sitting closed.
Proceedings terminated 6.24 p.m.
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